
Proposition 1: Housing Programs and Veterans' Loans Bond
Submitted by: Julie Williamson
 
SUMMARY:
The official ballot summary is as follows:[3]

“ • Authorizes $4 billion of state general obligation bonds to fund existing housing
programs.

• Includes $1.5 billion for Multifamily Housing Program for low-income residents, $1
billion for loans to help veterans purchase farms and homes, $450 million for infill
and transit-oriented housing projects, $300 million for farmworker housing program,
and $300 million for manufactured and mobile homes.

• Provides housing assistance for buyers, infrastructure financing, and matching grants
to expand affordable housing stock.

• Appropriates General Fund revenues to pay off bonds for existing programs that have
no revenues or insufficient revenues

A "yes" vote supports this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for
housing-related programs, loans, grants, and projects and housing loans for veterans.
A "no" vote opposes this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for
housing-related programs, loans, grants, and projects and housing loans for veterans.
 
BACKGROUND:
The League of Women Voters has taken a position to support Prop. 1 & 2
California is experiencing a housing crisis. The state’s extreme shortage of affordable housing
has life and death consequences, especially for people with low incomes. Housing instability
has been linked to public health crises, food insecurity, and developmental problems in children.
Prop 1 will build and preserve affordable homes, including supportive housing, for veterans,
working families, people with disabilities, Californians experiencing homelessness and others
struggling to find a safe place to call home. It will authorize $4 billion in general obligation
bonds, to be used to support these affordable housing programs. It would also leverage federal
dollars for construction of new housing.
 
The Situation: 
An average house in California costs two and a half times the national average and average
rent in California is about 50% higher than the national average. About 100,000 houses and
apartments are constructed each year in California, most by private interests, and not by the
government. In some instances, the state provides assistance with grants or low-cost loans for
construction of housing to be sold or rented to low income individuals. California also receives
about $2 billion each year from the federal government to support housing projects.
General obligation bonds are sold to investors and repaid from the State’s General Fund. The
State repays the principal and interest over time, which is approximately thirty-five years for
these bonds. A general rule is that principal and interest payments usually are about twice the
principal amount of the bonds. Bonds used to fund home loans for veterans are repaid by the
veterans through their mortgage payments.
The Proposal: 
Proposition 1 permits the state to issue $4 billion in new general obligation bonds for the
following housing programs:

• $1.8 billion for building or renovating affordable multifamily housing (apartments)
• $450 million for infrastructure (parks, water, sewage and transportation) to support housing

construction



• $450 million for down payment assistance to low and moderate-income home ownership
• $300 million for farmworker housing (rental and owner-occupied)
• $1 billion for home loans to eligible veterans.

This proposal would provide assistance to 30,000 multifamily and 7,500 farmworker households
as well as home loans to about 3,000 veterans.
ANALYSIS:
State Housing Programs. The measure provides $3 billion for various state housing programs.
Proceeds from the bond sale would be awarded to program applicants—local governments,
nonprofit organizations, and private developers—through a competitive process administered by
the state.

• Affordable Multifamily Housing Programs. The measure provides $1.8 billion to build or
renovate rental housing projects, such as apartment buildings. These programs generally
provide local governments, nonprofit organizations, and private developers with low-interest
loans to fund part of the construction cost. In exchange, projects must reserve units for low-
income households for a period of 55 years.

• Infrastructure Programs. The measure provides $450 million to programs that build housing
in existing urban areas and near public transportation. The funds also would provide loans
and grants for a wide variety of projects that support this housing—such as parks and water,
sewage, and transportation infrastructure.

• Homeownership Programs. The measure provides $450 million to encourage
homeownership for low- and moderate-income homebuyers. Most of the funds would be
used to provide down payment assistance to first-time homebuyers through low-interest
loans or grants. Additionally, the measure provides funds to assist low- and moderate-income
families to build their own homes.

• Farmworker Housing Program. This measure provides $300 million in loans and grants to
build housing for farmworkers. Program funds would be used for both rental and owner-
occupied housing.

Veterans Housing Program.
This measure also provides $1 billion for home loan assistance to veterans. Veterans generally
use these loans to purchase single-family residences, condominiums, farms, and mobile homes.
RECOMMENDATION:    I recommend a yes vote on this measure. While it will not solve the
housing crisis faced in California, it is a step in the right direction – creating some funding to
build and repair affordable housing, including farmworker housing, and creating some loan
opportunities for veterans that may not be able to enter the housing market otherwise.
 
 
Proposition 2: No Place Like Home Act of 2018
Submitted by: Helene Hoenig (D5)
SUMMARY:
A YES vote means: The state could use up to $140 million annually of existing county mental
health funds to pay for housing for those with mental illness who are homeless. It also
authorizes the state to sell up to $2 billion in bonds to pay for the housing, which would be
repaid over time with Mental Health Services Act funds.
 
A NO vote means: The state’s ability to use existing county mental health funds (Mental Health
Services Act funds) to pay for housing for those with mental illness who are homeless would
depend on future court decisions.
 
The measure allows the state to carry out No Place Like Home, a program created by the
Legislature in 2016 to build and rehabilitate housing for those with mental illness who are
homeless or at-risk of becoming homeless.
 
BACKGROUND:
Counties Provide Mental Health Services. Counties are primarily responsible for providing
mental health care for persons who lack private coverage. Counties provide psychiatric



mental health care for persons who lack private coverage. Counties provide psychiatric
treatment, counseling, hospitalization, and other mental health services. Some counties also
arrange other types of help for those with mental illness—such as housing, substance abuse
treatment, and employment services.
Mental Health Services Act. In 2004, California voters approved Proposition 63, also known as
the Mental Health Services Act. The act provides funding for various county mental health
services by increasing the income tax paid by those with income above $1 million. This income
tax increase raises $1.5 billion to $2.5 billion per year.
No Place Like Home Program. In 2016, the Legislature created the No Place Like Home
program to build and rehabilitate housing for those with mental illness who are homeless or at-
risk of becoming homeless. The state plans to pay for this housing by borrowing up to $2 billion.
The state would borrow this money by selling bonds, which would be repaid with interest over
about 30 years using revenues from the Mental Health Services Act. This means less funding
would be available for other county mental health services. No more than $140 million of Mental
Health Services Act funds could be used for No Place Like Home in any year. The bond
payments would be around $120 million in a typical year.
Court Approval Needed for No Place Like Home. Before these bonds can be sold, the state
must ask the courts to approve the state’s plan to pay for No Place Like Home. The courts must
decide two main issues:

• Whether using Mental Health Services Act dollars to pay for No Place Like Home goes
along with what the voters wanted when they approved the Mental Health Services Act.

• Whether voters need to approve the No Place Like Home bonds. (The State Constitution
requires voters to approve certain kinds of state borrowing.)

This court decision is pending.
 
Passage of Proposition 2:

• Approves the Use of Mental Health Services Act Funds for No Place Like Home. The
measure says that Mental Health Services Act funds can be used for No Place Like
Home. No more than $140 million of Mental Health Services Act funds could be used for
No Place Like Home in any year.

• Authorizes $2 Billion in Borrowing. The measure allows the state to sell up to $2 billion in
bonds to pay for No Place Like Home. The bonds would be repaid over many years with
Mental Health Services Act funds.
 

With this measure, the state would no longer need court approval to carry out No Place Like
Home.
 
ANALYSIS:
Litigation is preventing the implementation of the 2016 No Place Like Home program, which was
designed to provide housing for people living with mental illness who are homeless or at-risk.
Instead of waiting for the courts, the authors of this proposition are attempting to get voter
approval for the new housing program.
Most of the funding would be competitive, meaning local jurisdictions would have to apply for
and be selected for the state funding. Some of the funds will be non-competitive. The funds do
not cover supportive services (like psychiatric care) to ensure that those housed are able to
maintain their housing.
 
Fiscal Impact: Allows the state to use up to $140 million per year of county mental health funds
to repay up to $2 billion in bonds. These bonds would fund housing for those with mental illness
who are homeless.
Effect on the state budget: None, however it will mean that less money will be available for
county mental health services.
 
RECOMMENDATION:
YES



While there are potential negative impacts, such as a decrease in funding for mental health
treatment services, conventional wisdom supports that homelessness exacerbates mental
health symptoms and undermines recovery. Providing housing is a moral and compassionate
response to homelessness, as well as a fiscally sound choice, because the health costs of
unhoused individuals tend to greatly exceed the health costs of the housed.
This measure is supported by at least one Supervisor on the Alameda County BOS. It is the
Alameda County Public Health Commission’s belief that along with housing, permanent
supportive housing services should be provided to beneficiaries of No Place Like Home when
clinically indicated. Otherwise, we can expect a cycle of people entering and exiting housing as
people lose housing due to unaddressed behavioral health needs.
The Public Health Commission recognizes that this measure does not include funding for
permanent supportive housing services, so county mental health funds would need to be used
to pay for those services. This will require strong fiscal analysis of the costs and benefits (i.e.
savings from reduced hospitalizations, jailing, etc.) in order to evaluate and justify expenditures,
as well as ensure that other essential mental health services continue to be funded.
 
Resources/Links/Sources

• LAO Office https://lao.ca.gov/BallotAnalysis/Proposition?number=2&year=2018
• Easy Voter Guide

http://www.easyvoterguide.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/EVG-English-Nov2018.pdf 
• Webinar: “State Funding to Address Homelessness: What Can Communities Do with the

New Money”, September 11, 2018
• Conversation with Robert Ratner, September 17, 2018

 
 
 
Proposition 3: Water Infrastructure and Watershed Conservation Bond Initiative
Submitted by: D. Ralston (D3)
SUMMARY: Prop 3 authorizes $8.877 billion in state general obligation bonds for various
infrastructure projects. Water supply, quality, wetland protections, recycling, safer drinking water,
storm run-off, water treatment.
 
BACKGROUND:
The proposition’s broad spending categories include:

• Water supply and quality - $ 2.1 billion;
• Fish and wildlife habitat $1.4 billion;
• Water facility upgrades for specific projects in the Central Valley, Bay Area, and Oroville

Dam, - $1.2 billion;
• Groundwater recharge and storage projects - $1.1 billion;
• Watershed lands improvement - $2.5 billion

Most funds will be distributed as grants to agencies that must provide equal matching funds.
The measure provides reduced cost-sharing requirements for projects benefitting
disadvantaged communities. Funding will go to projects that contribute to implementation of the
Governor’s Water Action Plan, the goal of which is to increase the resiliency of the California
water system and the ability of California communities to cope with drought conditions.
 
Supporters Say: 

• Proposition 3 will fund projects to help increase water supply from a variety of sources
such as storm water capture and desalination.

• It will help insure that disadvantaged communities can access safe drinking water.
• Watershed restoration will improve water quality and protect agricultural interests.

Opponents Say: 



• We need more dams to collect rain and snow melt from the Sierras.  Proposition 3
provides no money for new dams.

• It panders to special interests by making recreation and wildlife a priority over farmers.
• Paying back these new bonds will result in raised taxes.

The League of Women Voters recommends a No vote, although supporting general goal,
because it: shifting the cost for water from the end users to California taxpayers; reducing state
money available for other critical state programs like education, affordable housing, and
healthcare; fails to provide for adequate project oversight and financial accountability.
 
ANALYSIS:
The need for many of these types of drought projects, water run-off protection,
watershed protection and habitat restoration are great. There is a wide range of types of
specific projects and funding support for different areas of the State. The majority of
funds for infrastructure seems to be directed to Southern California. The bay area is
directly allocated $250M for Bay Area water districts as well as $100M to the SF Bay
Conservancy for watershed protection projects. Some areas of concern such as the
focus on safe drinking water only allocates up to $10M for schools out of a category of
$750M. Further only 10% of projects allocated to severely disadvantaged communities.
The overall impact to public health will come through funding for watershed, flooding, storm-
water, recreation and safety projects in the bay Area and a (less than satisfactory) emphasis on
directing funds to disadvantaged communities. Fiscal impact: The bond will be repaid (principle
and interest) from State General Fund. Bond repayment is expected to cost the State an
estimated $17.3 billion over 40 years. The costs to local areas may see negligible cost impacts.
 
RECOMMENDATION: VOTE YES??
The stances of Board of Supervisor are not yet known.
 
Any Resources/Links/Sources you wish to share.
Proposition 3 has received support across the board from conservation, agricultural,
environmental justice, water and civic organizations. No apparent organized opposition although
 
 
 
Text: https://waterbond.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Water-Supply-and-Water-Quality-Act-
of-2018.pdf
 
 
Proposition 5: Property Tax Transfer Initiative
Submitted by: Nestor Castillo (D3)
 
SUMMARY:
Removes certain transfer requirements for homeowners over 55, severely disabled
homeowners, and contaminated or disaster-destroyed property.
Fiscal Impact: Schools and local governments each would lose over $100 million in annual
property taxes early on, growing to about $1 billion per year. Similar increase in state costs to
backfill school property tax losses.
Yes: All homeowners who are over 55 (or who meet other qualifications) would be eligible for
property tax savings when they move to a different home.
No: Certain homeowners who are over 55 (or who meet other qualifications) would continue to
be eligible for property tax savings when they move to a different home.
 
BACKGROUND: Placed on the ballot by petition signatures, Realtors and developers argue
that this will lessen the burden on seniors, disabled, and disaster victims by making the tax
burden fairer.  Those backing the prop also claim that it will “unlock” the housing market. Does



burden fairer.  Those backing the prop also claim that it will “unlock” the housing market. Does
this mean it will unlock it for all? Or is this just another way of saying realtors and developers will
continue making higher profits?
Opponents believe this will only exacerbate the affordable housing crisis and widen inequalities
for years to come. Under Proposition 13’s current rules, homeowners over the age of 55 are
only eligible to transfer their property tax assessments from a prior home to a new one once in
their lifetime, only if the new home is worth less than the current home. Additionally, counties not
the state decide if a homeowner is allowed to transfer their tax assessment.
For example, Alameda county allows any person age 55 or older or severely and permanently
disabled to transfer the base year value of their original property to a replacement dwelling of
"equal or lesser value" that is purchased or newly constructed within two years of the sale of the
original property.
 
ANALYSIS: If passed, Prop 5 would alter Prop 13 allowing the transfer tax anywhere in the
state, effectively impaling the state budget without adding to the housing supply. 
Not only would this exacerbate the housing crisis in the bay area which is leaving countless at
the bottom rungs of the socioeconomic ladder houseless, it will also mean that those same
people who received a variety of crucial services may experience a loss in those services. 
While it is important to protect seniors, it is unclear that this proposition does so, and analyzing
from a public health perspective, it is clear that this will do little to narrow the health inequities  in
the county.
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: NO.
 
Any Resources/Links/Sources you wish to share.
http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/quick-reference-guide/5.htm
https://www.sacbee.com/opinion/op-ed/soapbox/article219511245.html
https://www.sfchronicle.com/opinion/editorials/article/Editorial-Proposition-5-would-make-
13242640.php
 
 
Proposition 6: Voter Approval for Future Gas and Vehicle Taxes and 2017 Tax
Repeal Initiative
Submitted by: D. Ralston (D3)
 
SUMMARY: Prop 6 is a proposed State constitutional amendment to repeal the existing
Gas Tax. Specifically, it would eliminate Road Repair and Transportation Funding enabled
by the recently-passed (2017) SB 1. Further, requires any measures to enact Vehicle Fuel
Taxes and Vehicle Fees be submitted to and approved by the electorate. Proposition 6
would reduce SB 1 tax revenues from $4.4 billion to $2 billion—a $2.4 billion decrease.
A YES vote on this measure means: Fuel and vehicle taxes recently passed by the Legislature
would be eliminated, which would reduce funding for highway and road maintenance and
repairs, as well as transit programs. The Legislature would be required to get a majority of
voters to approve new or increased state fuel and vehicle taxes in the future.
A NO vote on this measure means: Fuel and vehicle taxes recently passed by the Legislature
would continue to be in effect and pay for highway and road maintenance and repairs, as well
as transit programs. The Legislature would continue not to need voter approval for new or
increased state fuel and vehicle taxes in the future.
BACKGROUND: Passage of this repeal measure would have significant negative impacts and
leave our state structures vulnerable, especially during natural disasters.Backers are generally
Republican fiscal-conservatives who believe that these transportation needs should be funded
from the State general purpose funds rather than through additional taxes and fees. They also
maintain the tax is regressive and often funding abused for special pet-projects like the bullet
train. Passing it will provide financial relief to the general public who purchases gas.
There is a broad coalition of interests standing against – including Chamber of Commerce,



businesses and labor leaders. They argue the State is already behind in investments dealing
with transportation upgrades due to the impact of population growth and climate change.
 Keeping investments in this sector is important for goods movements and safety.  Further,
eliminating the SB 1 funds may force repurposing of budgeted general-purpose funds at the
expense of other needs.
The Nonprofit Housing Association of Northern California (NPH) did extensive analysis of this
proposition and recommends a NO vote. From the NPH: “Prop 6, would eliminate funding for
more than 6,500 bridge and road safety, transportation, and public transit improvement projects
currently underway throughout California. In the Bay Area alone, there are hundreds of
projects at risk if Prop 6 passes. With the Bay Area region's holistic approach to transportation,
infrastructure, and housing, Prop 6 would have significant negative impacts for our communities
broadly and affordable housing specifically.” 
 
ANALYSIS:
The projected $5.1B annual funding reductions from this proposition would mainly affect
highway and road maintenance and repair programs, as well as transit programs. Other
reductions in revenues is unknown and dependent on future actions. However, the reduction of
general funds as proposed by this proposition may come at the expense of State social and
health programs since all of this is budgeted already.  Further gas taxes help create
disincentives against using gasoline-cars and as a co-benefit, supports a healthier environment
and healthier people.  Invariably such disinvestments would impact lower-income and
disadvantaged communities harder. While a gas-tax is regressive, the benefits of having
additional funds to invest in public transportation and increased community health outweigh
what is often less than $1.00 cost per filing up a car with gas.
RECOMMENDATION: VOTE NO. Supervisor Carson is opposed to this proposition. The
stances of other Board of Supervisor are not yet known.
 
Any Resources/Links/Sources you wish to share.

• Sacramento Bee: Voters want a gas tax repeal. Many California leaders call it a horrible
idea.https://www.sacbee.com/news/politics/government/influencers/article218823065.ht
ml

 
 
Proposition 8: Limits on Dialysis Clinics' Revenue and Required Refunds
Initiative
Submitted by:  Zhonnet Harper (D4)
SUMMARY:
A YES vote: Supports requiring dialysis clinics to issue refunds to patients or patients’ payers
for revenue above 115 percent of the costs of direct patient care and healthcare improvement.
A NO vote: Opposes requiring dialysis clinics to issue refunds to patients or patients’ payers for
revenue above 115 percent of the costs of direct patient care and healthcare improvements.
 
BACKGROUND:
What would Proposition 8 require of dialysis clinics?
Proposition 8 would require dialysis clinics to issue refunds to patients or patients' payers, such
as insurers, for revenue above 115 percent of the costs of (a) direct patient care, such as wages
and benefits of non-managerial clinic staff who furnish direct care to patients, pharmaceuticals,
medical supplies, and (b) healthcare improvements, such as staff training and patient education
and counseling. Revenue earned above the 115 percent cap would need to be refunded to
patients or the patients' payers each year. Clinics that do not issue required refunds within 210
days after the end of the fiscal year would be fined an amount equal to 5 percent of their total
required refunds, but not to exceed $100,000. The measure would also prohibit dialysis clinics
from discriminating or refusing services based on a patient's payer, including the patient himself
or herself, a private insurer, Medi-Cal, Medicaid, or Medicare. The initiative would require
chronic dialysis clinics to report to the state government information required to enforce the
measure, including the costs associated with operating a chronic dialysis clinic, treatment



revenue, and the amount of each payer’s refund. The state department of public health would
enforce the initiative.[1]

 
What do the campaigns believe would be the effects of limiting revenue and requiring
refunds?
The ballot initiative itself would not require dialysis clinics to invest in equipment, staffing, and
patient care. According to Sean Wherley, a spokesperson for the SEIU-UHW West, the
requirement to refund profits above the limit would incentivize clinics to spend revenue on
healthcare improvements because the revenue spent on direct patient care services and
healthcare improvements would not be limited.[2] The concepts of direct patient care services
and healthcare improvements would be defined as follows:[1]

• direct patient care services costs: salaries, wages, and benefits of non-managerial
 development; pharmaceuticals and medical supplies; costs associated with renting and
maintaining facilities, utilities, lab testing; and depreciation of facilities and equipment.

• healthcare improvement costs: additional health information technologies; training non-
managerial workers engaged in direct patient care; and patient education and counseling.

Patients and Caregivers to Protect Dialysis Patients, the committee opposed to Proposition 8,
said that direct patient care services and healthcare improvement costs would not include
spending on medical directors, clinic coordinators, professional services, regulatory compliance,
or facility security. Therefore, according to the committee, the requirement to refund profits
above the limit would result in clinic closures and reduced patient access.[3]

 
Who is behind the campaigns?
Note: The campaign finance information on this page is according to the most recent scheduled
reports, which covered through September 22, 2018. The deadline for the next scheduled
reports is October 25, 2018.
Californians for Kidney Dialysis Patient Protection is leading the campaign in support of the
initiative. The SEIU-UHW West organized the campaign committee. Supporters call the initiative
the Fair Pricing for Dialysis Act. Californians for Kidney Dialysis Patient Protection had raised
$18.41 million, with the SEIU-UHW West donating 95 percent of the total funds.[4]

The California Dialysis Council, a statewide association of dialysis clinics, organized the
campaign committee Patients and Caregivers to Protect Dialysis Patients. The committee had
raised $53.14 million, with 53 percent from the dialysis business DaVita and 36 percent from the
dialysis business Fresenius Medical Care North America.[4]

 
What is the background of the labor vs. dialysis firms conflict?
Proposition 8 establishes a new front in the conflict between the SEIU-UHW West, a labor
organization, and the state's two largest dialysis businesses DaVita and Fresenius Medical
Care. The SEIU-UHW West said workers at dialysis clinics have been attempting to unionize
since 2016, but that their employers were retaliating against pro-union employees.[5] Bryan
Wong, a member of the opposition campaign to the initiative, argued that "the sole reason UHW
is pushing this measure is to organize workers in dialysis clinics."[6] Kathy Fairbanks, an
opposition spokesperson, similarly stated, "[Sponsors] want to bring the dialysis community to
the table and unionize it. This is just leverage."[2] Wherley, a spokesperson for the SEIU-UHW
West, contended that dialysis workers "want these [initiative] reforms regardless of what
happens with their union efforts."[7] He added, "The goal of this ballot initiative is to hold the
dialysis industry accountable and improve life for patients and for the people who care for them
every day."[2]

 
ANALYSIS:,
There is only uncertainty about what the fiscal impact(s) will be for both the patients and the
Dialysis providers. There is widespread concern that due to the 115% revenue (profitability) cap,
many companies will stop providing this life saving treatment.  
Overall, this proposition appears to be more an accountability measure for CDC’s, with a
monetary rebate component.  
 



 
RECOMMENDATION:  Undecided
The measure’s rebate provisions could have several types of effects on state and local finances.
Measure Could Generate State and Local Government Employee Health Care
Savings . . . To the extent that CDCs pay rebates, state and local government costs for
employee health care could be reduced. As noted previously, the measure excludes
government payers from receiving rebates. However, state and local governments often
contract with private health insurers to provide coverage for their employees. As private entities,
these insurers might be eligible for rebates under the measure. Even if they are not eligible for
rebates, they would likely still be in a position to negotiate lower rates with CDC
owner/operators. These insurers might pass some or all of these savings on to government
employers in the form of reduced health insurance premiums.
. . . Or Costs. On the other hand, as described above, CDCs might respond to the measure by
increasing allowable costs. If CDCs increase allowable costs enough, rates that health insurers
pay for dialysis treatment might increase above what they would have been in the absence of
the measure. If this occurs, insurers might pass some or all of these higher costs on to
government employers in the form of increased health   insurance premiums.
 
Resources/Links/Sources
Ballotpedia
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_8,_Limits_on_Dialysis_Clinics%27_Revenue_and
_Required_Refunds_Initiative_(2018)
Easy Voter Guide
http://www.easyvoterguide.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/EVG-English-Nov2018.pdf
Legislative Analyst Office
https://lao.ca.gov/BallotAnalysis/Proposition?number=8&year=2018
 
 
Proposition 10: Local Rent Control Initiative
Submitted by: Jon Gilgoff (At-Large)
SUMMARY:
From Secretary of State Voter Guide - http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/propositions/10/
Repeals state law that currently restricts the scope of rent control policies that cities and other
local jurisdictions may impose on residential property.
A YES vote on this measure means: State law would not limit the kinds of rent control laws cities
and counties could have.
A NO vote on this measure means: State law would continue to limit the kinds of rent control
laws cities and counties could have.
 
BACKGROUND:
From Secretary of State Voter Guide - http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/propositions/10/
Prop. 10 restores authority to establish rent control in local communities, putting fair, annual
limits on the amount landlords can raise rent. This keeps tenants in their homes rather than
being pushed far away or into homelessness. 
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_10,_Local_Rent_Control_Initiative_(2018) – This
proposition repeals Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act.   Costa-Hawkins is a state statute that
limits the use of rent control in California. Costa-Hawkins provides that cities cannot enact rent
control on (a) housing first occupied after February 1, 1995, and (b) housing units where the title
is separate from connected units, such as condominiums and townhouses. Costa-Hawkins also
provided that landlords have a right to increase rent prices to market rates when a tenant moves
out. Prior to the enactment of Costa-Hawkins, local governments were permitted to enact rent
control, provided that landlords would receive just and reasonable returns on their rental
properties. The California State Legislature passed Costa-Hawkins in 1995.
From Jon Gilgoff - This bill responds to the AFFORDABLE housing crisis – meaning people with
low to moderate incomes are increasingly being pushed out of the housing market into a state of
instability and sometimes homelessness.  People are forced to work two, three or more jobs just
to try and afford a roof over their heads.  Many people are displaced from their neighborhoods



to try and afford a roof over their heads.  Many people are displaced from their neighborhoods
that through gentrification make rents affordable.  Regulations can keep rents stable and people
in their homes and neighborhoods, then when they move out, keep the rents affordable for the
next tenants that move in.  Prop 10 will provide these protections and therefore benefit low to
moderate income people.
Who is backing it? CALIFORNIA DEMOCRATIC PARTY, California Nurses Association,
California Teachers Association, ACLU of California, Housing California, Eviction Defense
Network, National Urban League.  On a local level, supporters include Cities of Oakland
Berkeley, Causa Justa/Just Cause, Block by Block Organizing Network, Democratic Socialists
of America – East Bay, East Bay Housing Organizations, People of Color Sustainable Housing
Network, SEIU 1021, The Hayward Collective.
 
ANALYSIS: (Summarize your analysis from lens of public health in general and health and
equity in particular; include fiscal impact if known)
 
From Jon Gigoff – Opponents of the proposition will say that the proposition will contribute to
our current housing crisis.  This is based on a strictly capitalist approach of supply and demand.
 If so many people want to move to the Bay Area and some from upper income ranges can
afford to pay exorbitant prices, why not let them?  It is no surprise that the longest list of
supporters for No on Prop 10 are business groups, including Chambers of Commerce,
Properties, Builders and Homeowners associations.  
While it is true that individual homeowners that want to rent will have new restrictions, they and
their larger real estate colleagues will still make money, just not as much.  The argument that
developers and landlords will not want to build or maintain properties if they don’t make enough
profit only applies to unscrupulous ones.  There will still be housing created – it’s just that new
units will be under the same fair rent stabilization and protections as older ones.  This will help
keep people in their homes and neighborhoods will stay more diverse and vibrant.   Housing
instability and homelessness are themselves public health issues and contribute to numerous
others.  
From Secretary of State Voter Guide - http://voterguide.sos.ca.gov/propositions/10/
Fiscal Impact: Potential net reduction in state and local revenues of tens of millions of dollars
per year in the long term. Depending on actions by local communities, revenue losses could be
less or considerably more.
 
RECOMMENDATION: We the members of the ad hoc Justice and Equity Committee highly
recommend a YES endorsement on Prop 10.  
 
Additional Resources: https://voteyesonprop10.org/, https://noprop10.org/
 


