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Alameda County Public Health Commission
About Us
Established June 19, 1979, the Public Health Commission serves as an advisory body to the Alameda County Public 
Health Department. Membership is composed of 25 members approved by the Board of Supervisors and is open 
to all Alameda County residents who are supportive of the improvement of the health and well-being of residents 
living in Alameda County.

Mission
The mission of the Public Health Commission shall be to review and assess emerging health needs; initiate and 
improve health and disease prevention programs and policies; make recommendations regarding opportunities 
for building community capacity as related to public health priorities; and advocate for adequate resources and 
increased County action to improve community health.

Purpose
The purpose of the Public Health Commission is to:
• Assess emerging health needs and implications for 

public health policies and programs in Alameda 
County.

• Act as an advocate for the prevention of disease and 
the promotion of good health.

• Provide opportunities for the exchange of 
information between the members of the 
community and the Alameda County Public Health 
Department and serve as a conduit of information 
for the constituency each member represents.

• Develop and maintain effective relationships with 
the Board of Supervisors, Alameda County Public 
Health Department and Health Care Services Agency, 
with other public health related departments 
and agencies, and other elected Boards and 
Commissions.

• Make recommendations regarding opportunities 
for building community capacity related to priority 
public health issues.

• Provide an annual report to the Board of Supervisors 
of its activities and make recommendations about 
community public health needs.

• Review, study, and make recommendations to 
the Board of Supervisors on the Public Health 
Department budget.

• Perform such other public health related services 
which may be requested by the Board of Supervisors 
or the Public Health Department.

Commissioners
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About the 2020 Voter Guide
The 2020 Voter Guide was compiled by the Health Equity in All Policies Committee of the Alameda Public 
Health Commission, using analyses of individual propositions by currently and previously appointed Public 
Health Commissioners. Our guide provides insight on the public health implications of the California 2020 ballot 
propositions, and our voting recommendations. 
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PROPOSITION 14: Stem Cell Research Institute Bond 
Initiative

SUMMARY
The ballot initiative would issue $5.5B in bonds to fund stem cell research via the California Institute for 
Regenerative Medicine (CIRM).

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports issuing $5.5B general obligation bonds 
for CIRM and making changes to the institute’s 
governance structure and programs.

NO VOTE
Opposes issuing $5.5B general obligation bonds 
for CIRM, which ran out of funds in 2019.

BACKGROUND

Bond Structure and Payback
$5.5B in total bonds issued. $1.5B to research brain and central nervous system diseases. General Fund money 
used to pay bond debt service.

Areas to be Funded by Bonds
Stem cell and other medical research, including: training, stem cell therapy development and delivery, research 
facility construction, and associated administrative expenses. Disease areas of study include: Alzheimer’s,
Parkinson’s, stroke, epilepsy, and other brain and central nervous system diseases and conditions.

ANALYSIS
Funding research at state and local levels often comes as a supplement to the steady shrinkage of National 
Institute of Health funding since 2013. Though this bond measure is beneficial, the makeup of the oversight 
board for CIRM is poorly defined, and their mandate is unclear.

RECOMMENDATION

Yes, we recommend supporting this measure, AND we continue to 
encourage the need for clearer board oversight and controls.
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PROPOSITION 15: Tax on Commercial and Industrial 
Properties for Education and Local Government 
Funding Initiative

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports taxing commercial and industrial 
properties at market value and dedicates
revenue to go towards schools and public health. 
This would be a constitutional amendment. 
Excludes commercial agricultural property.

NO VOTE
Opposes this amendment change and keep the 
tax at purchase price.

BACKGROUND
In 1978, Californians voted in favor of Prop. 13, which limited all property tax to no more than one percent of 
the purchase price.

Proponents of Prop. 15 have been looking for a way to make up the lost revenue since Prop. 13 passed. 
This measure would bring millions of more dollars to cities and counties throughout the state, by taxing 
commercial properties at market value, but would continue assessing residential properties at the purchase 
price, therefore “split-roll”. Proponents argue that this will bring millions of much needed revenue, especially 
during the time of lost tax base due to COVID. Opponents to Prop 15 argue that this is an increase of taxes on 
“business” and “job-creators” which could potentially further harm the economy.

ANALYSIS
This would bring millions of dollars to the county, including to cities, special districts, K-12 schools, and 
community colleges. An estimated $185 million will go towards expanding and improving crucial health and 
social services that the county provides.

RECOMMENDATION

Yes. Prop. 15 is supported by the Board of Supervisors and other 
elected officials throughout the Bay Area.
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PROPOSITION 16: Repeal Proposition 209 
Affirmative Action Amendment

SUMMARY
If passed, public universities can develop affirmative action programs for admissions in order to increase the 
number of underrepresented minority applicants within the education system. The ballot measure would 
allow public universities to achieve greater racial diversity, intellectual diversity, educational equity, and equal 
opportunity within society.

Repealing Prop. 209 would end the ban on affirmative action and allow for public universities to further 
combat structural and institutional racism which disproportionately impacts Black applicants and other 
applicants of color.

A yes vote would repeal Prop. 209 which states that California and public institutions shall not discriminate or 
grant preferential treatment to any individual or group on the basis of race, ethnicity, color, national origin, sex, 
or religion in public employment, public education, and public contracts.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports this constitutional amendment.

NO VOTE
Opposes this constitutional amendment.

BACKGROUND
In 1996, California voters approved Proposition 209, which banned the state, local government, and public 
universities from offering race-based and sex-based preferential treatment, or race-based and sex-based 
considerations for college admissions.

If repealed, the state, local governments, and public institutions would be restricted by federal law in their 
ability to use race-based and sex-based preferential considerations. Federal law grants allowances for 
universities to develop narrowly tailored and specific programs intending to achieve academic and intellectual 
diversity within their campuses.

This bill was introduced by Assemblymember Shirley Weber.
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ANALYSIS

Health Impact
Systemic inequality persists within higher education. Studies indicate that Black and Latino students are 
underrepresented within California’s higher education systems. These racial inequities in higher education 
impact health and are recognized social determinants of health. Allowing for race-based considerations 
in admission may reduce health equity gaps by increasing admissions, retention, and graduation rates for 
minority students. Access to higher education can lead to financial mobility and greater career opportunities 
over one’s lifetime, greater access to health care and employer-based health care, and greater access to quality 
housing.

Fiscal Impact
No projected fiscal impact to the state. Fiscal impact may depend on future implementation of diversity 
recruitment programs by state and local governments.

RECOMMENDATION

We recommend a YES vote in support of this constitutional 
amendment.
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PROPOSITION 17: Voting Rights Restoration for 
Persons on Parole Amendment

SUMMARY
Passage of Proposition 17 would allow people on parole for felony convictions to vote in California. Currently, 
the California Constitution disqualifies people convicted of felonies from voting until their imprisonment and 
parole are completed. Prop. 17 would amend the state constitution to allow people with felonies who are on 
parole to vote. Californians who are incarcerated would still be disqualified from voting but those on parole 
would no longer be disqualified to vote.

BACKGROUND
The measure would restore voting rights to over 40,000 Californians who have been released from prison 
but are still on parole. If passed, California would become the 18th state to allow individuals on parole to 
participate in elections. California currently does allow those on probation to vote.

Supporters
ACLU of California, League of Women Voters of California, U.S. Senator Kamala Harris, Assemblymember Rob 
Bonta, Secretary of State Alex Padilla, Assemblymember Kevin McCarty (author)

Key Opponent
State Senator Jim Nielsen, Election Integrity Project CA, Inc.

ANALYSIS
Voting is a fundamental right in a democratic society. People who are released from prison to parole are 
expected to pay taxes, yet they are not allowed to vote. Given the nature of mass incarceration, this is 
effectively a form of disenfranchisement of people of color and can be viewed as voter suppression.

Restoring voting rights for parolees would lead to an increase in both one-time state costs and annual county 
costs, likely in the hundreds of thousands of dollars.

RECOMMENDATION

Vote YES. Our criminal justice system is not just. Black and brown 
people are disproportionately impacted as well as those without 
financial means. California has passed criminal justice reform 
legislation that has made significant strides in reducing the burden 
carried by communities of color and low-income communities. 
Proposition 17 is a natural continuation of that trend.
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PROPOSITION 18: Primary Voting for 17-Year-Olds 
Amendment

SUMMARY
Proposition 18 (2020) would allow 17-year-olds who will be 18 at the time of the next general election to vote in 
primary elections and special elections.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports a statewide constitutional amendment 
to allow 17-year-olds who will be 18 at the time 
of the next general election to vote in primary 
elections and special elections.

NO VOTE
Opposes a statewide constitutional amendment, 
prohibiting 17-year-olds who will be 18 at the time 
of the next general election to vote in primary
elections and special elections.

BACKGROUND
Proposition 18 qualified for the 2020 ballot after it was passed by the state legislature through a bill (ACA 4) 
introduced by Assemblymember Kevin Mullin (D-San Mateo). According to the National Conference of State 
Legislatures, at least 18 states have similar laws.

This bill would likely result in increased costs to counties ranging from the hundreds of thousands to $1 million 
every two years to account for the printing of additional ballots.

This bill has already been passed by the state legislature mostly along party lines, and is supported by Equality 
California, the California Association of Student Councils, and the League of Women Voters. It is opposed by 
the Election Integrity Project of California.

ANALYSIS
This ballot boils down to whether voters believe 17-year-olds who will be 18 by the time of the next general 
election—and thus eligible to vote barring other restrictions—are capable and trustworthy enough to vote in 
primary and special elections.

Supporters push this measure in an attempt to expand the electorate and teach responsible voting practices 
earlier among younger voters. This proposal is part of a longstanding movement, primarily among Democrats, 
to expand voting rights to young adults. Opponents largely base their position on the belief that 17-year-olds
are too susceptible to influence by their parents and older individuals, and that they are not developmentally 
mature enough to consider the consequences of their vote.
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Had this bill passed prior to 2020, it would have allowed 17-year-olds whose birthdays fell between March 3, 
2020 (state primary) and November 3, 2020 to vote. Ultimately, this bill does not address the fundamental 
flaws to our voting system, but it does attempt to expand the electorate to a small subsection of the population 
—17-year-olds whose birthdays lie between the primary or special election date and the general election. It 
does not address the structural inequities in our electoral system but it recognizes the importance of younger 
voters and encourages their voices in our election.

RECOMMENDATION

YES. Youth and young adults have always played a pivotal role in 
movement building. This notion that they are susceptible to influence 
from their parents and older individuals continues after they are 18. 
Even more so, older individuals are not immune to misinformation and 
coercion. Although this proposition does not address the structural 
inequities of voting, it does expand the electorate to an age group 
that is already approaching voting age. As such, the Alameda County 
Public Health Commission rejects the ageist position of opponents to 
Proposition 18 and recommends supporting this measure.
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PROPOSITION 19: Property Tax Transfers, 
Exemptions, and Revenue for Wildfire Agencies and 
Counties Amendment

SUMMARY
If passed, the measure: 
 A. changes several rules for property tax assessment transfers; and
 B. creates a fund to support fire and natural disaster relief in California. 

A) A yes vote would allow exemptions for transferring property from parent-to-child and grandparent-to-
grandchild. This measure would increase the number of times that certain homeowners may transfer their 
exemptions.

Moreover, the measure eliminates the parent-to-child and grandparent-to-grandchild exemption in cases 
where the child or grandchild does not use the “inherited property as their principal residence, such as using a 
property as a rental house or a second home.”

In addition, the proposed constitutional amendment would allow certain homeowners to pay current property 
tax rates or reduced rates on replacement home purchases if:
 1. homeowners are 55 and over;
 2. homeowners have been affected by wildfire, contamination, or natural disasters; or
 3. homeowners have serious and permanent disabilities.

B) A yes vote creates a fund to collect revenue for the state and establishes a fire response fund. Key changes 
would include:
 1. Creation of the California Fire Response Fund and County Revenue Protection Fund  
 2. The Fire Response Fund would be used to fund fire suppression staffing and full-time station-based 
     personnel

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports this constitutional amendment.

NO VOTE
Opposes this constitutional amendment.
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BACKGROUND
California’s Prop. 13 caps the annual increase of property assessment and ensures that properties can be taxed 
no more than one percent of their cash value according to the 1975-1976 assessment standards. Under certain 
conditions, California’s homeowners can transfer property without triggering a property tax re-assessment on 
the transferred or inherited property at current market cash value. Prop. 19 would require a tax re-assessment 
on transferred or inherited property, including certain farms, where the recipient of the property is not the 
primary resident or where the market value of the property exceeds $1 million dollars.

This bill was introduced by Assemblymember Kevin Mullin. 

ANALYSIS

Health Impact
Housing and income impact health outcomes and are recognized as social determinants of health. Prop. 19 
offers greater flexibility for homeowners to maintain intergenerational wealth and access to quality housing. 

This proposed ballot measure would allow for seniors and vulnerable populations to receive necessary 
exemptions in order to inherit and transfer property without incurring tax re-assessments, which would 
otherwise bar them from transferring or inheriting property.

Fiscal Impact
If passed, the Assembly Appropriations Committee (AAC) estimates “annual property tax revenue gains in 
the range of tens of millions of dollars to hundreds of millions of dollars because of the narrowed inheritance 
exclusion.”  

Given that this amendment allows exemptions for property assessments on replacement homes for victims 
of natural disasters, the revenue generated from property tax may vary in years with increased number of 
damaged homes due to California fires. However, the AAC projects an overall fiscal gain specifically for funds 
allocated to combat fires.

This proposal would generate badly needed revenue for the state when properties are inherited. These 
generated funds impact the health and safety of California residents. This amendment would benefit the health 
and safety of California residents by creating two specific funds to combat California fires, while maintaining 
exemptions for seniors, victims of natural disasters, and those with disabilities to inherit or transfer properties.

RECOMMENDATION

We recommend a YES vote in support of this constitutional 
amendment.
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PROPOSITION 20: Criminal Sentencing, Parole, and 
DNA Collection Initiative

SUMMARY
The proponents of Proposition 20 are attempting to reverse criminal justice reforms that were passed by 
California voters within the last decade (Proposition 47, Proposition 57, and Assembly Bill 109).

Proposition 20 would reduce the threshold for felony theft, reinstate harsher guidelines for parole 
opportunities, and re-incarcerate people for technical parole and probation violations.

BACKGROUND
In 2011, the United States Supreme Court ruled that the overcrowding in CA prisons was “cruel and unusual 
punishment” and that California must reduce the prison population to no more than 137.5% of its capacity. 
That same year California passed AB109, which shifted the imprisonment of nonviolent, non-serious, and 
nonsexual offenders from state prisons to county jails. It also made counties, rather than the state, responsible 
for supervising certain felons on parole.

Prop. 47, passed in 2014, reclassified several drug and property offenses to misdemeanors. Governor Jerry 
Brown developed Prop. 57, which passed in 2016, to increase opportunities or felons convicted of nonviolent 
crimes to earn credits for towards earlier parole. These three measures resulted in a significant reduction in
the state prison population.

Supporters
Law enforcement unions, the California Police Chiefs Association, Assemblymember Jim Cooper, 
Assemblymember Vince Fong, Keep California Safe, Albertsons, Ralph’s, Safeway

Opponents
Chief Probation Officers of California, SEIU California State Council, ACLU, Californians for Safety and Justice, 
former Governor Jerry Brown, Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice, California Democratic Party, Crime
Survivors for Safety and Justice, National Center for Victims of Crime

ANALYSIS
Data has shown that AB 109 and Propositions 47 and 57 have been successful, with record-low crime rates and 
a lessening of racial disparities in arrests.
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Prop. 20 would:
• Reduce the threshold for felony theft — which reclassifies a number of theft offenses from 

misdemeanors to potential felonies. It would lower felony theft violations from $900 to $250.
• Reinstate harsher guidelines for parole opportunity — Prevent some incarcerated people from even the 

possibility of parole, including no parole opportunities at all for violent crime.
• Re-incarcerate people — for their third violation of probation, mandate revoking parole and probation for 

technical violations (e.g. failing to report for a meeting).
• Mandate DNA collection for specific misdemeanors (e.g. shoplifting).

If Proposition 20 passes, it would likely lead to costs in the hundreds of millions annually for both state and 
local officials. It would also divert funding from social services and community-based programs. Finally, it 
would further crowd California’s state prisons and jails, in violation of the Supreme Court ruling and resulting 
in unsafe living conditions amid COVID-19.

RECOMMENDATION

Vote NO. California’s practice of mass incarceration devastates Black 
and Brown communities. This proposition will incarcerate more 
people, which hasn’t proved to be effective in reducing crime.
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PROPOSITION 21: Local Rent Control Initiative

SUMMARY
The official ballot summary is as follows:
• Amends state law to allow local governments to establish rent control on residential properties over 15 

years old. Allows local limits on annual rent increases to differ from current statewide limit.
• Allows rent increases in rent-controlled properties of up to 15 percent over three years at start of new 

tenancy (above any increase allowed by local ordinance).
• Exempts individuals who own no more than two homes from new rent-control policies.
• In accordance with California law, prohibits rent control from violating landlords’ right to fair financial 

return.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports this ballot initiative to allow local
governments to enact rent control on housing 
that was first occupied over 15 years ago, with 
an exception for landlords who own no more 
than two homes with distinct titles or subdivided 
interests.

NO VOTE
Opposes this ballot initiative, thereby continuing 
to prohibit rent control on housing that was first 
occupied after February 1, 1995, and housing units 
with distinct titles, such as single-family homes.

BACKGROUND
Prior to the enactment of the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act in 1995, local governments were able to 
enact rent control given that landlords would receive reasonable returns on their properties. Although 
local governments were allowed to continue using rent control after the enactment, certain limitations and 
exemptions were established with Costa-Hawkins:

• Cities cannot enact rent control on housing first occupied after February 1, 1995, and housing units where 
the title is separate from connected units (such as free-standing houses, condominiums, and townhouses).

• Housing exempted from a local rent control ordinance before February 1, 1995, must remain exempt.
• Landlords have a right to increase rent prices to market rates when a tenant moves out (a policy known as 

vacancy decontrol).
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Proposition 21 would replace the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act and allow local governments to adopt rent
control on housing units with the following limitations and exemptions:

• Housing that was first occupied within the last 15 years is exempted from rent control adopted by local 
governments.

• Units owned by natural persons who own no more than two housing units with separate titles (such 
as single-family homes, condominiums, and some duplexes) or subdivided interests (such as stock 
cooperatives and community apartment projects) are exempted from rent control adopted by local 
governments.

• Local governments that adopt rent control must allow landlords to increase rental rates by 15% during the 
first three years following a vacancy.

Supporters
Homeowners and Tenant United; ACCE Action; AIDS Healthcare Foundation; Democratic Socialists of
America, Los Angeles; Eviction Defense Network; National Lawyers Guild, Los Angeles

Opponents
California Rental Housing Association; Californians for Responsible Housing; Californians to Protect
Affordable Housing; Californians for Affordable Housing

ANALYSIS
Proposition 21 is in response to the affordable housing crisis—as in, individuals within the lower income 
range are increasingly being ousted from the housing market into a position of housing instability, and even 
homelessness. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), as an indicator of economic 
welfare, uses rental burden as a measure and defines it as the percentage of households spending 30% or more 
of their income on monthly rent. In 2016, in the majority of California’s largest cities, over 50% of households 
suffered from rental burden with the highest being approximately 65%. Lack of affordable housing may lead to 
an increase of homelessness in California. Furthermore, many individuals must work numerous jobs to fulfill all 
their health-related social needs, such as housing and food security amongst others. A number of studies have 
shown that having unmet health-related social needs, such as housing stability, can negatively affect health 
outcomes and lead to an increase of healthcare utilization.

This ballot measure can provide regulations to keep rent stable for individuals, especially for long-time 
occupants, and some form of economic security. Prop. 21 will also slow down the skyrocketing increase of 
rental rates, which may maintain affordability for some individuals as landlords are only able to increase rental 
rates during the first three years after vacancy. Moreover, this ballot initiative will deemphasize the capitalist 
approach of supply and demand on the housing rental market—as in, those owning more than two housing 
units will be subjected to rent control regulations by their local government. Given this deemphasis, many 
donors in opposition to Prop. 21 are real estate investment trusts (such as Essex Property Trust, Inc., Avalonbay 
Communities, Inc., etc.), which own and operate income-producing real estate. With Prop. 21, these companies 
and some homeowners looking to provide units for rent will make less revenue, but nonetheless, still make 
some kind of profit.
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Fiscal Impact
Overall, a potential reduction in state and local revenues in the high tens of millions of dollars per year over 
time. Depending on actions by local communities, revenue losses could be less or more.

RECOMMENDATION

Vote YES. Health is a basic human right, and that involves access to 
stable housing. Therefore, affordable housing in itself is a basic human 
right. However, housing instability and homelessness are widely known 
public health issues and may exacerbate other public health problems 
as well. Changes are required to mitigate these problems for the 
health of our community.
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PROPOSITION 22: App-Based Drivers as Contractors 
and Labor Policies Initiative

SUMMARY
The initiative would consider app-based drivers to be independent contractors, overriding Assembly Bill 5 (AB 
5). AB 5 is known for its expansion of the Supreme Court of California’s “Dynamex decision”.

Companies backing this initiative include Uber, Lyft, DoorDash, InstaCart, and Postmates ($110M).

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports defining delivery drivers as independent 
contractors, exempting them from labor and wage 
policies afforded by AB 5.

NO VOTE
Opposes this ballot initiative, meaning AB 5 
would continue to be used to decide whether 
app-based drivers are employees or independent 
contractors.

BACKGROUND
AB 5 established a three-factor test to decide a worker’s status as an independent contractor. The three-factor 
test requires that (1) the worker is free from the hiring company’s control and direction in the performance of 
work; (2) the worker is doing work that is outside the company’s usual course of business; and (3) the
worker is engaged in an established trade, occupation, or business of the same nature as the work performed.

Employees are afforded greater guaranteed hourly earnings and benefits than independent contractors.

ANALYSIS
Big tech is focused on their corporate interests and maintaining profitability that comes at the expense of 
worker protections. Workers impacted by the initiative are disproportionately Black and Brown, low-wage 
earners. Removing protections places them at greater economic risk. The combined lack of health benefits and 
low pay are both directly correlated with poor health outcomes.

In the words of Asm. Lorena Gonzalez (D-80), who authored AB 5: “These billion-dollar corporations still refuse 
to offer their workers what every other employee in California is entitled to: earning the minimum wage for all 
hours worked, social security, normal reimbursements for their costs, overtime pay, and the right to organize.”
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RECOMMENDATION

No. This is a clear play by big tech to arbitrarily cleave gig workers 
away from general worker protections. Doing so would fracture and 
ultimately weaken gig workers’ ability to obtain fair pay and benefits. 

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES
• Human Impact Partners Report: Driving Away Health
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PROPOSITION 23: Dialysis Clinic Requirements 
Initiative

SUMMARY

What would this ballot initiative require of dialysis clinics?
The ballot measure would require chronic dialysis clinics to:
• have a minimum of one licensed physician present at the clinic while patients are being treated, with an 

exception for when there is a bona fide shortage of physicians;
• report data on dialysis-related infections to the state health department and National Healthcare Safety 

Network (NHSN);
• require the principal officer of the clinic to certify under penalty of perjury that he or she is satisfied, after 

review, that the submitted report is accurate and complete; and
• provide a written notice to the state health department and obtain consent from the state health 

department before closing a chronic dialysis clinic.

The ballot measure would also state that a chronic dialysis clinic cannot “discriminate with respect to offering 
or providing care” nor “refuse to offer or to provide care, on the basis of who is responsible for paying for a 
patient’s treatment.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports this ballot initiative to require chronic 
dialysis clinics to: have an on-site physician while 
patients are being treated; report data on dialysis-
related infections; obtain consent from the state 
health department before closing a clinic; and not 
discriminate against patients based on the source 
of payment for care.

NO VOTE
Opposes this ballot initiative to require chronic 
dialysis clinics to: have an on-site physician while 
patients are being treated; report data on dialysis-
related infections; obtain consent from the state 
health department before closing a clinic; and not 
discriminate against patients based on the source 
of payment for care.

BACKGROUND
This is the continuation of a longstanding fight between SEIU-UHW West, which represents health care 
workers, and the two largest for-profit dialysis clinic chains in the state, DaVita, Inc. and Fresenius Medical 
Care. SEIU-UHW West has argued that these changes have been sought by health workers, but the clinics have 
countered that it’s a tactic by the union to gain leverage in ongoing labor disputes.

This is the second straight November election in which California voters will be asked to approve a new law 
governing kidney dialysis clinics in the state.
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ANALYSIS

In spite of the protestations of opposing parties, and the vague forecasted potential of increased state and 
local government costs, likely in the low tens of millions of dollars annually, the clinics would have to offer 
the same level of care to all patients, regardless of whether the treatment is paid for by private insurance or a 
government-funded program such as Medi-Cal or Medicare.

The reporting of infections to the State Department of Public Health, along with a physician being present 
during clinic hours of operation, go a long way towards building equity, by incrementally establishing clinic 
standardization practice(s). 

It should also diminish the politicalization/leverage of all parties, regarding the decision making of clinic 
changes and closures, by giving more responsibility to the State Department of Public Health.

This initiative is being presented by the opposition as an attempt to unionize clinic staff, scaring patients 
by promising a rash of clinic closures should this ballot measure pass, while all but ignoring the promise of 
equitable treatment for all patients.

RECOMMENDATION

Vote YES. 

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES
• LA Times: Here are the 12 propositions on California’s November ballot
• Ballotpedia: California Proposition 23, Dialysis Clinic Requirements Initiative
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PROPOSITION 24: Consumer Personal Information 
Law and Agency Initiative

SUMMARY
Prop. 24 expands or amends the provisions of the California Consumer Privacy Act of 2018 (CCPA), creates 
the California Privacy Protection Agency (CPPA), and removes the ability of businesses to fix violations before 
being penalized for violations.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports the initiative to expand the state’s 
consumer data privacy laws.

NO VOTE
Opposes this initiative to expand the state’s 
consumer data privacy laws or create the CPPA.

BACKGROUND
The CCPA is described as a great baseline for consumer protections, but is limited in its ability to be amended 
and provide active oversight.

ANALYSIS

Fiscal Impact
Increased state costs of at least $10 million annually for CPPA. Increased state costs, in the low millions 
annually, for increased court and Department of Justice enforcement. Some or all of these costs would be 
paid for by the penalties collected. Unknown impact on state and local tax revenues due to economic effects 
resulting from new requirements on businesses to protect consumer data.

RECOMMENDATION

Yes. This measure ensures that privacy protections are more in line 
with consumer and public expectations. This is increasingly important 
as big tech continues to gather more personal information and 
remains largely unchecked.
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PROPOSITION 25: Replace Cash Bail with Risk 
Assessments Referendum

SUMMARY
Prop 25 is a bail-industry sponsored referendum on a state law enacted in 2018, which would have created a 
risk-based non-monetary pre-arraignment and pretrial release system, ensuring that risk (not money) is the 
determining factor for pretrial release or detention. A referendum is a proposition that freezes a law, in this 
case SB 10 (2018), and asks voters to decide instead on whether or not to uphold something passed by the 
State Legislature and signed by the Governor.

WHAT YOUR VOTE MEANS

YES VOTE
Supports this ballot initiative and would abolish 
the money bail system in California.

NO VOTE
Opposes this ballot initiative and would keep the 
money bail system intact.

BACKGROUND
The LA Times had a lot of coverage of the enacting legislation, SB 10, which is the law that Proposition 25 is 
trying to overturn with a No vote; other outlets with frequent coverage included the Sacramento Bee, San 
Francisco Chronicle and KQED. SB 10 abolished California’s money bail system on a simple majority vote, a 
major victory, and asks the question whether an individual should be detained pretrial or released (potentially 
with some conditions) based on the level of their risk or the size of their wallet. The controversy with SB 10, 
and therefore Prop. 25, is that the original coalition of supporters fractured over the compromises included 
in the bill,  that was ultimately signed into law by former Gov. Jerry Brown. Some progressive organizations, 
though not all, find themselves aligned with the multi-billion dollar money bail industry in asking voters to 
Vote No on Prop. 25, though this referendum was bankrolled exclusively by the bail industry, which will cease 
to operate in California should voters choose Yes on Prop. 25 and keep SB 10 intact. This unusual coalition 
between some progressive groups and the bail industry has already confused voters, with pre-COVID polling 
showing folks divided, though recent Black Lives Matter (BLM)/Movement for Black Lives (M4BL) organizing 
and direct actions may work in Yes on Prop. 25’s favor. 
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The earlier comment about SB 10 abolishing money bail on a simple majority vote in the State Legislature 
(versus a two-thirds vote) is key because it means that if the law is kept intact, subsequent changes to improve 
the law can be done on a simple majority vote. The political reality is that if the bail industry is successfully in 
rolling back SB 10, progressive advocates will be hard-pressed to pass a stronger law in Sacramento since (a) 
with the multi-billion dollar industry still intact, the bail agents, and the insurance companies that back them, 
will have the resources and a preserved market to continue lobbying the Capitol and (b) state legislators who 
supported SB 10, who range from the most progressive legislators to left of the middle, will be less likely to 
push again for something that the bail industry was able to kill (i.e. why make the tough vote and potentially 
get targeted in a reelection campaign knowing that it may be for nothing anyway?). Compromise is inherent to 
the legislative process in Sacramento and SB 10 is imperfect, but it’s definitely an improvement over the status 
quo.

ANALYSIS
The fiscal impact is unknown because the specifics that would have been solidified via administrative 
rulemaking haven’t happened with Prop. 25 freezing the law from implementation. SB 10 fiscal analyses 
estimated the initial costs to be in the hundreds of millions of dollars, with costs declining over time as 
counties become more experienced in a risk-based pretrial system (versus money bail). However, we do 
know from COVID-19 and the Judicial Council’s implementation of a temporary emergency bail schedule this 
summer, that such a pretrial release system would lead to less pretrial detention relative to the current money 
bail system. Keeping the law intact would have stronger safeguards than what the Judicial Council implemented 
on an emergency basis in 2020, and it would also require that those charged with crimes are detained or 
released based on their risk rather than the size of their wallets. 

Though they can be strengthened, there are some starting safeguards around judges’ abilities to detain 
someone based on their public safety risk, and the law includes continuous evaluation requirements to ensure 
that the system is performing equitably relative to the inequitable money bail system. Using a health equity 
lens, voting Yes on Prop. 25 would mean less people of color and low-income people in jail awaiting trial, which 
is acutely important due to the COVID transmission rates in carceral settings. In the short term, this could 
mean more Californians who wouldn’t have otherwise been able to afford bail, out on pretrial release so they 
can better prepare for trial, be with their families and at their jobs, etc.
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RECOMMENDATION

Vote YES, to abolish money bail in California and be the first state in 
the nation to do so, moving us towards a risk-based pretrial system. 
Ballotpedia has a preliminary and evolving list of proponents and 
opponents, but to get a general sense of the organizational positions, 
download the “8/21/18 Senate Floor Analysis” from LegInfo, which 
represents where stakeholders ended up after the final compromise 
on SB 10. The nonpartisan Public Policy Institute of California 
(PPIC) also released an August 2020 report estimating impacts and 
shortcomings of Prop. 25, and here is new background on the broader 
issue by the California Budget & Policy Center.
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