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LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF SAN FRANCISCO 

The Question 
Should the San Francisco Unified School 
District borrow up to $450 million to make 
repairs and accessibility improvements to 
64 San Francisco school buildings? 
 
The Background 
The San Francisco Unified School District 
(SFUSD) serves nearly 60,000 pre-
kindergarten through twelfth grade students. 
The majority of the SFUSD buildings need 
renovation and modernization, including 
improvements to make them accessible. In 
2003, voters approved a $295 million school 
improvement bond to fund some repairs. A 
Citizens’ Bond Oversight Committee was 
set up to monitor spending, and the first 
annual audit found that funds were spent 
appropriately. 
 
In 2004, the school district settled a class 
action lawsuit by agreeing to correct acces-
sibility problems at 116 facilities. Proposition 
A, if passed, would fund repairs in 64 of 
those buildings. Improvements would in-
clude widening doors to be wheelchair ac-
cessible and placing Braille by doorways, as 
well as roof, heating, electrical, and other 
repairs. If voters choose not to pass Propo-
sition A, the school district would be unable 
to make repairs required by the settlement. 
A federal appointee might then mandate 
that regular operating funds be used to 
make the accessibility improvements. 
 
It is important to note that Proposition A is 
one of several bonds being considered for 
the next several years to clear up the large 
backlog of school improvements. 
 
The Proposal 
Proposition A would authorize the San Fran-
cisco Unified School District to borrow up to 

$450 million by issuing General Obligation 
Bonds. Funds would make accessibility im-
provements and other repairs in 64 school 
district buildings. Approximately $20 million 
would be set aside to partially fund a School 
of the Arts and “green” some concrete 
schoolyards. The state would provide $29.6 
million in matching funds. The Board of 
Education’s Citizens’ Bond Oversight Com-
mittee will make progress reports to the 
public. The measure states which schools 
will be included and what work will be done. 
 
Fiscal Effect  
The Controller states: Based on the best 
estimates of the School District, should the 
proposed $450 million in bonds be author-
ized and sold, the approximate costs will be 
as follows: 
 
• In fiscal year 2007-2008, following issu-

ance of the first series of bonds, and the 
year with the lowest tax rate, the esti-
mated annual cost of debt service 
would be $4.36 million and result in a 
property tax rate of $0.00402 per $100 
($4.02 per $100,000) of assessed 
valuation. 

• In fiscal year 2010-2011, following issu-
ance of the last series of bonds, and the 
year with the highest tax rate, the esti-
mated annual costs of debt service 
would be $40.5 million and result in a 
property tax rate of $0.03276 per $100 
($32.76 per $100,000) of assessed 
valuation. 

• The best estimate of the average tax 
rate from fiscal year 2007-2008 through 
2029-2030 is $0.02226 per $100 
($22.26 per $100,000) of assessed 
valuation.   
          Continued on page 2. 
 

 

     LEAGUE ON TV! 
The League will cablecast  
3-minute candidate statements,  
discussions of local ballot meas-
ures, and select Candidate Fo-
rums on Access SF, SFGTV, and 
EATV.  See www.lwvsf.org for the 
schedule. 

Election Day is  
Tuesday, November 7 

• Polls open from 7 am to 8 pm 
• October 23 is the last day to 

register to vote  
• For more, visit the SF  

Department of Elections at 
www.sfgov.org/election 

 

Absentee Voting 
• Absentee ballots must be re-

quested from the San Fran-
cisco Department of Elections 
by October 31 at 5pm.  
Request a ballot by fax at 
(415) 554-4372. 

• Completed ballots must be 
received at the Department of 
Elections or a polling place by 
8 pm on election day. 
 

To Vote in the November  
Election, you Must: 

• Be a US citizen and a resident 
of California 

• Be at least 18 years old by the 
date of the election 

• Be registered to vote 
• Not be in prison or on parole 

for a felony conviction 
• Not have been judged mentally 

incompetent to vote by a court 
 

When do you  
Register to Vote? 

• When you move 
• When you change your name 
• When you change your  

political party affiliation 
 

LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS 
OF SAN FRANCISCO 

582 Market Street, Suite 615 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

www.lwvsf.org 
T: (415) 989-8683  
E: lwvsf@lwvsf.org 

PROPOSITION A SCHOOL BONDS AND TAX RATE 
 BOND MEASURE 

Placed on the Ballot by the San Francisco  
Unified School District. 



These estimates are based on projections only, which are 
not binding upon the City or the School District. Such pro-
jections and estimates may vary due to variations in timing 
of bond sales, the amount of bonds sold at each bond sale, 
and actual assessed valuation over the term of repayment 
of the bonds. Hence, the actual tax rate and the years in 
which such rates are applicable may vary from those esti-
mated above. 
 
The Board of Supervisors is considering amending San 
Francisco’s residential Rent Control Ordinance to allow 
landlords to have tenants pay for half of the increased prop-
erty tax cost from these bonds. 
 
Arguments for Proposition A 
• San Francisco schools should be improved so that they 

meet accessibility requirements and are safe and clean 
places for students to learn. 

 

 
• The school district has recently managed bond funds 

well, keeping projects on-time and on-budget; a Citi-
zens’ Bond Oversight Committee will help monitor pro-
gress. 

• This measure would attract nearly $30 million in match-
ing funds from the state. 

• If we don’t live up to the terms of the lawsuit settlement, 
federal officials may take over school spending and cut 
programs in order to fund needed repairs. 

 
Arguments against Proposition A 
• Bond measures create more debt for future genera-

tions. 
• Funding for projects of this nature should be part of our 

general budget. 
• Property taxes are already too high. This bond measure 

would create a strain on the elderly and those with fixed 
incomes. 
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Ranked-Choice Voting for the November 7, 2006 Election 
 

For the November 7, 2006 election, San Francisco voters will use ranked-choice voting to elect the Assessor-
Recorder and Public Defender. San Francisco voters who live in Supervisorial Districts 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10 will also 
use ranked-choice voting to elect their Member of the Board of Supervisors. 
 
With ranked-choice voting, the names of all the candidates are listed in three side-by-side columns on the ballot. 
This allows voters to rank up to three candidates for the same office. If there are fewer than three candidates, or to 
rank fewer than three candidates, voters may leave any remaining columns blank. 
 
How Ranked-Choice Voting Works: 

• To start, every first-choice selection is counted. Any candidate who receives a majority (more than 
50%) of the first-choice selections is declared the winner.  

• If no candidate receives a more than 50% of the first-choice selections, the candidate who received the 
fewest number of first-choice selections is eliminated.  

• Voters who selected the eliminated candidate as their first choice will have their vote transferred to 
their second choice. 

• The votes are then recounted. If any remaining candidate receives more than 50% of the votes, he or 
she is declared the winner. 

• If no remaining candidate receives more than 50% of the votes, the process of eliminating candidates 
and transferring votes to the next ranked candidate is repeated until one candidate has a winning  ma-
jority. 

 
For more information on ranked-choice voting, contact the San Francisco Department of Elections at  
(415) 554-4375 or visit the Department’s Web site at www.sfgov.org/election. 

PROPOSITION A 
Continued from page 1 

SCHOOL BONDS AND TAX RATE 
 BOND MEASURE 

Placed on the Ballot by the San Francisco  
Unified School District. 



The Question 
Should the City’s boards and commissions have a pa-
rental leave policy, which would include authorization to 
teleconference?  
 
The Background 
Currently, the Board of Supervisors and members of 
other City boards and commissions do not have a pa-
rental leave policy. Members must be physically present 
to participate in a meeting. In the event that a member is 
physically unable to attend a meeting due to pregnancy 
or childbirth, there are no policies in place to allow the 
member to participate via teleconference or other elec-
tronic means. It should be noted that, under California 
law, members of state boards and commissions can 
participate in meetings via teleconference if the telecon-
ference location is public and accessible, and if mem-
bers of the public can address the board or commission 
directly.  
 
The Proposal 
The proposed Charter amendment would require the 
Board of Supervisors to adopt a parental leave policy for 
itself and other boards and commissions. This policy 
must allow members to participate in meetings by tele-
conference or other electronic means if the member is 
physically unable to attend in person, as certified by a 
health care provider, due to the member's pregnancy, 
childbirth or related condition. Participation by telecon-
ference will, at minimum, meet the notice, agenda and 
public participation requirements of state law. This pa-
rental leave policy would not require, but could include, 
participation in meetings by teleconference when the 
member is absent to care for his or her child after birth, 
adoption or foster care placement.  

Some have noted that, given existing “Brown Act” legal 
requirements, an official who is participating by telecon-
ference may have to open his or her home (or other 
teleconferencing location) to the public. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed Charter 
amendment be approved by the voters, in my opinion, 
there would be an increase in the cost of government 
ranging from a minimal amount up to approximately 
$200,000 to provide communications equipment and 
other arrangements for teleconferencing.  

The Charter amendment requires the Board of Supervi-
sors to establish parental leave policies for itself and for 
the City’s appointed boards and commissions.  These 
policies must allow members of boards and commis-
sions to attend meetings by teleconferencing or other 
electronic means when physically unable to attend due 
to pregnancy or childbirth and may allow members to 
attend meetings by these means under other circum-
stances.  Currently, the Board of Supervisors and other 
City boards and commissions can only meet in person. 
 
The cost of a system for this purpose would range from 
a few thousand dollars annually for commercial phone 
conferencing up to an estimated $200,000 for equip-
ment that supports multiple voice and videoconferences. 
Additional costs may be incurred to provide public ac-
cess and security arrangements at a member’s home or 
other site used for teleconferencing.    
 
Arguments for Proposition B 

• The lack of parental leave policies is discrimina-
tory against women who may be physically unable 
to attend meetings in person due to pregnancy or 
childbirth.  

• This is a pro-family measure that updates the 
City’s policies in a common-sense way that has 
long been used by other sectors. 

• Elected officials, both men and women, should not 
be forced to choose between representing their 
constituents and the health and safety of their chil-
dren. 

 
Arguments against Proposition B 

• The charter amendment is too narrow and does 
not address the needs of officials who have other 
medical conditions. 

• The public needs to see, hear, and speak face to 
face with officials at meetings. 

• This measure may not be useful and practical 
since it may require officials to open up their 
homes to the public in order to teleconference. 

PROPOSITION B ALLOWING MEMBERS OF BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS TO  
PARTICIPATE IN MEETINGS BY TELECONFERENCE DUE TO  

PREGNANCY AND RELATED CONDITIONS;  
ADOPTION OF PARENTAL LEAVE POLICIES 

CHARTER AMENDMENT 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Alioto-Pier and Dufty. 
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The Question 
Should the base salary of the Mayor, City Attorney, 
District Attorney, Public Defender, Assessor-Recorder, 
Treasurer, and Sheriff be set every five years by calcu-
lating the average salaries paid to comparable elected 
officials in Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, San Mateo, 
and Santa Clara Counties? 
 
The Background 
In 1994, the City Charter froze the salaries of the 
Mayor, City Attorney, District Attorney, Public De-
fender, Assessor-Recorder, Treasurer, and Sheriff at 
levels set by the Civil Service Commission. (Civil Ser-
vice Commissioners are appointed by the Mayor and 
serve six-year terms.) The Commission may, but is not 
required to, increase salaries for these elected officials 
each year to adjust for inflation. 
 
The elected officials listed above (with the exception of 
the Treasurer) are paid between eight and 42 percent 
less than the average salary paid to their counterparts 
in the five comparison counties used in Proposition C. 
In some cases, assistants to the elected officials cov-
ered by this proposed charter amendment are paid 
more than the respective official. 
 
The Proposal 
Proposition C would require the Civil Service Commis-
sion to set the base salary of the seven officials listed 
above every five years. To set the salaries, the Com-
mission would calculate the average salary paid to 
comparable officials in Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, 
San Mateo, and Santa Clara counties. Additionally, the 
Commission would also be required to provide cost-of-
living increases in the subsequent four years. If the 
compensation for other City employees is reduced to 
save costs, the Commission could reduce the salaries 
of these elected officials. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed charter 
amendment be approved by the voters, in my opinion, 
there would be an increase in the cost of government 
of $207,000 annually for additional salary and fringe 
benefit costs.  
 
The amendment would provide that the salaries of the 
Mayor, City Attorney, District Attorney, Public De-
fender, Assessor-Recorder, Treasurer and Sheriff be 
set at the average amount of the comparable positions 
in five Bay Area counties. Currently, all but one of the 

salaries of these elected officials in San Francisco is 
below the average of the surveyed counties. The dif-
ferences range from 42% below to 5% above the aver-
age. The actual salary increases resulting from the 
Charter amendment would range from $55,200 for the 
Sheriff down to zero for the Treasurer. 
 
Currently, salaries for these officials are set in the 
Charter at the base amounts that were in effect as of 
June 30, 1994, plus adjustments based on the Con-
sumer Price Index of up to five percent annually that 
are made at the discretion of the Civil Service Com-
mission.  Under the amendment, the survey to deter-
mine the comparable salaries would be done every 
five years and in the years between there would be 
automatic annual adjustments based on the Consumer 
Price Index. 
 
Arguments for Proposition C 

• Proposition C would replace an unfair and out-
dated salary structure using a method that is fair 
and reasonable. 

• This proposition would help attract and retain top 
professionals for elected office in San Francisco. 

• Voters approved this same salary formula for the 
Board of Supervisors in 2002.   

 
Arguments against Proposition C 

• Proposition C would mean higher salaries for 
elected officials, but does not guarantee better 
performance from them or better service for the 
citizens of San Francisco. 

• This system of setting salaries by comparing 
with other counties creates a perpetual upward 
pressure on costs. 

• Elected officials knew the salaries they would be 
receiving before they were elected; the salary 
level does not deter quality people from running 
for office in San Francisco. 

PROPOSITION C SETTING SALARIES OF CERTAIN  
LOCAL ELECTED OFFICIALS 

CHARTER AMENDMENT 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Peskin, Alioto-Pier, Mirkarimi, Dufty, and Ammiano. 
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DISCLOSURE OF PRIVATE INFORMATION 
ORDINANCE 

Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Peskin, Ammiano, Daly, Ma,  
McGoldrick, and Mirkarimi. 

The Question 
Should the City be prohibited from disclosing private 
information about individuals?   
 
The Background 
The public is increasingly concerned with loss of privacy 
and identity theft. Last year in San Francisco, more than 
1,000 cases of identify theft were reported to the San 
Francisco Police Department. Concerns led the San 
Francisco Civil Grand Jury to investigate the City’s pri-
vacy policies, and its May 2006 report revealed that no 
identity theft occurred in the City departments it exam-
ined. 
 
Currently, local law prohibits City contractors from dis-
closing private information they may obtain about indi-
viduals while performing work for the City. However, 
City contractors may disclose private information under 
the following circumstances: 
 

• The contract authorizes disclosure of the informa-
tion; 

• The contractor first obtains the City’s written ap-
proval to disclose the information; 

• The disclosure is authorized or required by law. 

 
The Proposal   
This ordinance would ban the City from disclosing pri-
vate information except when authorized by the individ-
ual or contract, or if disclosure is required by federal or 
state law or judicial order. Private information is defined 
as information that could be used to identify an individ-
ual, including … name, address, Social Security num-
ber, medical information, financial information, date and 
location of birth, and names of relatives. The City may 
disclose private information if: 

• The individual whose information would be  
disclosed authorizes the disclosure; 

• A contract authorizes the disclosure of private 
information;  

• A disclosure is required by federal or state law,  
or by a court. 

 
The Board of Supervisors could amend the measure 
with a two-thirds vote. 
 
Fiscal Effects  
The Controller states: Should the proposed ordinance 
be approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would not 
increase the cost of government.   
 
Arguments for Proposition D 

• Proposition D would strengthen privacy protection 
for San Franciscans. 

• This measure would increase the public’s  
confidence in government and prevent our City 
government from being tempted to sell private 
information. 

 
Arguments against Proposition D 

• This measure was placed on the ballot without a 
hearing. It is so broadly written and confusing that 
it might have unintended, negative  
consequences. 

• Our City’s current policies are strong enough and 
no new laws are needed. 
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Get complete, non-partisan information about this  
election including your polling place, personalized ballot,  

candidate profiles and election results at: 

www.smartvoter.org 

PROPOSITION D 



The Question 
Should the City increase parking taxes from 25 to 35 
percent, and extend that tax to include valet ser-
vices? 
 
The Background 
Most major American cities charge for parking. The 
City currently imposes a 25 percent parking tax, 
which raised $55 million in the last fiscal year. Of that 
amount, approximately $22 million went to the Metro-
politan Transportation Agency (which funds MUNI) 
and $33 million went to the General Fund (some of 
which is set aside for senior programs). The parking 
tax does not currently apply to fees for valet parking. 
 
If San Francisco were to raise its tax under Proposi-
tion E, it would have one of the highest rates in the 
nation. 
 
Because Proposition E is a general tax, a simple ma-
jority is required for passage. 
 
The Proposal 
This measure would raises parking taxes from 25 to 
35 percent, and extend the tax to cover valet parking. 
Proceeds of the additional tax would go to the Gen-
eral Fund (a portion of which funds MUNI through the 
Metropolitan Transportation Agency). The tax would 
not apply to parking meters on city streets. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed ordi-
nance be approved by the voters, in my opinion, it 
would generate parking tax revenues for the City of 
about $26 million each year, starting January 1, 
2007. 
 
The ordinance increases the parking tax from the 
current 25% to 35% as of January 1, 2007, and ex-
tends the parking tax to include parking valet ser-
vices. Revenues generated by the proposed tax 
could be spent by the City for any public purpose. 

Arguments for Proposition E 
• This measure would raise much needed money 

for the City’s General Fund. 
• A higher parking tax might encourage more peo-

ple to use public transportation, easing traffic and 
making the City safer for pedestrians and bicy-
clists. 

• A big portion of the tax would be paid by non-
residents (visitors and commuters), who would 
be doing their fair share to support City services. 

 
 
Arguments against Proposition E 
• There is no guarantee that the additional funds 

would be used to support public transit. 
• The additional tax would hurt small businesses in 

the City since many potential consumers would 
opt to do business elsewhere due to high parking 
rates. 

• The tax could hurt residents who must use their 
vehicles, such as seniors and people with dis-
abilities. 

• This proposition was put on the ballot without a 
public hearing before the Board of Supervisors. 
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PROPOSITION E PARKING TAX  
ORDINANCE 

Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Peskin, Ammiano, and Mirkarimi. 



The Question 
Should the City require employers to provide a minimum 
level of sick leave for their employees? 
 
The Background 
In recent years, the City has considered numerous 
measures with the goal of improving the quality of life for 
workers, including minimum wage and health care  
legislation. 
 
According to a study by the Institute for Women’s Policy 
Research, a significant number of San Francisco work-
ers currently have either no paid sick leave or inade-
quate amounts of sick leave provided by their employ-
ers. Paid sick leave is less commonly offered to part-time 
and lower-income workers. 
 
The Proposal 
This measure would require that employers doing busi-
ness within the City and County of San Francisco pro-
vide all of their employees with a minimum amount of 
paid sick leave. Employees would earn a certain number 
of paid sick leave hours per year based on the number of 
hours worked.  
 
Small businesses (fewer than ten employees) would be 
allowed to cap the number of accrued hours at 40 per 
year, while larger business would be required to provide 
up to 72 hours of paid sick leave annually. Sick leave 
could be used for the employee’s own health or to pro-
vide care for a close relative. Employers would be re-
quired to post their sick leave policies and keep records 
of their sick leave transactions for at least four years. 
Civil fines and penalties would be imposed on employers 
who do not comply with the ordinance. This law, if 
passed, would supersede collective bargaining con-
tracts. 
 
This measure requires a simple majority to pass. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed ordinance be 
approved by the voters, in my opinion, there would be an 
increase in the cost of government of approximately $9.3 
million annually for sick leave for groups of workers who 
do not earn paid time off and for administration of the 
ordinance. 
 
Currently, workers in the In-Home-Supportive Services 
(IHSS) Program, who provide care for seniors and dis-
abled persons, receive a higher wage rate but not paid 
time off.  The City’s added cost to provide sick leave for 
IHSS workers under the ordinance would be approxi-
mately $5.9 million annually.   

In addition, San Francisco would have new costs of ap-
proximately $2.8 million annually to provide sick leave to 
part-time City employees and for childcare providers un-
der contract to the City. 
 
Under the proposed ordinance, there would be an esti-
mated cost of approximately $400,000 to provide educa-
tional materials, respond to complaints, audit some em-
ployers and administer appeal procedures. These costs 
could increase or decrease depending on how the City 
implements the ordinance, and fines collected from em-
ployers could offset a portion of the expense. 
The City pays grants to welfare recipients who are re-
quired to perform work for public agencies and other 
agencies, but who do not earn paid time off.  Under this 
proposal, these recipients would receive approximately 
7,370 hours of sick leave, however their welfare eligibility 
would not change and the City would continue to pay the 
existing grant amounts. Administration of these and 
other provisions would cost an estimated $250,000. 
 
This estimate does not address the potential impacts of 
a paid sick leave requirement on employers or the local 
economy. 
 
Arguments for Proposition F 
• A minimum amount of paid sick leave would help 

ensure that workers in San Francisco could care for 
themselves and their families. 

• When people go to work sick, it has a negative affect 
on their own health as well as on the health of their 
co-workers, families, and the larger community.  

• By standardizing sick leave rules, this measure 
would level the playing field among businesses and 
protect the rights of workers. 

 
Arguments against Proposition F 

• Proposition F would be a costly new mandate for 
businesses, particularly small businesses such as 
restaurants. These businesses may choose to cut 
jobs as a result. 

• Several new laws, including the City’s minimum 
wage and new health care requirements, are in-
creasing costs for businesses. The City is not con-
sidering how all these new laws taken together will 
affect the local economy. 

• There was very little public discussion before this 
measure was placed on the ballot. There should 
be a public dialogue before ideas like this become 
law. 

PROPOSITION F PAID SICK LEAVE ORDINANCE 
ORDINANCE 

Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Peskin, Ammiano, and Mirkarimi. 
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PROPOSITION G LIMITATIONS ON FORMULA RETAIL STORES 
ORDINANCE 

Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Peskin, Sandoval, Daly, and Mirkarimi. 

The Question  
Should the City require a hearing for approval of a 
“chain” store to operate in a neighborhood commercial 
district? 
 
The Background 
The protection of neighborhood character and locally-
owned small businesses has long been a contentious 
topic in San Francisco. 
 
The City designates certain neighborhood shopping ar-
eas and commercial intersections as Neighborhood 
Commercial Districts (NCDs). In 2004, the Board of Su-
pervisors passed legislation that triggers Planning Com-
mission review specifically when a business location in 
an NCD changes use from one type of business to a 
“formula” retail establishment (for example, when a local 
hardware store becomes a “formula” restaurant). 
“Formula” is defined as an establishment with eleven or 
more locations in the United States, sometimes referred 
to as “chains.” As part of the Planning Commission re-
view, neighbors are notified and have the opportunity to 
request a public hearing. 
 
Since 2004, some neighborhoods have requested that 
the Planning Commission review all proposals for 
“chains” (not just when a business changes use). The 
Board of Supervisors has granted this request on a 
neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis. 
 
The Proposal 
Proposition G amends the Planning Code to require all 
“formula” retail establishments to obtain a conditional 
use permit before locating in a neighborhood commercial 
district. The Planning Commission would first hold a pub-
lic hearing before deciding if it will grant a conditional use 
permit. 
 
This measure requires a simple majority for passage. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed ordinance be 
approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would have a 
neutral impact on the cost of government. The ordinance 
requires the City Planning Department to issue a type of 
permit called a conditional use authorization to establish 
certain types of retain businesses. The City would incur 
staff costs to provide the analysis and planning that 
would be required, however, fees are collected from ap-
plicants to fully recover such costs. 

This estimate does not address the potential 
impact of this requirement on retail businesses 
or the local economy. 
 
Arguments for Proposition G 

• This measure would help protect the distinctive 
character that defines our neighborhoods and at-
tracts visitors. 

• This proposition would protect small, locally-owned 
businesses that cannot compete with large retail 
chains. 

• It is fair and reasonable that the Planning Commis-
sion hold public hearing so people can make their 
voices heard and shape the character of their 
communities. 

 
Arguments against Proposition G 

• This measure is a “one size fits all” approach that 
takes away the ability of each neighborhood to 
decide for itself if it wants to attract formula retail 
businesses. Some economically depressed 
neighborhoods may want to attract chains, and 
this makes it more difficult. 

• Decisions like this should be made by the Board of 
Supervisors and the Planning Department, not 
voters at the ballot box. Public dialogue is needed 
so that fair and flexible compromises can be 
reached. 

• This measure will make it more difficult for suc-
cessful local chains to expand. 
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PROPOSITION H RELOCATION ASSISTANCE  
FOR NO FAULT TENANT REMOVAL 

ORDINANCE 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Mirkarimi, McGoldrick, Ammiano, and Daly. 

The Question 
Should relocation payments for eligible tenants be in-
creased when tenants are evicted through no fault of 
their own? 
 
The Background 
Current law requires that landlords pay relocation ex-
penses to eligible tenants when they are evicted for rea-
sons that are not the tenant’s fault. Relocation expenses 
are currently set at between $1,000 and $1,500, depend-
ing on circumstances. These benefits have not been in-
creased for a number of years. The relocation costs are 
separate from any security or refundable deposits. 
 
The Proposal 
Proposition H would increase the amount of relocation 
benefits to tenants who are evicted through no fault of 
their own, expand the reasons landlords must provide 
relocation payments, and expand who is eligible to re-
ceive benefits to include families with children under age 
18, in addition to seniors and the disabled. 
 
“No fault” eviction categories would be expanded to in-
clude when the owner intends to: 

• Use the property for at least three continuous 
years as the landlord's principal residence or as 
the principal residence of the landlord's spouse, 
domestic partner, grandparents, grandchildren, 
parents, children, brother, sister, or the spouse or 
domestic partner of these persons; 

• Demolish the rental unit; 

• Permanently remove the rental unit from use as 
housing; 

• Temporarily regain possession of the unit to make 
improvements; or 

• Substantially rehabilitate the building. 
 
Each eligible tenant evicted under these “no fault” cir-
cumstances would receive a $4,500 relocation pay-
ment per eligible tenant, up to $13,500 per unit. An 
additional payment of $3,000 would be made to each 
eligible tenant who is disabled, 60 years of age or 
older, or who has a child under 18 years of age living 
in the same unit. 

These relocation payment amounts would be increased 
annually to account for inflation. A landlord must provide 
the tenant with an eviction notice that states the tenant’s 
right to receive relocation payments. This ordinance 
would apply retroactively to all eligible tenants who re-
ceive an eviction notice on or after August 10, 2006. 
 
This measure requires a simple majority to pass. 
 
Fiscal Effects 
The Controller states: Should the proposed ordinance be 
approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would have a 
minimal impact of the cost of government. 
 
This estimate does not address the potential impact of 
increased relocation payments on renters, landlords or 
the local economy. 
 
Arguments for Proposition H 

• Current relocation benefits are too low, and do 
not cover first and last months rent, security de-
posit, and moving costs. This often forces those 
who are evicted to leave the City. 

• This measure could make it more difficult for 
owners to remove rental units from the housing 
market, thus preserving the City’s existing rental 
housing stock. 

 
Arguments against Proposition H  

• Landlords would be required to pay a huge 
amount of money to tenants even if they are 
emptying the unit to make substantial improve-
ments. 

• This proposition would impact small building 
owners more severely – including those wanting 
to move in a needy family member. 

• The relocation benefits are not tied to the real 
costs of moving and would have to be paid even 
if the renter can afford to move. 
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PROPOSITION I ADOPTING A POLICY THAT THE MAYOR APPEAR 
MONTHLY AT A BOARD OF SUPERVISORS MEETING 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Mirkarimi, Ammiano, and Sandoval. 

 

The Question 
Should the Mayor appear in person at one regularly-
scheduled meeting of the Board of Supervisors each 
month? 
 
The Background 
Currently, the City Charter permits, but does not require, 
the Mayor to speak and be heard at any meeting of the 
Board of Supervisors or any of its committees. The cur-
rent Mayor has not appeared before the board; how-
ever, members of the board are free to schedule meet-
ings with the Mayor at any time. 
 
Declaration of Policy 
“It is the policy of the voters of San Francisco that the 
Mayor should appear in person at one regularly sched-
uled meeting of the Board of Supervisors each month to 
engage in formal policy discussions with members of the 
Board.”  
 
This measure is non-binding and simply expresses the 
will of the voters. The measure requires a simple major-
ity to pass. 

Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed policy state-
ment be approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would 
not increase the cost of government.  
 
Arguments for Proposition I 

• San Franciscans would benefit from increased 
public dialogue between the Mayor and the Board 
of Supervisors. The Mayor has not attended any 
board meetings in the past two and a half years to 
present his policy priorities. 

• Interaction between the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors should be consistent regardless of 
the individuals in office.     

 
Arguments against Proposition I 

• Proposition I would create opportunities for divi-
sive political grandstanding, not meaningful dia-
logue. 

• This issue is more appropriately decided between 
the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors, not the 
voters. 

PROPOSITION J ADOPTING A POLICY CALLING FOR THE IMPEACHMENT OF 
PRESIDENT BUSH & VICE PRESIDENT CHENEY 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Mirkarimi, Ammiano, and McGoldrick. 

The Question 
Should the City call for the impeachment of President 
Bush and Vice President Cheney? 
 
The Background 
In February 2006, the Board of Supervisors passed a 
resolution (7-3) calling for a full investigation, impeach-
ment, or resignation of President George W. Bush and 
Vice President Richard B. Cheney. 
 
Similar measures have been passed or are under con-
sideration in other California communities, including 
Santa Cruz and Berkeley. 
 
 
 
 

Declaration of Policy 
“It is the Policy of the people of the City and County of 
San Francisco to call for the impeachment of President 
George W. Bush and Vice President Richard B. Cheney 
for violating the public trust and for knowingly harming 
the United States of America, the State of California, and 
the City and County of San Francisco.”  
 
This measure is non-binding and simply expresses the 
will of the voters. The measure requires a simple major-
ity to pass. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed policy state-
ment be passed by the voters, in my opinion, it would not 
increase the cost of government.  
 

Continued on page 11. 
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PROPOSITION K ADOPTING A POLICY RELATING TO THE HOUSING NEEDS 
OF SENIORS AND DISABLED ADULTS 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Ammiano, Maxwell, and Mirkarimi. 

The Question 
Should the City and County of San Francisco explore 
ways to address the housing needs of seniors, especially 
those who are disabled or of limited income? 
 
The Background 
Affordable housing is one of the most contentious and 
challenging issues in San Francisco. San Franciscans 
continually debate issues surrounding homelessness, 
affordable ownership options, and preservation of the 
rental housing stock. Additionally, as the City’s popula-
tion ages, the needs of seniors are increasingly in the 
spotlight. 
 
While San Francisco’s General Plan requires the 
Mayor’s Office of Housing to find ways to build affordable 
rental housing for some sectors of its population, there is 
no specific provision to address the rental housing needs 
of low income seniors and adults with disabilities. 
 
Declaration of Policy 
This measure calls on the City to acknowledge the 
unique housing needs of persons with limited financial 
means who are 60 years of age or older and/or are dis-
abled adults. Further, the measure asks the City to ex-
plore ways to address these housing needs. “Limited 
financial means” is defined as when a person spends 
more than 30 percent of his or her monthly income on 
rent. 
 

This measure is non-binding and simply expresses the 
will of the voters. The measure requires a simple major-
ity to pass. 
 
Fiscal Effect 
The Controller states: Should the proposed policy state-
ment be approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would 
not increase the cost of government. 
 
Arguments for Proposition K 

• As our population grows older and the cost of liv-
ing grows higher, the housing needs of our low 
income seniors and adults with disabilities must be 
considered. 

• Affordable housing keeps citizens off of welfare 
and out of shelters. 

• Providing more affordable housing units for sen-
iors and adults with disabilities would help main-
tain San Francisco as a city rich in diversity which 
values all of its citizens. 

 
Arguments against Proposition K 

• Proposition K could be the beginning of another 
plan to tax citizens or pass costly bonds, neither of 
which we can afford. 

• There are many worthy policy goals. It would be 
better to constructively address them through pub-
lic hearings and studies rather than meaningless 
declarations of policy. 

Arguments for Proposition J 
• Proposition J would allow voters to express dis-

satisfaction with the Bush Administration’s deci-
sion regarding the war in Iraq, response to Hurri-
cane Katrina, and wiretapping surveillance. It is a 
legitimate form of political expression. 

• San Francisco would join other cities around the 
country in calling for an impeachment of the 
President and Vice President. Raising this issue 
must begin at the local level. 

Arguments against Proposition J 
• San Franciscans have already passed a similar 

measure, and there is no need to do it twice.  

• City government should keep its focus on impor-
tant local issues. 
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PROPOSITION J 
Continued from page 10 

ADOPTING A POLICY CALLING FOR THE IMPEACHMENT 
OF PRESIDENT BUSH & VICE PRESIDENT CHENEY 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 
Placed on the Ballot by Supervisors Daly, Mirkarimi, Ammiano, and McGoldrick. 



ABOUT THE LEAGUE 
The League of Women Voters of San Fran-
cisco, a nonpartisan political organization, en-
courages the informed and active participation 
of citizens in government. The League also 
influences public policy through action and 
advocacy. The League does not support or 
oppose candidates or political parties. 
 
This guide is produced by the League of 
Women Voters of San Francisco Education 
Fund, a 501(c)(3) non-profit educational or-
ganization. No portion of the Guide may be 
reprinted without the express permission of 
the League of Women Voters of San Francisco 
Education Fund. 
 
This guide was made possible by the gener-
ous support of our sponsors and members, 
notably the Lisa & Douglas Goldman Fund. We 
are also grateful to the San Francisco Founda-
tion. 

JOIN THE LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS  
OF SAN FRANCISCO 

All are invited to become members of the League. By be-
coming a member, you support our efforts to educate and 
inform voters about their election choices. You also will 
become a member of the National, State and Bay Area 
Leagues. 
 

◊ Yes I want to join!  Please accept my check for 
$65.00 

 

Name: _______________________________________ 
Address:  ____________________________________ 
City:  _____________________  St: ______  Zip: _____ 
Email:  ______________________________________ 
Phone:  ______________________________________ 

Mail to:  LWVSF 
582 Market Street, Suite 615 

San Francisco, CA 94104 
T: (415) 989-8683  
E: lwvsf@lwvsf.org 

Tuesday, October 3, 2006 
6 to 7:30 pm 
Board of Education 
Koret Auditorium at the SF Public Library, 100 Larkin St 
 
Thursday, October 5, 2006 
6 to 7:30 pm 
Community College Board 
Community College District Office, 33 Gough St 
 
Tuesday, October 10, 2006 
 6 to 7:30 pm 
Board of Supervisors - District 6 
Koret Auditorium at the SF Public Library, 100 Larkin St 

Thursday, October 19, 2006 
7 to 8 pm 
Board of Supervisors - District 8 
SF LGBT Community Center, 1800 Market St 
 
Thursday, October 26, 2006 
6 to 7:30 pm 
Board of Supervisors - District 10 
Earl P. Mills Community Center,  
100 Whitney Young Circle 

JOIN US FOR CANDIDATE FORUMS! 
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LEAGUE ON TV 
 

View the schedule at www.lwvsf.org. 
 

• Pro/Con Discussions on local ballot measures 
• Candidate Forums  

• Candidate Statements  
 


