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DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS JOHN ARNTZ

City and County of San Francisco Director
www.sfelections.org

Dear San Francisco Voter: April 9, 2010

In the June 8, 2010 Consolidated Statewide Direct Primary Election, voters will vote according to their
party registration. Voters who have registered with a particular political party may receive only that
party’s ballot, and cannot vote using another party’s ballot.

However, the Democratic Party and Republican Party will allow voters who have not registered with
a qualified political party to vote on their party ballots. These unaffiliated voters may instead vote a
purely nonpartisan ballot, which includes state and local measures and the contests for State
Superintendent of Public Instruction and Judge of the Superior Court.

Unaffiliated voters who are also permanent vote-by-mail voters have been mailed a postcard on
which they can request a ballot from the Democratic or Republican Party. Unaffiliated voters who
vote at polling places on Election Day must tell the pollworker if they want either of these party
ballots. If no request is made, the voter will receive a nonpartisan ballot.

Please review this pamphlet for more information about voting in primary elections. The last day
for people to register to vote in this election or to change their party affiliation is May 24.

VOTING IN CITY HALL

29 days before nearly every election, outside our City Hall office, the Department opens a polling
place that is available for all voters, regardless of where they live in the City. Before the May 24
deadline to register to vote, people can change their registration information — such as their party
affiliation — and then vote the same day. The City Hall polling place is open during the week from
8 a.m. until 5 p.m. and during the two weekends prior to Election Day — May 29 and May 30;

and June 5 and June 6 — from 10 a.m. until 4 p.m.

TO CONTACT US

If you have questions or need more information on any issue related to the election, please
contact the Department at 554-4375, 554-4367 (Chinese), or 554-4366 (Spanish). Also, our website —
www.sfelections.org — is an excellent source of information and provides materials in English,
Chinese, and Spanish.

Respectfully,
John Arntz, Director

Voice (415) 554-4375 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 48 Vote-by-Mail Fax (415) 554-4372
Fax (415) 554-7344 San Francisco CA 94102-4634 TTY (415) 554-4386
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Purpose of the Voter Information Pamphlet

Before each election, the Department of Elections
prepares the Voter Information Pamphlet, which is
mailed to every registered voter as required by law.The
pamphlet provides voters with information about local
candidates and ballot measures, as well as how, when
and where to vote.

In this pamphlet, you will find:
e your sample ballot,

e candidates’ statements of their qualifications for
local office,

¢ information about each local ballot measure,
including:
o an impartial summary of the measure, prepared by
San Francisco’s Ballot Simplification Committee,

o a financial analysis, prepared by San Francisco’s
Controller,

o an explanation of how it qualified for the ballot,

0 arguments supporting and opposing the measure,
and

o the legal text of the measure.

You may bring this pamphlet with you to your poll-
ing place. In addition, every precinct is supplied with a
copy. Please ask a pollworker if you would like to see it.

The Ballot Simplification Committee

The Ballot Simplification Committee works in public meetings to prepare an impartial summary of each local ballot
measure in simple language. The Committee also writes or reviews other information in this pamphlet, including
the glossary of “Words You Need to Know” and the “Frequently Asked Questions” (FAQs). The Committee mem-
bers have backgrounds in journalism, education and written communication, and they volunteer their time to

prepare these informational materials for voters.

The Committee members are:

Betty Packard, Chair
Nominated by the Northern California Broadcasters
Association

June Fraps
Nominated by the National Academy of Television Arts
and Sciences

Ann Jorgensen
Nominated by the San Francisco Unified School

District

Adele Fasick
Nominated by the League of Women Voters
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Christine Unruh
Nominated by the California Media Workers Guild

Mollie Lee, ex officio
Deputy City Attorney

Andrew Shen, ex officio
Deputy City Attorney

Jon Givner, ex officio
Deputy City Attorney
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Primary Election Information

The June 8, 2010 election is a statewide direct pri-
mary election. In a direct primary election, voters
from each political party nominate candidates to run
in the November general election.

California has a modified closed primary system.
This means that voters who have registered with a
qualified political party may vote only for candidates
from that party in partisan contests. Voters who have
not registered with a qualified political party may
vote in partisan contests if a party allows unaffiliated
voters to participate.

All voters, regardless of party affiliation, may vote in
nonpartisan contests and for or against ballot mea-
sures.

Check Your Party Registration on the
Back Cover of This Pamphlet

Look at the back cover of this pamphlet. Your party
registration is printed near the center of the page.

If your party registration shows one of the following
political parties, you will be given that party’s ballot:
e American Independent Party
e Democratic Party

e Green Party

Libertarian Party
e Peace and Freedom Party
® Republican Party

To find the sample ballot for your party, refer to the
Table of Contents.

If Your Party Registration Says
“No Party Affiliation”

Our records indicate that you did not choose a politi-
cal party affiliation on your most recent voter regis-
tration, or you selected a party that is not qualified to
participate in this primary election.

Two parties will permit voters who are not affiliated
with a qualified political party to vote their ballot in
this primary election.You may request one of the
following:
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e a Democratic Party ballot, with all contests
except County Central Committee.

* a Republican Party ballot, with all contests
except County Central Committee.

® a nonpartisan ballot, with nonpartisan contests
and ballot measures only.

If you vote on Election Day, you must request the
ballot of your choice from a pollworker when you
sign the roster. If you vote by mail, you may indicate
your choice on the Vote-by-Mail Application on the
back cover of this pamphlet. If you do not request a
specific party ballot, you will be given a nonpartisan
ballot, with nonpartisan contests and ballot mea-
sures only.

To find the sample ballot options for voters with no
party affiliation, refer to the Table of Contents.

To Change Your Party Registration

To change your registration in time for this election,
you must complete and submit a voter registration
card by May 24.You may download a registration
card online at the California Secretary of State’s
website, www.sos.ca.gov.To request that a voter
registration card be mailed to you, contact the
Department of Elections through our website,
www.sfelections.org, or call 415-554-4375.You may
also fill out a voter registration card in person at the
Department of Elections in City Hall.

Tuesday, June 8, 2010

from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.
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Early Voting in Person or by Mail

Voting in Person

You can vote on or before Election Day at City Hall,
Room 48. Office hours for early voting are as follows:

e May 10 - June 7, Monday through Friday (except
holidays), 8 a.m.to 5 p.m.;

e May 29 - 30, June 5 - 6, Saturday and Sunday,
10 a.m. to 4 p.m. (enter on Grove Street); and

e Election Day, Tuesday, June 8, 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

Voting by Mail for This Election Only

Any voter may request a vote-by-mail ballot, in the fol-
lowing ways:

e Apply online at www.sfelections.org.

e Complete the application on the back cover of
this pamphlet, and mail it to the Department of
Elections. You may also send a written request
to the Department of Elections. Remember to
include your home address, the address to which
you want the ballot mailed, your birth date, your
name and your signature. Mail your request to
the address on the back cover of this pamphlet,
or fax it to 415-5654-4372. All mailed or faxed
requests must include your signature!

The Department of Elections must receive your request
before 5 p.m. on June 1.Your ballot will be mailed

as soon as possible after your application has been
processed.

When you receive your ballot, carefully read and fol-
low the instructions that will be provided with it. You
may mail your voted ballot to the Department of
Elections or drop it off at any San Francisco polling
place on Election Day; remember to sign and seal the
envelope. The Department of Elections must receive
your ballot by 8 p.m. on Election Day, Tuesday, June 8.

/
Check the Status of Your
Vote-by-Mail Ballot
Vote-by-mail voters can check when their ballot
was mailed or received by the Department of
Elections. Visit our website, www.sfelections.org,

or call the Department of Elections at
415-554-4375.

~

J
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Voting By Mail for All Elections

Any voter may request to be a permanent vote-by-mail
voter. Once you become a permanent vote-by-mail
voter, the Department of Elections will mail you a
ballot automatically for every election.

To become a permanent vote-by-mail voter, complete
the Vote-by-Mail Application on the back cover of
this pamphlet, print an application from
www.sfelections.org, or call for an application at
415-554-4375. Before you return your completed appli-
cation, be sure to check the box that says “Permanent
Vote-by-Mail Voter” and sign the application.

@ by-mail voters starting May 10.To find

out if you are registered as a permanent

vote-by-mail voter, use the Voter Registration
Status Lookup tool on www.sfelections.org, or
call the Department of Elections at 415-554-4375.

If you have not received your ballot by May 24,
please call.

- J

4 )

Ballots will be mailed to permanent vote-

If you do not vote in two consecutive statewide gener-
al elections, you will no longer be a permanent vote-
by-mail voter. However, you will remain on the voter
roll unless the Department of Elections has been
informed that you no longer live at the address at
which you are registered. To regain your permanent
vote-by-mail status, re-apply as described above.
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Accessible Voting and Services for Voters with Disabilities

Accessible Formats of the Voter Information Pamphlet: The
Department of Elections offers the Voter Information Pamphlet in audio-
cassette, audio CD and large-print formats. An accessible version is also
available online at www.sfelections.org. To request a copy of this pam-
phlet in an accessible format, you may contact us through the website
above or call 415-554-4375.

Audiocassette copies of the Voter Information Pamphlet are also avail-
able from the San Francisco Library for the Blind and Print Disabled at
100 Larkin Street, or call 415-557-4253.

Voting by Mail: Prior to each election, vote-by-mail voters are mailed
an official ballot with a postage-paid return envelope. Any voter may
request to vote by mail in any election. A Vote-by-Mail Application can
be found on the back cover of this pamphlet, or completed online at
www.sfelections.org. For more information, see page b.

Early Voting in City Hall: Beginning 29 days prior to each election,
any voter may vote at the Department of Elections on the ground floor
of City Hall. City Hall is accessible from any of its four entrances. The
polling place at City Hall has all of the assistance tools provided at
polling places on Election Day. For more information, see page 5.

Access to the Polling Place: A “YES” or “NO” printed below the
accessibility symbol on the back cover of this pamphlet indicates
whether your polling place is functionally accessible. If your polling
place is not accessible and you would like the location of the nearest
accessible polling place within your district, you may contact us
through www.sfelections.org or call 415-554-4375.

Accessible Voting Machine: Voters have the option to use an
accessible voting machine, available at every polling place.This
machine allows voters with sight or mobility impairments or other
specific needs to vote independently and privately. Voters may vote
using a touchscreen or audio ballot. If you would like to vote using
the accessible voting machine, please tell a pollworker.

Touchscreen Ballot: Voters may make ballot selections using a
touchscreen and review their selections on a paper record before
casting their vote. Large-print text is provided on the screen, and
voters can further increase text size.

38-CP6-EN-J10
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The machine has a feature for voters to connect a personal assis-
tive device such as a sip/puff device. The Department of Elections
can also provide multi-user sip/puff switches or headpointers at
the polling place in City Hall, or dispatch them to a polling place for
Election Day. To request that one of these devices be sent to your
polling place, you may contact us through www.sfelections.org or
call 415-554-4375, preferably 72 hours prior to Election Day to help
ensure availability and assist in scheduling.

Audio Ballot and Hand-held Keypad: For audio voting, the accessi-
ble voting machine is equipped with headphones and a Braille-em-
bossed hand-held keypad with keys coded by color and shape.The
voting machine provides audio instructions to guide you through
the ballot. The keypad is used to move through the ballot and make
selections. If you would like to use the audio ballot feature, please
tell a pollworker.

Other Forms of Assistance at the Polling Place:

Personal Assistance: A voter may bring up to two people, including
pollworkers, into the voting booth for assistance in marking his or
her ballot.

Curbside Voting: If a voter is unable to enter a polling place, poll-
workers can be asked to bring voting materials to the voter outside
the polling place.

Reading Tools: Every polling place has large-print instructions on
how to mark a ballot and optical sheets to magnify the print on the
paper ballot. The accessible voting machine provides large-print
text on the screen, and voters can further increase text size.

Seated Voting: Every polling place has at least one voting booth
that allows voting while seated.

Voting Tools: Every polling place has two easy-grip pens for
signing the roster and marking the ballot.

Accessible Website: The Department of Elections website,
www.sfelections.org, has audio, text-only and large print options and
is an excellent source of election information.

TTY (Teletypewriter Device): The Department of Elections can be
reached viaTTY by calling 415-554-4386.

38-CP7-EN-J10
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Multilingual Voter Services
O0oooooo
Servicios Multilingues para los Electores

In compliance with federal law and local ordinance, the
Department of Elections provides services to voters
and official election materials in Chinese and Span-
ish, in addition to English. Multilingual voter services
include:

¢ Translated election materials: ballots, voter
registration forms, voter notices, vote-by-mail
ballot applications and instructions, and Voter
Information Pamphlets.

e Telephone assistance in English, Chinese and
Spanish, available Monday through Friday, 8 a.m.
to 5 p.m., and from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election
Day.

e English: 415-5654-4375
e Chinese: 415-554-4367
e Spanish: 415-554-4366
¢ Instructional signs in English, Chinese and
Spanish at all polling places on Election Day.

e Chinese and Spanish bilingual pollworker
assistance at designated polling places on
Election Day.

e Voter information in English, Chinese and
Spanish on our website: www.sfelections.org.

ooy

goggobbbbbobbbbboboboodgugooo
gogoobobboboobbobooood

e JOOOO0ODOOODLDOOODDOOODLODOO
gooobbboboobbboooouggo
HEN

e JOOOO0ODODOOOOS8ODOOOSBOOO
gbogrvooobosoboooooon
0 00 415-554-436701

e JOOOO0ODOOODLDOOODDOOODLODOO

e HUooooooobbbbbbbDbo
goooobooo

e JOOODODO (www.sfelections.org) 0 I O O
Oooodno

googooooad

gogoobbobobooobbbooouodgooog
gooobobobboobobbboboboboodgogoog
guoobobbbbbbbooodd
415-554-43670

Asistencia para los Electores en Espanol

Conforme a la ley federal y el reglamento municipal,
el Departamento de Elecciones proporciona materiales
electorales y asistencia a los electores en espanol.
Servicios para los electores en espanol incluyen:

e Materiales electorales traducidos incluyendo:
la boleta electoral, el formulario de inscripcidn
para votar, avisos a los electores, solicitudes e
instrucciones para votar por correo y el Folleto
de Informacion para los Electores.

e Asistencia telefonica en espanol disponible de
lunes a viernes de 8 a.m. a 5 p.m. y el Dia de las
Elecciones de 7 a.m. a 8 p.m. llamando al
415-554-4366.
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¢ Rotulos con instrucciones en espanol en los
lugares de votacion el Dia de las Elecciones.

e Trabajadores electorales bilinglies en los lugares
de votacidon designados el Dia de las Elecciones.

¢ Informacion electoral en nuestro sitio web en
espanol: www.sfelections.org.

El Folleto de Informacion para los Electores en
Espanol

Ademas del Folleto de Informacién para los Electores
en inglés, el Departamento de Elecciones provee un
Folleto de Informacion para los Electores en espanol a
los electores que lo soliciten. Si desea recibir un Folleto
de Informacion para los Electores en espanol, por favor
[lame al 415-554-4366.
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Always Confirm the Location of Your Polling Place

Many polling places have changed for the upcoming election!
Check the back cover of this pamphlet for your polling place address.

On the back cover, you will find:

¢ Your polling place address. Please make a note
of it. If you request a vote-by-mail ballot, you
may turn in your voted ballot at your polling
place on Election Day.

¢ Your precinct number.

e An indication of whether your polling place is
accessible for people with disabilities.

¢ A physical description of your polling place
entryway, such as slope or ramped access.

Your polling place address is also available
at the Department of Elections website:
www.sfelections.org.

If your polling place is not functionally accessible,
you may call 415-554-4551 prior to Election Day to
find the nearest accessible polling place within your
district. For accessible polling place information on
Election Day, call 415-554-4375.

Late Polling Place Changes

If a polling place becomes unavailable after the Voter
Information Pamphlet is mailed, the Department of
Elections notifies affected voters with:

e “Change of Polling Place” Notification Cards
to all registered voters in the precinct.

e “Change of Polling Place” Signs at the previ-
ous location. For any voters who are unaware
of the polling place change, the Department of
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Elections posts “Change of Polling Place” signs
at the address of the old location on Election
Day. Voters can tear off a sheet of paper with
the address and cross-streets of their new poll-
ing place from a pad attached to the sign.

Some Precincts Do Not Have a
Polling Place

Voting precincts with fewer than 250 registered
voters are designated “Mail Ballot Precincts.” An of-
ficial ballot and postage-paid return envelope will be
mailed automatically to all voters in those precincts
approximately four weeks before every election.

For voters in those precincts who would prefer to
drop off their official mail ballot at a polling place,
the addresses of the two polling places nearest to
their precinct are provided with the ballot.

For more election information, visit
www.sfelections.org
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Instructions for Voting at Your Polling Place

- / \
Marking Your Ballot How to mark your choice:

Mark your paper ballot with the pen provided by the Vote for one
pollworkers. Connect the head and tail of the arrow
pointing to your choice for each contest, as shown in
the picture. The ballot may be printed on both sides
of the page — be sure to review both sides.

¥

Beware of the Overvote

The number of candidates you may select for each
contest or choice will be printed above the list of
candidate names for each contest. If you overvote
by marking more than the allowed number of candi-
dates for any contest or choice, or by marking both
“YES” and “NO”" in a measure contest, your vote for
that contest cannot be counted. N J

Tt

Qualified Write-in Candidates

4 )
In addition to the candidates listed on the ballot, How to vote for a
there may be other people running as qualified qualified write-in candidate:
write-in candidates. For a list of qualified write-in
candidates, please ask a pollworker.The list is
posted on the Department of Elections website, PRESIDENT
www.sfelections.org, within two weeks prior to Vote For One
FlecionDay. , ELEANOR ROOSEVELT - g
To vote for a qualified write-in candidate, write the
candidate’s name in the space marked “Write-In." CESAR CHAVEZ - g
You must connect the head and tail of the arrow WALTER LUM - g
pointing to the “Write-In” space for your write-in
vote to be counted. Only write-in votes for qualified MARTIN LUTHER KING, JR. <= =g
write-in candidates can be counted. Do not write in ANNA MAE PICTOU AQUASH . g

a vote for a candidate whose name is printed on the

ballot. Write-n Joliee Hancock
If You Make a Mistake

Ask a pollworker for another ballot. Voters may \_ )
request up to two replacement ballots.

To Record Your Vote

Insert your ballot, one card at a time, into the slot in the front of the “Insight” optical-scan voting machine.
The ballot can be inserted into the voting machine in any direction. The voting machine counts the votes elec-
tronically as the ballot is inserted and then deposits the ballot in a locked compartment under the machine.
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)
by the Ballot Simplification Committee

Q: Who can vote?

A: U.S. citizens, 18 years or older, who are registered to
vote in San Francisco on or before the registration dead-
line.

Q: What is the deadline to register to vote or to update
my registration information?

A:The registration deadline is May 24, fifteen days prior
to Election Day.

Q: When and where can | vote on Election Day?

A:You may vote at your polling place or at the Depart-
ment of Elections on Election Day from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.
Your polling place address is shown on the back cover of
your Voter Information Pamphlet.You can also find it at
www.sfelections.org or call 415-554-4375.The Department
of Elections is located in City Hall, Room 48.

Q: Is there any way to vote before Election Day?
A:Yes.You have the following options:

e Vote by mail. Fill out and mail the Vote-by-Mail Ap-
plication printed on the back cover of this pamphlet
or complete one online at www.sfelections.org.

A vote-by-mail ballot will be sent to you. Your
request must be received by the Department of
Elections no later than 5 p.m. on June 1, or

e Vote in person at the Department of Elections in City
Hall, Room 48, during early voting hours (see inside
back cover for dates and times).

Q: If 1 don’t use an application, can | get a vote-by-mail
ballot some other way?

A:Yes.You can send a written request to the Department
of Elections. This request must include: your printed home
address, the address where you want the ballot mailed,
your birth date, your printed name and your signature.
Mail your request to the Department of Elections at the
address on the back cover of this pamphlet or fax it to
415-554-4372. Your request must be received no later than
5 p.m. on June 1.

Q: My 18th birthday is after the registration deadline but
on or before Election Day. Can | vote in this election?
A:Yes.You can register to vote on or before the registra-
tion deadline and vote in this election — even though you
are not 18 when you register.

Q: If | was convicted of a crime, can | still vote?
A: If you have been convicted of a crime, California law
allows you to register and vote if you:
e Have completed your prison term for a felony, in-
cluding any period of parole or supervised release.
e Are on federal or state probation.
e Are incarcerated in county jail as a condition of
felony probation or as a result of a misdemeanor
sentence.

Additionally, if you have been convicted of a misdemean-
or, you can register and vote even while on probation,
supervised release, or incarcerated in county jail.

After completing your prison term for a felony conviction,
including any period of parole or supervised release, you
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must complete and return a voter registration form to
restore your right to vote. No other documentation is
required.

Q: I have just become a U.S. citizen. Can | vote in this
election?
A:Yes.

e [f you became a U.S. citizen on or before the regis-
tration deadline (May 24), you can vote in this elec-
tion, but you must register by the deadline;

¢ |f you became a U.S. citizen after the registration
deadline but on or before June 1, you may register
and vote at the Department of Elections by June 1
with proof of citizenship.

Q: I have moved within San Francisco but have not up-
dated my registration prior to the registration deadline.
Can | vote in this election?

A:Yes.You have the following options:

e Come to the Department of Elections in City Hall,
Room 48, on or before Election Day, complete a new
voter registration form and vote at the Department
of Elections; or

e Go to your new polling place on Election Day and
cast a provisional ballot. You can look up the ad-
dress of your new polling place by entering your
new home address on the Department of Elections
website (www.sfelections.org), or call 415-554-4375.

Q: 1 am a U.S. citizen living outside the country. How can
| vote?

A:You can register to vote and be sent a vote-by-mail
ballot by completing the Federal Post Card Application.
The application can be downloaded from www.fvap.gov
or obtained from embassies, consulates or military voting
assistance officers. Non-military U.S. citizens living abroad
indefinitely can vote only in federal elections.

Q: What do | do if my polling place is not open on
Election Day?

A: Call the Department of Elections immediately at
415-554-4375 for assistance.

Q: If 1 don’t know what to do when | get to my polling
place, is there someone there to help me?

A:Yes. Pollworkers at the polling place will help you, or
you may visit www.sfelections.org or call the Department
of Elections at 415-554-4375 for assistance on or before
Election Day. (See page 10 for information about voting at
your polling place.)

Q: Can | take my Sample Ballot or my own list into the
voting booth?

A:Yes. Deciding your votes before you get to the polls is
helpful. You may use either a Sample Ballot or the Ballot
Worksheet in this pamphlet for this purpose.

Q: Do | have to vote on every contest and measure on the
ballot?

A: No.The votes you cast will be counted even if you
have not voted on every contest and measure.
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Voter Bill of Rights

You have the right to cast a ballot if you are a valid
registered voter.

A valid registered voter means a United States
citizen who is a resident in this state, who is at least
18 years of age and not in prison or on parole for
conviction of a felony, and who is registered to vote
at his or her current residence address.

You have the right to cast a provisional ballot if
your name is not listed on the voting rolls.

You have the right to cast a ballot if you are present
and in line at the polling place prior to the close of
the polls.

You have the right to cast a secret ballot free from
intimidation.

You have the right to receive a new ballot if, prior to
casting your ballot, you believe you made a mis-
take.

If, at any time before you finally cast your ballot,
you feel you have made a mistake, you have the
right to exchange the spoiled ballot for a new ballot.
Vote-by-mail voters may also request and receive

a new ballot if they return their spoiled ballot to an
election official prior to the closing of the polls on
Election Day.

6.

10.

You have the right to receive assistance in casting
your ballot, if you are unable to vote without
assistance.

You have the right to return a completed vote-by-
mail ballot to any precinct in the county.

You have the right to election materials in another
language, if there are sufficient residents in your
precinct to warrant production.

You have the right to ask questions about election
procedures and observe the election process.You
have the right to ask questions of the precinct board
and election officials regarding election procedures
and to receive an answer or be directed to the ap-
propriate official for an answer. However, if per-
sistent questioning disrupts the execution of their
duties, the board or election officials may discon-
tinue responding to questions.

You have the right to report any illegal of fraudulent
activity to a local election official or to the Secre-
tary of State’s office.

If you believe you have been denied any of these rights, or you are aware of any election fraud )

or misconduct, please call the Secretary of State’s confidential toll-free Voter Hotline at

1-800-345-VOTE (8683).

California Secretary of State Debra Bowen D
Any voter has the right under California Elections Code Sections 9295 and 13314 to seek a writ of mandate or
an injunction, prior to the publication of the Voter Information Pamphlet, requiring any or all of the materials
submitted for publication in the Pamphlet to be amended or deleted. )

Confidentiality and Voter Records

Permissible Uses of Voter Registration Information

Information on your voter registration form will be
used by election officials to send you official informa-
tion on the voting process, such as the location of
your polling place and the issues and candidates that
will appear on the ballot. Commercial use of voter
registration information is prohibited by law and is a
misdemeanor. Voter information may be provided to
a candidate for office, a ballot measure committee, or
other person for election, scholarly, journalistic, politi-
cal, or governmental purposes, as determined by the
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Secretary of State. Driver’s license, state identifica-
tion and Social Security numbers, or your signature
as shown on your voter registration form cannot be
released for these purposes. If you have any questions
about the use of voter information or wish to report
suspected misuse of such information, please call

the Secretary of State’s Voter Hotline: 1-800-345-VOTE
(8683).

Certain voters facing life-threatening situations may
qualify for confidential voter status. For more informa-
tion, please contact the Secretary of State’s Safe At
Home program toll-free at 1-877-322-5227, or visit the
Secretary of State’s website at www.sos.ca.gov.









































































































120 Local Ballot Measures — Proposition D

Retirement Benefit Costs

Shall the City: calculate retirement benefits for new City employees using

YES am mf
|

average monthly compensation over two years instead of over one year; NO -
increase the retirement benefit employee contribution for new safety

employees and new employees in positions covered by the State retirement

system; and require that savings from reduced employer contributions to the

City’s retirement system be deposited in the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The San Francisco Employees’
Retirement System (SFERS) provides retirement benefits
for most City employees. The California Public
Employees’ Retirement System (CalPERS) provides
retirement benefits for City employees in certain job
classifications.

Retirement benefits for City employees are calculated
using a formula that includes the employee’s “final
compensation,” which is the employee’s highest average
monthly compensation for any one year of earnings.

The Charter requires employees to pay a percentage of
their compensation to SFERS or CalPERS to help pay for
retirement benefits they will receive.

e Most city employees pay 7.5%.

e Safety employees such as police officers and
firefighters pay 7.5%, even though the retirement
benefits they receive cost more than the benefits
paid to most City employees.

e Some CalPERS members pay 7.5%, even though the
required employee contribution is 9.0%. Because of
contractual agreements or Charter requirements,
the City pays the difference.

The Charter requires the City to contribute to SFERS
following a set formula. Under this formula, the employ-
er contribution to SFERS depends partly on the invest-
ment earnings of the pension fund.

The City has a Retiree Health Care Trust Fund to help pay
for costs related to retiree health care. The San Francisco
Unified School District and the Community College
District are participating employers in this Fund.

The Proposal: Proposition D is a Charter Amendment
that would change the retirement benefits formula,
change the employee contribution for certain employees,
and require that savings from reduced employer
contributions be deposited in the Retiree Health Care
Trust Fund.

For employees hired on and after July 1, 2010, “final
compensation” would be calculated using a two-year
formula. An employee’s final compensation would be
determined by averaging monthly compensation during:

e any two consecutive fiscal years of earnings, or
e the 24 months immediately before retirement.

The final basis for retirement benefits would be the
higher of the two figures.

For safety employees and CalPERS members hired on
and after July 1, 2010, the employee contribution to
SFERS or CalPERS would increase to 9.0% of
compensation.

In years when the City’s contribution to SFERS is less
than expected because of large investment earnings, the
amount saved would be deposited into the Retiree
Health Care Trust Fund. The participating employers
could choose to have this rule apply to them.

Proposition D would permit the San Francisco Superior
Court to choose to become a participating employer in
the Retiree Health Care Trust Fund.

A “YES” Vote Means: If you vote “yes,” you want to
amend the Charter:

e to calculate retirement benefits for new employees
using average monthly compensation over two
years instead of average monthly compensation
over one year,

e to increase the employee contribution for new safe-
ty employees and new CalPERS members, and

e to require that savings from reduced employer
contributions to SFERS be deposited in the Retiree
Health Care Trust Fund.

A “NO” Vote Means: If you vote “no,” you do not want to
make these changes to the Charter.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow the facing page. The full text begins on page 150.
Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained on page 100.
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Controller's Statement on “D”

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition D:

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, the City will have reduced
costs in the medium and long term for the cost of
employee pensions, with those costs largely being shift-
ed from the employer to employees.

Employer and Employee Pension Contribution Rates:

Each year, based on actuarial analysis, the San Francisco
Employees’ Retirement System (SFERS) board sets the
required contribution rates for the City and its employ-
ees to fund the cost of current and projected future pen-
sion benefits. In FY2009-2010, the City’s required contri-
bution was 9.49% of payroll. In FY2010-11, the City’'s
required contribution will increase to 13.56% of payroll,
due in part to losses in SFERS’ assets related to the eco-
nomic downturn.

Currently, most employees pay 7.5% of salary to the
retirement system as their share of pension costs. This
employee contribution rate is fixed in the Charter. For
employees in public safety classifications, whose pen-
sion cost is higher, the City also pays the difference
between 9.0% and the employee contribution rate of
7.5%. Similarly, for city employees who are members of
the California Public Employees Retirement System
(CalPERS), the City pays the difference between 7.5% and
CalPERS’ mandated employee contribution, which was
9.0% in the most recent year. The amendment would
specify that SFERS public safety employees and
CalPERS members hired after July 1, 2010 would have
to contribute 9.0% of salary as the mandated employee
contribution for their pensions.

Final Pension Compensation Calculation:

Currently, employee pension payments are calculated
using a formula that, among other factors, is based
upon an employee’s highest year of compensation.
The Charter amendment would change this part of the
formula to specify that final compensation will instead
be based upon average monthly compensation earned
during the highest two years.

Under the Charter and Federal laws, this change would
not affect any current employees—only those hired after
July 1, 2010. Effectively, the changes will require the
creation of a new “tier” of employees whose final
compensation calculation is different than most current
employees. By approximately 2032, most city employees
would be under this arrangement.
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City Savings Estimate:

Taken together, the change in the SFERS safety and
CalPERS employee contribution rates from 7.5% to 9.0%,
and the two year final compensation calculation, are
expected to reduce the employer long-term cost (called
the ‘normal’ cost) of pension funding by approximately
0.7% over the 25 year period between fiscal year 2011-
2012 and fiscal year 2035-2036. Cumulatively, the sav-
ings for that same 25 year period is estimated to range
between $300 and $500 million depending on future
wage and benefit rates for employees, and other factors.

Maintaining City Benefit Contributions at the ‘Normal’
Cost:

The Charter amendment would specify that for any year
in which the City’s actuarially-required contribution rate
to SFERS fell below the ‘normal’ funding cost, the city
would deposit the difference into the retiree health trust
fund to pay for future benefit costs. Historically there
have been periods in which the City’s pension contribu-
tion rate was very low or zero due largely to strong
investment performance in the SFERS trust. When and if
such conditions occur again, this change would effective-
ly require the city to nonetheless continue paying for
pension and/or post-employment benefit liabilities at the
estimated long-term cost of pension funding which typi-
cally ranges around 9% to 10% of payroll over time.

Note that the City currently pays the cost of retirees’
health benefits each year as that year’s expense is due.
As a result, there is a substantial unfunded liability,
estimated to be approximately $4 billion in total, for the
future cost of retiree health benefits that current employ-
ees have already earned. That liability has been some-
what reduced by the passage of Proposition B in June
2008 which required employees hired beginning in 2009
to pay a portion of post-employment health benefit
costs, but the bulk of the cost, estimated at between
$250 and $300 million annually at current rates, will have
to be otherwise addressed by the City. The contributions
that would be mandated by this amendment would
address a portion of this liability.

How “D” Got on the Ballot

On March 2, 2010, the Board of Supervisors voted 9 to 1
to place Proposition D on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Dufty,
Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell and Mirkarimi.

No: Supervisor Daly.
Excused: Supervisor Alioto-Pier.

This measure requires 50% +1 affirmative votes to pass.

Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow this page.The full text begins on page 150.
Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained on page 100.
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This disclaimer applies to the proponent’'s argument on this page. The Board of Supervisors authorized the submission of the following argument.
As of the date of the publication of this Voter Information Pamphlet, the following Supervisors endorse the measure: Supervisors Alioto-Pier,
Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell and Mirkarimi; take no position on the measure: Supervisor Daly.

Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition D

The costs of providing retirement benefits to City
employees are increasing at an unsustainable rate.

This year, the City will pay less than $300 million to
provide retirement benefits to City employees. By 2014,
that number will increase to over $800 million dollars-
more than the operating budget of General Hospital
and five times the Recreation and Park Department’s
budget.

Prop D is real pension reform with real cost-savings

Prop D is a critical step toward reform of our City’s
pension system. While it will not solve the pension
problem, it is a step in the right direction and an indi-
cation that the City is willing to address the problem.

Prop D will save the City between $400 and $600
million over 25 years - funds that can and should be
used for critical programs and core services.

Prop D better manages retirement costs and retiree
health

Prop D will address the escalating costs of retirement
by requiring increased contributions from new public
safety employees. It will require that employees who
receive a more generous retirement benefit pay a
higher rate, increasing the contribution required of
new Police, Fire and Sheriff employees from 7.5
percent to 9.0 percent.

Prop D will also reduce pensions for all new City
employees by calculating final compensation based on
the average salary for the past 24 months of service,
not the last 12 months.

Finally, Prop D will address the City’s $4 billion unfund-
ed liability to retiree health by requiring contributions
to the health trust fund when the economy is good.

Please join us and vote YES on Prop D

Mayor Gavin Newsom
Public Defender Jeff Adachi*
Supervisor David Campos*
Supervisor Carmen Chu*
Supervisor Sean Elsbernd*
Supervisor Eric Mar

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

No Rebuttal or Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition D was submitted

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

{Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.}
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Local Ballot Measures — Proposition D — Paid Arguments

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition D

Business, labor and the Board of Supervisors agree, we
need pension reform.

Every dollar that goes to pension costs is a dollar the
city cannot spend on vital services.

Unless we act, costs will balloon by tens of millions of
dollars a year undermining our ability to pay police
officers or operate recreation centers.

Your Yes vote on Proposition D will help to control
pension costs, guaranteeing that both employees and
the city pay their fair share.

VoteYes on D
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition D

This proposition could have decreased the city’s unsus-
tainable pension liability more, but it is still a major
step in the right direction. Furthermore, the pensions
new city hires will still be entitled to -- not to mention
the job security they enjoy -- are far more generous
than anything that young professionals working in the
private sector could ever expect.

San Francisco Young Republicans
www.sfyr.org

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is San Francisco Young Republicans.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition D

Help prevent retirement costs from eroding our City’s
financial health

Together, the City's pension system and health care sys-
tem for retired employees face long-term deficits in the
billions. While the pension system is far better funded,
its projected costs surpass the amount invested.

Prop. D will help San Francisco take important and
necessary steps to ensure that our pension and health
systems don’t bankrupt the City.

The measure creates greater equity across city workers
by asking new public safety employees with more
generous pensions to contribute a higher share of their
paycheck towards retirement.

It will save on pension costs over time by using the
average of the final two years of work to determine
pensions.

It also provides a mechanism to begin funding some of
the $4 billion in unfunded health care costs for retired
workers.

123

We all know that Prop. D does not solve the entire
problem. But it is a necessary step to get our retirement
house back in order.

SPUR, the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Association, strongly encourages a “Yes” vote on
Prop. D.

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Association

For more information or to read our full analysis of all
the ballot measures, go to www.spur.org.

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is SPUR.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition D

San Francisco’s spending continues to skyrocket. The
future of our City depends on fiscal restraint. This
change reflects an enviable retirement package for
future City employees while saving hundreds of
millions of dollars over a generation.

Visit www.sfgop.org
San Francisco Republican Party

Executive Committee

Howard Epstein, Chairman

Bill Campbell, Secretary

Richard A. Worner, Treasurer
Brooke Chappell, VC Special Events
Sarah Vallette, VC Political Affairs

Assembly District 12 Members
Michael Antonini

Walter Armer

Terence Faulkner

Stephanie Jeong

David Kiachko

Barbara Kiley

Rita O’Hara

Assembly District 13 Members
Alisa Farenzena

Guy Vaillancourt

Dana Walsh

Alternates
John Dennis
Rodney Leong

The true sources of funds for the printing fee of this argument
are the Signatories and the San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee are: 1. Estate of Gary L. Gray, 2. Howard Epstein,
3. Richard Worner.

No Paid Arguments AGAINST Proposition D were Submitted

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

{Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.}
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Budget Line Item for Police Department
Security for City Officials and Dignitaries

Shall the City require that the Police Department’s annual budget include a line
item for the cost of security provided to City officials and visiting dignitaries?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The Police Department provides
security to City officials and visiting dignitaries when
the Chief of Police determines that they need police
protection. The Chief of Police decides the level of
protection and uses funds in the Police Department’s
budget to pay this cost.

The Police Commission approves the Police Depart-
ment’s proposed annual budget and submits it to the
Mayor. The Mayor prepares the annual budget for the
City, including budgets for each department, and sub-
mits it to the Board of Supervisors for approval. The
budget contains line items that specify how much
money the City will allocate for particular purposes.
The Police Department’s budget does not include a
separate line item for the cost of providing security
to City officials and visiting dignitaries.

The Proposal: Proposition E would require the
annual budget proposed by the Police Commission,
submitted by the Mayor, and approved by the Board
of Supervisors, to include a line item with the cost of
security provided by the Police Department to City
officials and visiting dignitaries.

A "YES” Vote Means: If you vote “yes,” you want to
require that the Police Department’s annual budget
include a line item for the cost of security provided to
City officials and visiting dignitaries.

A “NO” Vote Means: If you vote “no,” you do not want
to require that the Police Department’s annual budget
include a line item for the cost of security provided to
City officials and visiting dignitaries.

YES em mf
NO e =@

Controller's Statement on “E”

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition E:

Should the proposed ordinance be approved by the
voters, in my opinion, it would not affect the cost of
government.

How “E” Got on the Ballot

On March 2, 2010, the Board of Supervisors voted 7 to
3 to place Proposition E on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Daly, Mar,
Maxwell and Mirkarimi.

No: Supervisors Chu, Dufty and Elsbernd.

Excused: Supervisor Alioto-Pier.

This measure requires 50% +1 affirmative votes to pass.

Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow this page.The full text begins on page 164.
Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained on page 100.
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This disclaimer applies to the proponent’s argument and the rebuttal to the proponent’s argument on this page and the opponent’s argument and
the rebuttal to the opponent’s argument on the facing page. The Board of Supervisors authorized the submission of the following argument. As of
the date of the publication of this Voter Information Pamphlet, the following Supervisors endorse the measure: Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Chiu,
Daly, Mar, Maxwell and Mirkarimi; oppose the measure: Supervisors Alioto-Pier, Chu, Dufty and Elsbhernd.

Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition E

No secret budgets. The decades-long habit of not
disclosing the City’s dignitary security budget is out
of step with Federal and State practices. The Secret
Service publishes its budget for presidential security.
The California Highway Patrol discloses the costs for
protecting state officials.

Proposition E is a simple, good-government measure
that will provide transparency on how the City spends
your money. It requires a single line item in the City's
budget disclosing the San Francisco Police Depart-
ment’s annual costs for providing security to elected
officials and visiting dignitaries.

San Francisco is experiencing unprecedented budget
crises. Every taxpayer penny should be accounted for
in good and bad economic times. Granting the Police
Department a waiver on sharing budget details doesn’t
make us any safer.

During these times of chronic budget deficits, we
cannot afford to place any City expenditure above the
scrutiny of the annual budget process.

Proposition E simply brings much needed budget
transparency to an otherwise undisclosed expenditure
of taxpayer’s money without limiting or changing how
the Police Department deploys or provides security.

San Francisco Democratic Party

Board of Supervisors President David Chiu
Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

Supervisor David Campos

Supervisor John Avalos

Supervisor Eric Mar

Richard Knee, Chair, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition E

Prop E is a bad policy that will not make our City safer
or save the City money

Prop E was placed on the ballot by politicians looking
to score political points, not by law enforcement
professionals looking to make our City safer. It is bad
for public safety, not good for government.

Prop E will not make us safer

Prop E politicizes the protection of our elected officials
and visiting dignitaries by taking budgeting responsi-

bilities away from law enforcement professionals and

turning them over to career politicians.

Prop E will discourage public officials who need
protection from seeking it if the costs are made public
and subject to the regular political process.

Prop E will not save the City money

Prop E singles out the Police Department for scrutiny
despite the fact that several other San Francisco law
enforcement are also responsible for dignitary
protection.

Prop E will not result in cost-savings for the City as the
true costs for dignitary protection remain elsewhere in
the budget.

Vote NO on Prop E

George Gascon, Chief of Police*
Supervisor Sean R. Elsbernd*
Supervisor Carmen Chu*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition E

Providing security to City officials is a responsibility
that is shared by several San Francisco law
enforcement agencies. This proposition ignores this
fact and naively singles out the San Francisco Police
Department.

In addition, Prop E attempts to solve a problem that
does not exist.

The City spends only what is appropriate to ensure
the safety and security of City officials and visiting
dignitaries. Prop E will neither enhance the safety of
City officials nor will it save the City money.

Prop E puts politics before public safety

Prop E will shift the safety of our elected officials from
experienced law enforcement officials to politicians
looking to score political points.

Currently, the S.EPD. provides protection for the
mayor, other City officials, and visiting dignitaries; and
already publicly discloses to the Board of Supervisors
the annual cost of this protection.

Providing security for City officials and visiting digni-
taries is a necessary expense, but politicizing the costs
of this service is unnecessary and unwise.

Prop E will not increase safety or save the City money

Prop E will subject the security provided to City
officials and visiting dignitaries to “politics as usua
in San Francisco.

|Il

Prop E will reduce the police department’s control and
increase the influence of politicians with little or no
security expertise.

Prop E may place public officials at greater risk

Prop E’s disclosure requirements may also deter some
City officials from requesting legitimate law enforce-
ment, when it would be clearly be justified, due to
potential political fallout.

The public’s safety will not be served if those who
need protection do not seek it.

Please join us and vote NO on Prop E

George Gascon, Chief of Police*
Supervisor Sean R. Elsbernd
Supervisor Carmen Chu*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Rebuttal to Opponent’'s Argument Against Proposition E

Proposition E requires transparency where there is
none. No other facet in San Francisco’s $6.6 billion
budget is held secret or unverifiable, except for
dignitary security. Arguments for keeping the budget
secret are without merit.

Proposition E requires the Police Department to pro-
vide accountable data consistent with the city’s budget
process and Charter so that the City may exercise its
fiduciary responsibility to you, the taxpayer.

Opponents want it both ways: they claim that
disclosing the cost of dignitary security endangers
public safety while admitting they disclosed to the
media a budget of $2.1 million for dignitary security.
No one, including the Controller has verified this.

Proposition E shouldn’t be necessary -- but whether
in good economic times or bad, there is no reason
to hide budgetary data.The federal and state
governments account for and disclose their dignitary
security budget. The City should too.

Just like on the federal and the state levels, Proposition
E neither prevents nor reduces the Department’s ability
to provide personal security nor does it compromise
their protection service.

It is your money. You have the right to know how it is
being spent.

Vote Yes on Proposition E.

San Francisco Democratic Party

Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

Board of Supervisors President David Chiu
Supervisor David Campos

Supervisor John Avalos

Supervisor Eric Mar

Richard Knee, Chair, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

No Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of or AGAINST Proposition C were Submitted

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

{Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.}
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Renters’ Financial Hardship Applications

Shall the City amend its Residential Rent Ordinance to add provisions for YES - g
tenants to apply to the Rent Board to postpone most rent increases if they NO - |
become unemployed, their wages decrease by 20% or more, or they do not

receive a cost of living increase in their government benefits and those

benefits are their sole income?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City’s Residential Rent
Ordinance (Ordinance) applies to most rental housing
built before June 1979. The Ordinance limits when and
by how much a landlord may increase a tenant’s rent.
For example, landlords may increase rent once a year
by a percentage set by the Residential Rent
Stabilization and Arbitration Board (Rent Board).

In addition, landlords may increase rents to pay for
certain property improvements and some increases in
the property tax. A tenant may file a hardship
application with the Rent Board to seek to limit

some of these increases.

The Proposal: Proposition F would amend the
Ordinance to add provisions for hardship applications.
In response to most rent increases, a tenant may
submit a financial hardship application if one of the
following conditions applies:

¢ the tenant has become unemployed;

e the tenant’s wages have been reduced by 20% or
more compared to the previous 12 months; or

¢ the tenant’s sole income consists of government
benefits, such as Social Security or disability, and
the tenant has not received a cost of living
increase in the previous 12 months.

After the tenant submits a financial hardship applica-
tion to the Rent Board, an Administrative Law Judge
(ALJ) holds a hearing on the application.

The ALJ would base a final decision on:

¢ whether the tenant satisfies one of the above
conditions;

e whether the rent, with the increase, totals more
than 33% of the tenant’s income; and

e consideration of the tenant’s assets.

If the ALJ finds that the tenant has a financial hardship,
the landlord may not increase the tenant’s rent for a
specified period based on the tenant’s circumstances.
The rent increase may take effect later if the tenant’s
financial circumstances change. Either the tenant or
the landlord may appeal the ALJ’s decision to the Rent
Board.

A "YES” Vote Means: If you vote “yes,” you want to
amend the Ordinance to allow tenants to apply to the
Rent Board to postpone most rent increases if they
become unemployed, their wages decrease by 20% or
more, or they do not receive a cost of living increase in
their government benefits and this is their sole income.

A “NO” Vote Means: If you vote “no,” you do not want
to make these changes.

Controller's Statement on “F”

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition F:

Should the proposed ordinance be approved by the
voters, in my opinion, it would have a minimal impact
on the cost of government.

How “F” Got on the Ballot

On January 19, 2010, the Department of Elections
received a proposed ordinance signed by Supervisors
Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Daly and Mirkarimi.

The City Elections Code allows four or more
Supervisors to place an ordinance on the ballot in this
manner.

This measure requires 50% +1 affirmative votes to pass.

Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow this page.The full text begins on page 164.
Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained on page 100.
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This disclaimer applies to the proponent’s argument and on this page and the opponent’s argument on the facing page. The Board of Supervisors
authorized the submission of the following argument. As of the date of the publication of this Voter Information Pamphlet, the following Supervisors
endorse the measure: Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Daly, Mar and Mirkarimi; oppose the measure: Supervisors Alioto-Pier, Chu, Dufty and

Elshernd; take no position on the measure: Supervisor Maxwell.

Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition F

Proposition F is a modest change to our current rent
laws that allows tenants to temporarily postpone new
rent increases during tough economic times.

San Francisco rents, already the highest in the country,
soared during the speculative frenzy of the real estate
bubble. Apartment buildings were bought and sold at
record rates by real estate investors funded with Wall
Street money. With each sale, the new landlord would
significantly increase rents on vacant units and then try
to force out tenants in rent-controlled units. From 2005
to 2010, rents on 2 bedroom apartments soared by
over 50%, from just under $2,000 to nearly $3,000.

When the real estate bubble burst, rents did not come
down but incomes did. When the excesses of real
estate speculation forced the economy into a tailspin,
San Francisco found itself with an unemployment rate
of over 10% and tens of thousands more renters were
forced into part-time work. And, many senior renters
living on Social Security found out they would not get
a cost of living increase on their already-meager bene-
fits. Thus, renters were left trying to pay extraordinarily
high rents while seeing their income disappear or get
slashed.

Much attention has been focused on keeping home-
owners in their homes. We need to pay the same atten-
tion to the plight of renters who can barely pay their
rents and who would lose their homes if their rents
increase further. Proposition F will let renters who have
lost their job or had their pay cut significantly to
temporarily postpone any new rent increases.

Vote YES on Prop F

Board of Supervisors President David Chiu
Sup. John Avalos

Sup. David Campos

Sup. Chris Daly

Sup. Eric Mar

Sup. Ross Mirkarimi

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition F

No Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition F was Submitted

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

{Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.}
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition F

Prop F is a bad policy that is poorly drafted. It poses
risks to those it seeks to protect while providing
benefits to those who do not need them.

The unintended, but very real, consequences of Prop F
outweigh the good intentions of the proposal. Prop F
will prove to be a burden for renters and landlords
alike.

Prop F Poses Risks for Low Income Renters

Prop F will undermine existing hardship policies and
will hurt those who most need financial relief.

Prop F will increase the requirements for those
applying for hardship relief, and will put some tenants
at higher risk for eviction

Prop F Will Result in Higher Rents

Prop F will lead landlords to increase rents on vacant
units in order to recoup losses on other units protected
from rent increases.

Prop F will lead landlords to pass on these increased
costs to new tenants. The risk is greatest for
unemployed workers who will need to find lower
cost housing because of their lost income.

Prop F imposes new restrictions on landlords at the
same time the City is instituting costly environmental
programs, including energy efficiency requirements
and mandatory recycling.

Prop F Will Protect Higher Income Renters

Prop F is a poorly written proposal that creates
loopholes in the existing law.

Prop F will protect renters whose income has dropped
twenty percent, including those whose income has
declined from $200,000 to $150,000.

Voters should be aware of the unintended conse-
quences of this proposal.

Please join us and vote NO on Prop F

Supervisor Sean R. Elsbernd
Supervisor Carmen Chu

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition F

Prop F is a measured response to a real crisis caused
by the deepest recession since the Great Depression.
Tenants who have lost their jobs or seen their wages
cut simply cannot afford to pay an increase in their
already high rent. Prop F does what any decent land-
lord would do anyway: give a tenant who's struggling
financially a break. Any good landlord would --on their
own --hold off on giving a rent increase to someone
who's just lost their job.

Rent Control currently has some provisions to let
tenants postpone some --but not all --rent increases
due to financial hardship. But these are inadequate to
deal with the crisis we face today. Prop F adds a new
provision for hardship --on top of the others --specifi-
cally designed for renters who have been hardest hit
by the recession. It applies to all rent increases and
ensures that tenants facing financial hardship due to
the recession will get rent increases postponed.

Sups. Chu and Elsbernd --who always vote against rent

control --would have you believe that this measure will
hurt tenants. But why are they and the landlords so
vehemently fighting it? Do not believe their false and
misleading claims.

Prop F is fair and simple: If you lost your job, had
wages cut or did not see government benefits increase
and are paying more than 33% of your income to rent,
you can get rent increases postponed.

See www.sftu.org for more on Prop F

YES on F

San Francisco Tenants Union
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Working renters have been hit hard by layoffs and
wage cuts. YES on F for renters economic relief.

Tim Paulson, Director SF Labor Council
Mike Casey, President UNITE HERE Local 2
Robert Haaland, Executive Board, SF Pride At Work

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is Robert Haaland.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Vote YES on F to give renters hurt by the recession
relief from ever higher rents.

San Francisco Democratic Party

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the SFTenants Union.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Senior renters on Social Security saw no increase in
their benefits this year. How can they afford a rent
increase now? Vote YES on F to help seniors stay in
their homes.

Senior Action Network
Senior Housing Action Collaborative (SHAC)

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the SFTenants Union.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Low income tenants who have lost their job or had
their pay severely cut cannot afford any new rent
increases now. YES on F to help those renters hit
hardest by the recession.

Rent Board Commissioner David Crow
Rent Board Commissioner Polly Marshall

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the SFTenants Union.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

With the highest rents in the country, low income
renters who have lost their jobs or seen their jobs
shrink to part time are in desperate straits trying to
keep a roof over their heads. Prop F will help people

stay housed while they look for new work or better pay.

Vote YES on F on June 8.

San Francisco Tenants Union

Causa Justa:Just Cause (formerly St. Peter’s Housing
Committee)

Eviction Defense Collaborative

Community Tenants Association

AIDS Housing Alliance SF
Affordable Housing Alliance

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Tenants Union.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Join leading San Francisco Democrats in support of
economic relief for tenants. Vote YES on Proposition F!

Aaron Peskin — Chair, San Francisco Democratic Party
Eric Mar — Member, SF Board of Supervisors*

Jake McGoldrick — Former Member, SF Board of
Supervisors

Sandra Lee Fewer — Commissioner, San Francisco
Board of Education

Debra Walker — Treasurer, San Francisco Democratic
Party

Rafael Mandelman — Second Vice Chair, San Francisco
Democratic Party

Michael Goldstein — Fourth Vice Chair, San Francisco
Democratic Party

Robert Haaland — Incumbent, DCCC 13th-AD

Joe Julian — Incumbent, DCCC 13th-AD

Jane Morrison — Incumbent, DCCC 13th-AD

Hene Kelly — Incumbent, DCCC 12th-AD

Alix Amelia Rosenthal — Candidate for DCCC, AD-13
Chris Gembinski — Candidate for DCCC, AD-12

Milton Marks — President, Community College Board

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is Jake McGoldrick.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Prop F allows tenants to ask for the postponement of
rent increases if they experience financial hardship.
Prop F simply permits a tenant to make the request to
the Rent Board. Given the current economic recession,
San Francisco should do everything it can to keep
tenants from becoming homeless. By allowing tenants
to postpone rent increases due to financial hardship,
Prop F will protect families and individuals from
eviction and homelessness. The Harvey Milk LGBT
Democratic Club asks you to vote YES on F!

Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club PAC.

The contributor to the true source recipient committee is the
California Nurses Association.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

'J

38-CP132-EN-J10



Local Ballot Measures — Proposition F — Paid Arguments

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

There is already a mechanism in place at the Rent
Board to handle “financial hardship” According to the
Rent Board, “this measure may inadvertently put the
Board’s existing hardship policy at risk”. It may make it
more difficult for renters to get relief from financial
hardship. Because of this measure, other renters may
find their rents increased to cover the cost of the losses
to the landlord. The allowable rent increase for the
current year is only 0.1%, on a $1,000 month rent, a $1
increase in rent. Also there is no income limit to this
measure, someone who's income dropped from
$250,000 to $200,000 could take advantage of this
provision. This measure would continue to prohibit
increases in good economic times. This is a poorly
written and unnecessary law.

Plan C

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is Robert Gain.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

This is another unnecessary proposal from the Board of
Supervisors:

1. A Rent Board procedure for claiming tenant financial
hardship already exists, and, according to the Rent
Board “the Board’s hardship policy is in many respects
more liberal than the provisions in the proposed
measure.”

2.This will be an invasion of a tenant’s privacy. Tenants
will have to prove income, provide bank account and
financial information, as they “shall be considered in
making a determination.”

3. Rents for new tenants will increase to cover the
losses from this subsidy by the property owner.
4.There is no income limit to this ordinance. Someone
making $200,000 will be able to claim a benefit, the
same as someone making $20,000.

5.There is no sunset provision for when the economy
turns around.

6. The allowable rent increase for the current year is
only 0.1%. Savings will be $1 on $1,000 monthly rent!
7. If income is near 33% of the asking rent, renters will
have a difficult time finding an apartment, because the
property owner will look for someone making more
money and not take the chance of being subject to this
limit.

8.The program will be an administrative nightmare.
9.This will be subject to a lawsuit and cost the city
money to defend it, using precious diminishing
resources.

Small Property Owners of SF Institute

The true sources of funds for the printing fee of this argument
are Organization dues from SPOSFI.

133

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F
Shouldn’t Laws Be Even-Handed?

Equal pay for equal work. That's a notion we can all
embrace.

Treating one group of citizens differently than another
is fundamentally unfair. That's why, whenever it
happens, we express outrage.

So, what about a proposition that gives an advantage
to one group of citizens at the expense of another?
Does that seem fair?

Well, that’s exactly what Proposition F would do.

Proposition F would allow renters to claim hardship
and possibly avoid paying rent increases allowed under
the city’s rent control law when they suffer a specified
diminution in income.

Nobody would support a proposition that provides a
benefit to rental property owners at the expense of
renters? So, why would you support Proposition F?

Laws should be even-handed. Vote NO on Proposition F
San Francisco Association of REALTORS®

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Association of Realtors.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F
Be Careful What You Wish for

Proposition F would encourage rental property owners
to increase rents on vacant units to recoup losses
resulting from frozen rents. And, to avoid being
impacted by Proposition F, they could opt not to rent to
low-income families for fear that those families would
claim financial hardship.

Proposition F will drive up rents and end up hurting the
very persons it purports to help.

Vote NO on Proposition F
San Francisco Association of REALTORS®

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Association of Realtors.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

There is no doubt that the economic down turn has
caused some tenants to lose their jobs or suffer
reductions in their income. Equally true is that some
property owners find themselves struggling to pay their
mortgages and the other expenses of owning rental
property. Our struggling economy has created chal-
lenges for all of us.
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So why does Proposition F only provide economic relief
to tenants? And why does Proposition F not if an eco-
nomic hardship will be suffered by the property owner?

Proposition F is unfair. But more importantly, it wrongly
tries to legislate a solution that solves nothing.
Currently, the Rent Ordinance provides for a 0.1% annu-
al rent increase. For a tenant paying $1,000 per month
rent, that's $1 per month increase. If a tenant is having a
real economic hardship, doesn’t the real solution
require the tenant and property owner to work together?

Proposition F is a cynical attempt to further polarize our
City without providing any real economic relief to ten-
ants. It's a political show with no substance. Vote NO
on Proposition F

Chinese Real Estate Association of America

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the Chinese Real Estate Association of America.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

The Professional Property Management Association of
San Francisco agrees with the San Francisco Residential
Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board Executive
Director and the Mayor - Proposition F is bad for
tenants, bad for landlords, and is just plain bad policy
for the City.

Do you as aTenant want higher rents?

Should Tenants who rented their units knowing that is
was more than 33% of their gross income as a lifestyle
issue receive the benefit of being able to file for
hardship?

Should San Francisco be protecting Tenants who make
$150,000 per year?

Should we be giving economic relief to wealthy
Tenants?

Do Tenant's in Fairfield, CA get to file for hardship from
the landlord too?

Thank you District 6 Supervisor for wasting more of
San Francisco’s valuable resources by putting a
measure on the ballot that clearly is illegal - AGAIN!

Vote NO on F

Professional Property Management Association of San
Francisco

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the Professional Property Management Association of San
Francisco.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition F — Paid Arguments

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

San Francisco has always been a magnet for the young
and disenfranchised. People come here often with noth-
ing, find a job and rent an apartment. Prop. F if adopted
would dash that opportunity for new San Franciscans
and the low income people it purports to help.

Here's how:

Fearing that a tenant will ask for a rent reduction if they
lose or leave their jobs, landlords will begin renting
only to prospective tenants who have what they
consider highly stable jobs that pay extremely well. In
doing this tenants who have entry-level or newer jobs
will not be considered for rentals.

Landlords will begin looking for tenants who have
assets beyond that of their jobs because those assets
will be considered when a hardship is applied for.
People without handsome bank accounts or stock
portfolios need not apply.

It is wrong to tie the hands of landlords who want to
rent to lower income and newly hired tenants. It will do
the exact opposite of what Prop. F says it wants to
achieve - leaving our most needy San Franciscans out
in the cold.

Vote No on Prop. F

Coalition for Better Housing

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the Coalition for Better Housing.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

The San Francisco Apartment Association couldn’t say
it any better than the head of the San Francisco
Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
already did in a letter to the Mayor:

e The measure provides that an increase deferred for
hardship becomes effective “as of the date the
tenant’s income or assets changed to permit the
increase.” The measure therefore authorizes
retroactive increases without any real notice to the
tenants, which may put them at risk of eviction for
non-payment if they did not realize the increase
became effective and pay the increased rent due.

e The measure does not impose any income limits on
tenants claiming financial hardship.Thus, a tenant
currently grossing $150,000 can claim financial
hardship if the tenant grossed $200,000 the prior
year as long as the rent comprises 33% or more of
gross income.
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e The Rent Board’s existing hardship provisions are a
long-term policy of the Board that are not codified in
the Ordinance or Regulations. Thus, the measure
may inadvertently put the Boards’ existing hardship
policy at risk. Moreover, the Boards’ existing hard-
ship policy is in many respects more liberal than the
provisions in the proposed measure, and has
operated very well for tenants for decades.

VOTE NO ON F

San Francisco Apartment Association

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Apartment Association PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

The laws of supply and demand are suppressed in San
Francisco. The forgotten person is the small property
owner who is also struggling to get by. A slew of
foreclosures in San Francisco will not benefit anyone -
especially not the renters.

Visit www.sfgop.org
San Francisco Republican Party

Executive Committee

Howard Epstein, Chairman

Bill Campbell, Secretary

Richard A. Worner, Treasurer
Brooke Chappell, VC Special Events
Sarah Vallette, VC Political Affairs

Assembly District 12 Members
Michael Antonini

Walter Armer

Stephanie Jeong

David Kiachko

Barbara Kiley

Rita O’Hara

Assembly District 13 Members
Alisa Farenzena

Guy Vaillancourt

Dana Walsh

Alternates
John Dennis
Rodney Leong

The true sources of funds for the printing fee of this argument
are the Signatories and the San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee are: 1. Estate of Gary L. Gray, 2. Howard Epstein,
3. Richard Worner.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

Bad measure for landlords and WORSE for renters

SAN FRANCISCO ALREADY HAS A HARDSHIP POLICY
IN PLACE ATTHE RENTER'S ARBITRATION BOARD
THAT WORKS!

Too many unintended consequences:

¢ New tenants will face higher rental rates and stiffer
requirements.

e Undermines existing hardship policy which is
working.

e Low income and recently unemployed risk being
shut out of lower cost apartments.

e Will discourage landlords from negotiating lowering
rents during economic downturns.

VOTE NO ON THIS PROBLEMATIC, UNNECESSARY
MEASURE

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

Prop. F is unfair. It assumes only tenants are suffering
hardships in the current economic crisis. Many
landlords are already paying huge mortgages and
some are “under water” financially, owing more than
their property is worth. Additionally, there’s nothing in
the legislation to prevent renters whose income has
dropped from $200,000 to $160,000 from having their
rents frozen indefinitely. For all these reasons Prop. F
flunks.

Please join us and our slate of exceptional candidates
for the State Assembly and the San Francisco
Republican County Central Committee in Voting NO

on F. For more information, please visit: www.CBSF.net.

Edward Poole, Chair
Citizens for a Better San Francisco

Republican Nomination, 12" AD, Alfonso Faustino, Jr.
Republican Nomination, 13" AD, Laura Peter

Candidates for the San Francisco Republican County
Central Committee:

12" Assembly District
Chris Baker

Richard A. Worner
Rodney Leong

Michael Joseph Antonini
Rudy Asercion

Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Walter D. Armer
Regina Growney

Bill Campbell

Chris Miller

David Robert Kiachko
Howard Epstein

13" Assembly District
Alisa Farenzena
Ed Sheppard
Dana Walsh
Sean Pritchard
Laura Peter
Sarah M. Vallette
Jay Rubin

John Dennis
Brian Coleman
Brooke Chappell
Johnny Knadler

The true sources of funds for the printing fee of this argument
are the Signatories — Citizens for a Better San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee are: 1. Michael Antonini, 2. Edward G. Poole,

3. Mark Norrell.
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Shall it be City policy that the northern end of the planned San Francisco-to-

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition G 137

Transbay Transit Center

YES em mf
- g

Los Angeles high-speed rail line be located at the Transbay Transit Center at NO

First and Mission streets?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: In November 2008, California
voters approved a state ballot measure to issue bonds
to build a high-speed rail line between San Francisco
and Los Angeles. That measure stated that the Transbay
Terminal would be the San Francisco station.

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA), a local
government agency, is replacing the Transbay Terminal
with a new Transbay Transit Center at First and Mission
streets. The new Transbay Transit Center would be used
by ACTransit, Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, Muni, and
SamTrans. The TJPA also plans that the Transbay Transit
Center would be the northern end of the high-speed
rail line running between San Francisco and Los
Angeles.

The California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) is a
state agency overseeing the construction of the high-
speed rail line. The CHSRA is considering an alterna-
tive to locate the San Francisco station for the high-
speed rail line on a site between Beale, Main, Mission,
and Harrison streets, not at First and Mission streets.

In November 1999 and November 2003, San Francisco
voters approved measures that provided that the City
pursue and use sales tax proceeds to pay for an
extension of Caltrain to a new or rebuilt Transbay
Transit Center at First and Mission streets.

The Proposal: Proposition G would make it City
policy that the Transbay Transit Center, located at First
and Mission streets, serve as the northern end of the
San Francisco to Los Angeles high-speed rail line.

A "YES” Vote Means: If you vote “yes,” you want to
make it City policy that the Transbay Transit Center at
First and Mission streets be the northern end of the
San Francisco to Los Angeles high-speed rail line.

A “NO” Vote Means: If you vote “no,” you do not
want to adopt this City policy.

Controller's Statement on “G”

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the following
statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G:

Should the proposed declaration of policy be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, it would not affect the
cost of government.

How “G” Got on the Ballot

On January 19, 2010, the Department of Elections
received a proposed declaration of policy signed by
Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Daly, Mar and Mirkarimi.

The City Elections Code allows four or more
Supervisors to place a declaration of policy on the
ballot in this manner.

This measure requires 50% +1 affirmative votes to pass.

Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow this page. The full text begins on page 168.
Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained on page 100.
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This disclaimer applies to the proponent’s argument on this page and the rebuttal to the opponent’s argument on the facing page.
The Board of Supervisors authorized the submission of the following argument. As of the date of the publication of this Voter
Information Pamphlet, the following Supervisors endorse the measure: Supervisors Alioto-Pier, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Chu, Daly,

Dufty, Elsbernd, Mar, Maxwell and Mirkarimi.

Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition G

Vote Yes on Prop. G!

The new Transbay Transit Center, under construction
at First and Mission Streets, should be the Northern
California terminus for California High Speed Rail.

The California High Speed Rail Authority should
abandon consideration of an alternate site for High
Speed Rail at Main and Beale Streets and focus on

bringing High Speed Rail to the Transbay Transit Center.

A train station at Main and Beale would result in
unnecessary duplication and delay and cause undue
disruption to the residents of San Francisco, especially
in the South of Market neighborhood, where 1800
existing and planned units of housing would be lost.

Planning for a new Transbay Terminal with an
extension of Caltrain to downtown San Francisco
began more than 2 decades ago. A full public process
to receive community input and develop a locally
preferred site for the new Transbay Terminal resulted in
the selection of First and Mission Streets. During this
process and after much study, the Main and Beale
Streets site was rejected as infeasible and technically
inferior to the Transbay Terminal site.

San Francisco residents voted in favor of Proposition H
in November 1999 to bring rail to downtown San
Francisco and for Proposition K in November 2003 to
provide funding for the Transbay Project. Both
measures specified that the Transbay Terminal be built
on its current site at First and Mission. Considerable
time and resources have been put into the First and
Mission site, which will bring together rail, MUNI,
BART, AC Transit and other public transit options in a
convenient downtown location for San Francisco and
regional travelers. In addition, the voters of California
approved Proposition 1A in 2008 to provide funding for
High Speed Rail with the specific condition that the
northern terminus be located at the Transbay Terminal
in San Francisco.

Supervisor Chris Daly

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition G

As a native San Franciscan, former Congressional
candidate, 3 Senate appointed official who held
offices in the former Pacific Heights Republican
Women Federated, | drove by our “East Bay Terminal”
or so-called Transbay Transit Center and fortunately - It
was not under construction.

Though part of my focus recently has been on the loss
of our rights to due process starting with a case | won
in the lower court — my interest in reliable, affordable
transportation continues — the California high speed
rail ?Authority? is not concerned about safe and
affordable transportation or a comfortable, already
remodeled bus station. The conflict regarding Main/
Beale or our 1st and Mission locations seems to be
between Democrats in Sacramento and those here at
City Hall who are the majority party in the state
legislature with a few disloyal Republicans including
the Governor of the minority party here in S.F and
California. Currently, representing our forum, | started,

2002 - | am thoroughly against rail that ruins the
tracks, that’s not faster and certainly not safe and
affordable — we remain against Prop G.

(415) 282-0894 Eve Del Castello — Chair, Rep. Forum
of S.F
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition G

Regardless of the press and precious ballot
propositions, we are against ruining our landmark,
the Transbay Terminal. And, furthermore with the state
currently in a huge deficit — the unsafe high speed rail
construction is not a priority. |I-5 is fun and we would
not sell our cars because we could be late taking a
faded BART - never engineered properly or wait 2
hours in the rain for a street car here. If anything, we
still enjoy a bus trip — Greyhound and AC Transit are
very efficient and would not profit as well without our
Transbay Terminal.

Eve Del Castello

Chair, Republican Forum of San Francisco
(415) 282-0894

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition G

Vote Yes on Prop. G!

The Transbay Transit Center is an approved project,
endorsed by the voters, currently under construction.

We should be proud of our visionary project that will
transform downtown San Francisco and the region’s
transportation system by creating a multi-modal
station in the heart of a new transit-friendly neighbor
hood. The Transbay Transit Center will connect Caltrain,
BART, and MUNI metro with buses from AC Transit,
SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit, MUNI, and Greyhound.
The Center is also designed to be the northern termi-
nus of High Speed Rail from Los Angeles/Anaheim.

High Speed Rail is incredibly important to the future of
our state. With capacity issues on our freeways and air-
ports, along with the looming issue of climate change,
we simply cannot responsibly build our state with the
existing infrastructure. High Speed Rail is essential to
the future of California. That's why we passed
Proposition 1A to bring High Speed Rail to California.

And that is also why the California High Speed Rail
Authority should immediately abandon consideration
of an alternate site for High Speed Rail at Main and
Beale Streets --so they can focus on bringing High
Speed Rail to the Transbay Transit Center. A train
station at Main and Beale would result in unnecessary
duplication and delay and cause undue disruption to
the residents of San Francisco, especially in the South
of Market neighborhood, where 1800 existing and
planned units of housing would be lost.

Let’s keep San Francisco and California moving.
Vote Yes on Prop G!

Chris Daly

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

For high speed rail to succeed, it must connect all of
the Bay Area’s major transit systems with the popula-
tion centers of Los Angeles, Orange County and San
Diego.The new Transbay Terminal is the only location
in San Francisco that will have the intermodal transit
connections with BART, MUNI and Caltrains.

VoteYes on G
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G
Support the Transbay Transit Center!

The Transbay Transit Center is the Northern California
terminus for California High Speed Rail and San
Francisco’s “Grand Central Station” The question of
where the Transbay Transit Center will be located was
decided many years ago. Development of the Transbay
Transit Center at First and Mission has already been
environmentally cleared and significantly funded
through a combination of federal, state and local
funds. Millions have been spent on design and the
project is ready to start this year.

This measure seeks to end further discussion of other
alternatives which have already been studied and
rejected for technical problems and financial
infeasibility.

Further discussion of other alternatives could signifi-
cantly delay the development process of the Transbay
Transit Center, which has already constructed a tempo-
rary terminal and is ready to begin demolition of the
old Transbay Terminal. It could also substantially impact
the receipt of federal and stimulus funds committed
and designated for the development and construction
of the Transbay Transit Center at First and Mission.

The Transbay project promises to create thousands of
jobs this year and get our economy moving. Continued
discussion of the alternative terminal locations only
jeopardizes these jobs.

We don’t need to study further alternatives. The
location for the Transbay Transit Center has already
been decided.

Support the Transbay Transit Center. Vote yes on G!

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Association

For the full analysis of all local ballot measures, visit
WWW.Spur.org

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is SPUR.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition G
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION G - It's Bad Government

Proposition G is yet another example of trying to
commit San Francisco and taxpayer money to an
unsupportable extravagance.

San Francisco has been poking at this so-called
Transbay Terminal project for about 20 years.

It is a pig in a poke. It almost has an odor to it.
Let's keep it in perspective — it's a white elephant.

It was never designed for high-speed trains in the first
place. There is no room for all the Peninsula commuter
rail trains, which system requires a platform able to
handle 10 trains per hour in rush hours, plus California
high-speed rail trains which also need a platform to
handle 10 trains per hour in peak times (7-10 am,

4-7 pm).

It's not a transit project. It's a high-rise condominium/
office development project for which there is no
market.

Although it's a “Declaration of Policy’, with no legal
effect, let’s vote NO to poking the pig again.

George Wooding

The true source of funds for the printing fee of this argument
is John A. Gasser.

Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.

{Arguments printed on this page are the opinion of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.}
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Proposition A

SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
San Francisco, California

Regular Board Meeting of March 9, 2010

SUBJECT: PROTEST HEARING AND RESOLUTION OF THE
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE SAN FRANCISCO
UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT ORDERING
CHANGES, PRELIMINARILY ESTABLISHING AN
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT, CALLING AN ELECTION
FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING THE
CHANGES AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF THE
APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT TO THE QUALIFIED
ELECTORS OF COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT
NO. 90-1, ADOPTING GOALS AND POLICIES, AND
ESTABLISHING SPECIFICATIONS OF THE
ELECTION ORDER (No. 103-9501)

REQUESTED ACTION:

WHEREAS, on January 9, 1990, the Board of Education (the
“Board”) of the San Francisco Unified School District (the “District”)
adopted its Resolution of Intention to establish its Community Facilities
District No. 90-1 (“CFD No. 90-1”) pursuant to the Mello-Roos
Community Facilities Act of 1982, as amended (the “Act”), to finance
certain facilities and to levy a special tax therein to pay for the facilities
and the expenses incidental thereto; and

WHEREAS, following a duly noticed public hearing held pursu-
ant to the Act, the Board, on February 13, 1990, adopted its Resolution
of Formation pursuant to which CFD No. 90-1 was formed and an elec-
tion was called for the purpose of submitting the levy of the special tax
and the establishment of an appropriations limit to the qualified electors
of CFD No. 90-1; and

WHEREAS, on June 5, 1990, the election was held within the
District at which the electors approved the levy of the special tax and
the appropriations limit by more than the two-thirds vote required by
the Act; and

WHEREAS, the Board, on July 5, 1990, caused to be recorded a
Notice of Special Tax, and on July 11, 1990, a supplement thereto, in
the Office of the County Recorder of the City and County of San
Francisco, in conformance with the requirements of the Act, and there-
after adopted an ordinance levying the special tax; and

WHEREAS, the special tax has been annually levied to pay for
the facilities; not all of the facilities have been completed, however, the
term of the special tax has expired; and

WHEREAS, on February 4, 2010, the Board adopted its
Resolution of Consideration No. 102-4SO1 (the “Resolution of
Consideration”), pursuant to Section 53334 of the Act, wherein the
Board (1) determined the need to complete the facilities previously
approved for CFD No. 90-1, as therein proposed to be updated and, in
order to pay for them, to extend and levy the previously approved spe-
cial tax, as therein proposed to be modified, (2) proposed to provide for
the reauthorization of the previously authorized facilities, as therein
updated, and the extension and levy of the previously approved special
tax, as therein modified, and (3) fixed a time and place for a hearing on
the proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, the Resolution of Consideration (1) stating the name

of the community facilities district, (2) generally describing the bound-
aries of CFD No. 90-1, (3) specifying the facilities to be financed, as
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proposed to be updated, (4) specifying the special tax to pay the costs
thereof, as proposed to be modified, and (5) fixing the time and place
for the hearing on the consideration of the proposed changes, is incor-
porated herein by this reference; and

WHEREAS, notice of the hearing on the consideration of the
proposed changes was duly published as required by law, as evidenced
by the certificate of publication on file with the Clerk of the Board (the
“Clerk”); and

WHEREAS, at the time and date set for the hearing, March 9,
2010, this Board held the public hearing as required by law relative to
the proposed changes described in the Resolution of Consideration; and

WHEREAS, prior to the hearing a report (the “Report”) contain-
ing (1) a description of the facilities required to adequately meet the
needs of CFD No. 90-1, as updated, and (2) an estimate of (a) the cost
of providing the facilities; (b) the fair and reasonable costs of any of the
facilities to be purchased; and (c) the fair and reasonable cost of inci-
dental expenses related thereto, was filed with this Board as a part of
the record of the hearing and duly considered by this Board; the Report
also incorporates clarifying changes recommended by staff that do not
change the types of facilities proposed to be financed; and

WHEREAS, at the hearing all interested persons for or against
the proposed changes were heard and considered, and a full and fair
hearing was held thereon; and

WHEREAS, at the hearing evidence was presented to this Board
on the matters before it, and this Board, at the conclusion of the hearing,
was fully advised as to all matters relating to the proposed changes; and

WHEREAS, written protests against the proposed changes have
not been filed with the Clerk by fifty percent (50%) or more of the reg-
istered voters residing within CFD No. 90-1, or the owners of one half
(1/2) or more of the area of the land proposed to be included in CFD
No. 90-1 and not exempt from the special tax; and

WHEREAS, there has been submitted to this Board proposed
goals and policies concerning the use of the Act; and

WHEREAS, in the judgment of the Board, it is advisable to order
an election for the purpose of submitting the changes and the establish-
ment of the appropriations limit to the qualified electors of CFD No.
90-1 and to request that the Superintendent of Schools of the District
(the “Superintendent”) call the election and that the City and County of
San Francisco Director of Elections (the “Director of Elections”) take
all steps required to conduct the election.

NOW THEREFORE, the Board of Education of the San
Francisco Unified School District DOES HEREBY RESOLVE,
DETERMINE and ORDER, as follows:

1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

2. The proposed changes described in the Resolution of
Consideration have not been precluded by majority protest pursuant to
Section 53337 of the Act. The proposed changes are to provide for the
reauthorization of the facilities, as therein updated, and the extension
and levy of the previously approved special tax, as therein modified.
Any protests related to the proposed changes are hereby overruled.

3. (a) The facilities to be financed by CFD No. 90-1, being the
previously authorized facilities for CFD No. 90-1 as updated, and as
clarified in the Report (the “Facilities”) are set forth in EXHIBIT A.
They are public facilities authorized to be acquired or constructed under
the Act that have a useful life of five years or longer. The Facilities are
governmental facilities which this Board is authorized by law to con-
tribute revenue to, or construct, own or operate.
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(b) The Report related to the Facilities shall be a part of
the record in these proceedings. For purposes hereof, the Report
shall refer and apply to the Report as modified, amended, revised
or corrected pursuant to and in accordance with this Resolution as
well as any other resolution or order heretofore adopted or made
by this Board.

4.  (a) As stated in the Resolution of Consideration, except
where funds are otherwise available, it is the intention of this Board to
annually levy a special tax sufficient to pay for the Facilities, including
incidental expenses related thereto, secured by recordation of a continu-
ing lien against all nonexempt real property in CFD No. 90-1.

(b) The rate, method of apportionment, and manner of
collection of the special tax, in sufficient detail to allow each
landowner or resident within CFD No. 90-1 to estimate the maxi-
mum amount such person will have to pay for the Facilities,
being the previously approved special tax for CFD No. 90-1 as
extended and updated, and as clarified in the Report, is described
in EXHIBIT B. EXHIBIT B incorporates clarifying changes rec-
ommended by staff that do not increase the proposed maximum
special tax or the probable special tax.

(c) The special tax, as apportioned to each parcel pursuant
to EXHIBIT B, is based on the cost of making the Facilities
available to each parcel, or other reasonable basis, and is not
based on or upon the ownership of real property.

(d) No ad valorem property tax is, or will be, levied on
property within CFD No. 90-1 for the exclusive purpose of mak-
ing lease payments on an existing lease or paying principal or
interest on outstanding bonds or other existing indebtedness,
including State school building loans, incurred to finance the con-
struction of capital facilities which are the same as are to be pro-
vided by the Facilities.

5. The Office of the Chief Financial Officer is hereby desig-
nated as the office, department or bureau that will be responsible for
annually preparing the current roll of special tax levy obligations by
assessor’s parcel number on nonexempt property within CFD No. 90-1,
and that will be responsible for estimating future special tax levies pur-
suant to Section 53340.2 of the Act. The current name, address, and
telephone number of the Office of the Chief Financial Officer, and the
person responsible for administering the District, is as follows:

Joseph Grazioli, Chief Financial Officer
San Francisco Unified School District
135 Van Ness Ave. — Room 300

San Francisco, California 94102
Telephone: (415)241-6542

Such officer is hereby directed to establish procedures to prompt-
ly respond to inquiries concerning current and future estimated tax lia-
bility pursuant to Section 53340.2 of the Act.

6.  All prior proceedings taken with respect to the establish-
ment of CFD No. 90-1 were valid and in conformity with the require-
ments of the Act. All prior proceedings taken with respect to the pro-
posed changes described in the Resolution of Consideration were valid
and in conformity with the requirements of the Act.

7. In accordance with Section 53325.7 of the Act, the annual
appropriations limit of CFD No. 90-1, as defined by subdivision (h) of
Section 8 of Article XIII B of the California Constitution, is hereby pre-
liminarily established at $16,000,000, and this annual appropriations
limit shall be submitted to the voters of CFD No. 90-1 as hereafter pro-
vided. The proposition establishing this appropriations limit shall
become effective if approved by the qualified electors voting thereon,
and shall be adjusted in accordance with the applicable provisions of
Section 53325.7 of the Act.
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8. (a) This Board hereby orders an election to submit the ques-
tions of making the changes proposed in the Resolution of Consider-
ation, as herein clarified, and establishing the annual appropriations
limit for CFD No. 90-1 in connection therewith, to the qualified electors
within the CFD No. 90-1. Pursuant to Section 53353.5 of the Act, the
questions of making such changes and establishing an appropriations
limit shall be combined in a single ballot measure, substantially in the
form set forth in EXHIBIT C (the “Ballot Measure”). The election shall
be held on Tuesday, June 8, 2010.

(b) More than twelve (12) persons have been registered to vote
within CFD No. 90-1 for each of the ninety (90) days pre-
ceding the close of the hearing referenced herein.
Accordingly, the qualified electors shall be the registered
voters within CFD No. 90-1, with each registered voter hav-
ing one vote. The voting procedure herein described is also
described in the Resolution of Consideration.

9.  The authority for ordering the election is contained in
Section 53326 of the Government Code and Section 5304 of the
Education Code.

10. The authority for the specifications of this election order is
contained in Section 5322 of the Education Code.

11.  This Resolution shall stand as the order to the Super-
intendent to call an election within the boundaries of the District on
June 8, 2010 pursuant to the specifications contained herein and as the
request to the Director of Elections to take all steps required to conduct
the election ordered pursuant to this Resolution.

12. The Clerk is hereby directed to send a certified copy of this
Resolution to the Director of Elections to be received no later than 5
p-m. on March 12, 2010.

13. The Board hereby requests that the Director of Elections
shall transmit a copy of the Ballot Measure to the Ballot Simplification
Committee, which shall prepare an impartial analysis of the measure,
showing the effect of the Ballot Measure on existing law and the opera-
tion of the Ballot Measure.

14. Pursuant to Section 9502 of the Elections Code, the
Director of Elections is requested to fix and determine a reasonable date
prior to the election after which no arguments for or against the Ballot
Measure may be submitted to the Director of Elections so as to provide
a reasonable time in which to prepare and print the arguments, and to
permit a 10-calendar-day public examination and to publish notice (the
“Notice”) of such date once in a newspaper of general circulation pub-
lished in the District. The Board requests that a copy of that published
Notice be delivered to the Clerk, pursuant to Section 12113 of the
Elections Code.

15. The Clerk shall post the Notice received from the Director
of Elections in the District office pursuant to Section 12113 of the
Elections Code.

16. Pursuant to Sections 5302, 5303, 5320, 5322 and 5325 of
the Education Code, the Superintendent and the Director of Elections of
the City and County are hereby requested to take all steps to call and
conduct the election in accordance with law and these specifications.

17.  The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco is authorized to canvass the returns of the election pursuant to
Section 10411 of the Elections Code.

18. Pursuant to Section 5303 of the Education Code and
Section 10002 of the Elections Code, the Board of Supervisors of the
City and County of San Francisco is requested to permit the Director of
Elections to render all services necessary, including those services spec-



ified in Section 12105 of the Elections Code relating to the election,
such services to include the mailing of the sample ballot.

19. The Board requests the Board of Supervisors of the City
and County of San Francisco, or any officer otherwise authorized by
law, to partially or completely consolidate the election with the regular-
ly scheduled local election of the City and County of San Francisco or
the general election held on June 8, 2010; and to further provide that the
canvass be made by any body or official authorized by law to canvass
the returns of the election and that the Board consents to such
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