
Rod’s Purdygud Guide to November 2018 Ballot Props 
 
Prop 1 (Legislative Statute): Authorizes $3B in bonds for housing assistance  
[vets mostly] 
 
Whenever I see Gary Wesley’s name, I usually vote opposite.  He’s opposed but I think I am 
also.  I’m kind of tired of state government taking on bond loads in order to “honor veterans” 
and I’m tired of being asked to do that.  This is also portrayed as a partial answer to 
homeless crisis but it doesn’t explain how it will truly do that. More like an afterthought.  And 
I’m tired of just mindlessly throwing money at the homeless situation without some real 
analysis for problem solving.  Here, $1B is going to the vets but the other expenditures “will 
be covered by existing state funds.”  Nah, way too much fuzzy-thinking for me.  I’m also not 
impressed by the names of those endorsing a “yes” vote.  Recommendations: 
 
Legislature: 75% “yes” vote [trying to get hot potato out of their hands?] 
Rod: No 
LWV: Yes 
SF Chronicle:  Yes 
LA Times: Yes  
 
Prop 2 (Legislative Statute):  Authorizes $2B in bonds for housing assistance  
[mentally ill mostly] 
 
Provision of mental health has been left to counties after Reagan shifted burden off states 
years ago and closed a bunch of state hospitals.  A continuing tragedy.  Mendocino did pass 
a parcel tax two years ago so an in-patient hospital could be built.  These bonds would fund 
the legislature’s “No Place Like Home” program but take away funding from the Mental 
Health Services Act of 2004 that was supposed to be used to help counties provide health 
services.  Whole thing feels wrong to me and misplaced, again without thorough analysis.  
Robs Peter to pay Paul; but Peter needs the dough! Recommendations: 
 
Legislature: 99% “yes” vote [again, to offload the problem to others to solve?] 
Rod: No 
LWV: Yes 
SF Chronicle:  Yes 
LA Times:  Yes 
State Dems & GOP: Yes 
 
Prop 3: Authorizes $9B in bonds for water projects  
 
More water money!  Gads.  This authorizes funds for a wide array of things (to make 
everybody a bit happy) and takes money from General Fund to pay off the bonds.  Since 
2000, we’ve already approved $31B in bonds for water stuff.  Again, the “anti” forces are 
Jarvis’ Taxpayer groups, which would normally push me the other way.  But not here. And I’m 
not inclined to have us keep building more dams to get more water to serve bigger 
populations.  Smells too much like special interests, with each getting their own slice of the 
pie.  Land O’ Lakes, Dairy Farmers of America, American Pistachio Growers, and GOP 
candidate John Cox are among the top donors/supporters.  Recommendations: 



Rod: No  
LWV: No 
Sierra Club: No 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times:  No 
 
Prop. 4: Authorizes $1.5 in bonds for children’s hospitals (new & renovation)  
 
The General Fund is again being tapped to repay the bonds.  Three-quarters of the money 
will go to 8 private nonprofit hospitals/programs, with the rest to UC acute care kids hospitals 
and the rest to both kinds of hospitals for programs.  Who can be against health care for 
kids?  We are told that this only amounts to investing $40 per child-patient, but I’m not sure 
what that really means.  Again, unfortunately, Gary Wesley is against it.  Yet we’re on the 
same page when he suggests “we first look at improving the entire health care system.”  It 
rests on a generally broken property tax assessment system (Prop 13 aftermath since ’78 
passage).  While the bonds are not being paid off with such tax funds, that really doesn’t 
address the underlying problem.  Again, the government must be forced to take on 
comprehensive health care and stop piece-mealing like this. Recommendations: 
 
Rod: No  
LWV: No 
SF Chronicle: Yes 
LA Times: Yes  
 
Prop. 5: Property owner transfer of tax base when replacing residence 
 
We are stuck with the problem of market home prices rising far faster than the 2% built-in-for-
inflation characteristic of our crazy property tax system (thanks to Prop 13).  So older folks 
who sell and may try to buy “smaller” will often find themselves heavily taxed because the 
new home price is way above the taxable value of the old residence.  It’s a problem, no 
doubt. This takes the edge off the tax bit, allowing them to carry forward some of their 
protected tax status and also move to any county (presently only a few counties allow breaks 
under the existing system).  But it will cost local government and schools about $100M per 
year and that shortfall will grow over time.  Some good things but this has been created by 
Big Real Estate (Calif. Assn. Realtors).  And this helps the wealthier retired folks to 
repeatedly “buy up” while keeping a chunk of their tax break.  A better proposal is needed.  
Recommendations: 
 
Rod: No 
LWV: No 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: No 
 
Prop. 6: Repeals fuel tax & eliminates some road repair funding 
 
We need a healthy transportation system and the piper must be paid.  Why should the 
legislature have to go to the voters to increase fuel and vehicle taxes, especially when the 
constitution requires most of these taxes be spent directly on roads and transit right now?  I’d 
love to lower my fuel costs but not if I’m tearing up my vehicle on lousy roads.  No big names 
on ballot arguments but many public safety and local leaders oppose Prop 6 (listed at p. 43 of 
Official Voter Information Guide).  Recommendations: 



 
Rod: No  
LWV: No 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: No  
 
Prop. 7: Lets legislature change daylight saving time period/conforms to federal law 
 
If you don’t mind considerably darker and longer winter morning hours (as much as 8:30 a.m. 
before sun rises) and hate changing your clocks, this may be your baby.  It will allow more 
sunlight later in the day.  Currently, federal law does not allow states to adopt year around 
DST (daylight savings) but does permit them to opt out and keep “standard time” year-round.  
Apparently about 70% of countries worldwide don’t fool with time changes.  Some docs say 
disrupting “normal” circadian sleep rhythms by clock changing is unhealthy too (more heart 
attacks/strokes).  Not sure it’s worth the big fuss… 
Recommendations: 
 
Rod: Yes.   
LWV: No position 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: No (so it seems) 
Calif. Demos & GOP: Yes 
 
Prop. 8: Regulates pricing of dialysis treatment by caps/reimbursements 
 
The opponents “doth protest too much” with a parade of horribles.  I’ve been hit with 
brochures showing sad-faced dialysis docs telling us how it will makes things so much worse 
for patients.  The thing is, I want to force the government to step up to regulating health care 
and this feels like one small but important step forward.  This aims at for-profit CDCs (chronic 
dialysis clinics), most of which are private (but, in my view, should become government-
operated anyway).  Those CDCs sponsored this initiative.  The fiscal impact is totally 
unknown, dependent in part on how CDCs choose to respond.  The fear is that patients will 
end up in ERs and costs will skyrocket.  Maybe.  Let’s see. Recommendations: 
 
Rod: Yes  
LWV: No position 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: No 
Calif. GOP: No  
 
Prop. 9: [removed; proposal to split up state] 
 
Prop. 10: Expands local government authority over rent control laws 
 
Some years ago, state law (Costa-Hawkins) clipped the wings of local jurisdictions by 
removing their authority to create local rent control ordinances, banning any control over 
single-family homes and also on anything of any kind built after 1995.  This repeals Costa-
Hawkins and restores local decision-making.  For me, whether or not you think rent control 
works, it is preferable to let local communities address the issue based on their own 
circumstances rather than roping them by the necks.  Many community groups are listed in 
support (at p. 60 of Arguments), with mostly (it seems) realtors and apartment owners trying 



to kill Prop 10 with fear-laden, glossy flyers threatening reduced property values.  
Recommendations: 
 
Rod: Yes 
LWV: Yes 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: Yes 
State GOP: No 
 
Prop. 11: Requires private ambulance workers to remain on call during work breaks 
 
State law requires hourly employees to take short breaks; this gives private companies the 
ability to counteract that law without reimbursing workers and has been put forward by those 
companies.  It is an effort to counter a California Supreme Court rule in 2016 requiring breaks 
that cannot be interrupted.  Many line providers say that they stand ready in any event to 
respond to calls, no matter the circumstance.  But proponents say they’ll ignore calls and sip 
coffee and eat donuts.  I doubt it. 
Recommendations: 
 
Rod: No  
LWV: No position 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: Yes 
Calif. Dems: No 
 
Prop. 12: Standards for confinement of some farm animals 
 
Talk about a wolf in sheep’s clothing!  Prop 2 in 2008 was supposed to create standards for 
hens, pigs and calves (of a really minimal kind) and this purports to “improve” on that by 
creating square footage minimums instead of an “ability to move” vaguer standard.  The 
Humane Society (HSUS), ASPCA and a bunch of veterinarians support it.  The state director 
of Humane Society wrote the argument in favor. But opponents call it a “cruel betrayal” and 
allege the Humane Society has sold out. That hens were supposed to be cage-free by 2015 
but HSUS dropped the ball.  This, they say, legalizes the continued use of egg-factory cages 
for years more and bumps the cage-free aspect to 2022. PETA says the square footages are 
not “remotely humane” and measure is bad.  Recommendations: 
 
Rod: No 
LWV: No position 
SF Chronicle: No 
LA Times: Yes  
 


