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Details re November 2018 State Propositions 

My recommendations for support or opposition are viewed from the perspective of how 
the propositions affect local government and Napa County residents.   

References below:   
“BOS” = Napa County Board of Supervisors unanimous position 
“RCRC” = Rural County Representatives of California (35 rural counties, 

including Napa) 
“CSAC” = California State Association of Counties (all 58 counties)   
 
Official Voter Information Pamphlet.  Many have asked about the State’s 

capacity to bond- see pages 72-73 of your Pamphlet for an overview of state bond debt.   

SUMMARY: 

Support:  Proposition 1, Proposition 2, Proposition 3, Proposition 10, and 
Proposition 11 

Oppose:  Proposition 5 and Proposition 6 

No Position:  Proposition 4, Proposition 7, Proposition 8, & Proposition 12 

SUPPORT 

Proposition 1 – Bonds to Fund Specified Housing Assistance Programs ($3 
billion) and Home Loans for Veterans ($1 billion) 

 Support: BOS; CSAC California has a housing crisis.  This measure allows 
the State to sell $4 billion in bonds for various housing programs – including  

$1.8 billion to build or renovate rental housing for low-income households; units 
must be made available for 55 years 

$   450 million for infill and transit-oriented housing construction 
$   450 million to encourage homeownership for low- and moderate-income 

homebuyers – mostly in the form of down payment assistance for first-time homebuyers 
$   300 million to build farmworker housing  
 
$1 billion in loans for veterans to purchase farms and homes 

In total, the bond funds would provide annual subsidies for up to 30,000 multifamily 
and 7,500 farmworker households.  The funds would also provide down payment 
assistance to about 15,000 homebuyers and loans to 3,000 veterans.   

The cost to taxpayers to repay the debt averages about $170 million annually – or 1/10th 
of 1% of the budget for 35 years – totaling $5.9 billion.  The $1 billion allocated to the 
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veterans’ home loans would be repaid via monthly payments to the state from the 
recipients of the loan.   

Proposition 2 –Authorizes use of revenue from Mental Health Services Act 
to pay for $2 billion in bonds for homelessness prevention for mentally ill 

 Support: BOS; CSAC Over 130,000 Californians are homeless; a significant 
percentage of them suffer from mental illness.  Housing is a key factor in the 
stabilization and recovery from mental illness; creating housing for the homeless 
mentally ill is a key component in reducing homelessness.  Prop 2 allows the State to sell 
up to $2 billion in bonds and repay the bonds with revenue from the Mental Health 
Services Act (MHSA).   

The MHSA was passed by the voters in 2004 (Prop 63) and established a special 
1% tax on personal income above $1 million.  MHSA provides funding for various county 
mental health programs and services; it raises $1.5 to $2.5 billion per year. 

In September 2016, the No Place Like Home (NPLHome) program was enacted 
by the Governor and Legislature.  It authorizes roughly $2 billion in bond funding, with 
the proceeds to be granted to counties for the creation of permanent supportive housing 
for those with mental illness that are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless.  No 
more than $140 million of MHSA funds could be diverted to pay the debt service on the 
NPLHome bonds each year.  [Current county MHSA allocations are projected to 
increase over the term of the NPLHome program, which could minimize any potential 
funding reduction to counties.] 

In November 2016, a challenge was filed in Sacramento County Superior Court, 
asserting that the use of MHSA monies to fund the NPLHome program violates the state 
constitution.  Specifically, the lawsuit contends that housing construction is not an 
allowable expenditure of MHSA.   

Yes on Prop 2 is a way to cut to the chase: end the litigation and implement the 
No Place Like Home program without waiting for the outcome of the litigation (which 
will either say voter approval is not required – or, if it requires voter approval, would 
mean that approval could not be obtained until the 2020 elections).   

Proposition 3—Bonds to Fund Projects for Water Supply and Water Quality 

 Support: BOS; RCRC; CSAC California has a long tradition of financing 
water infrastructure through bonds.  Proposition 3 authorizes $8.877 billion in bonds to 
fund various water projects, in six broad categories that include 100 subcategories:  

$2.495 billion – watershed lands 
$2.130 billion – water supply 
$1.440 billion – fish and wildlife habitat 
$1.227 billion – water facility upgrades 
$1.085 billion – groundwater 
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$   500 million – flood protection 

The average annual cost to repay the bonds is $430 million/year for 40 years.   

 Prop 3 is backed by a coalition of interests, including water agencies, agricultural 
commodity groups, business organizations, and conservation nongovernment 
organizations.  RCRC was invited to serve on the steering committee grafting the 
measure, to provide guidance relating to the provisions affecting rural California and its 
constituencies. 

Proposition 10 — Allow Local Decision Making about Rent Control 

 23 years ago, the Legislature passed the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, 
which limited local rent control ordinances by saying they (1) cannot apply to single 
family homes; (2) cannot apply to new housing built on after January 31, 1995; and (3) 
cannot tell landlords what to charge when they have a new renter. 

 23 years later, we have significant housing shortages and inequities across 
California Multiple strategies are needed to address our housing issues.  Proposition 10 
repeals these limitations and would allow cities and counties to enact local rent control 
laws for housing.  Prop 10 does not impose local rent control laws or change existing 
local rent control laws; it allows local communities to respond in the way that each 
thinks is appropriate to them.   

Rent control laws can be designed to exempt new housing.  Rent control helps 
keep individuals in their homes longer, and would allow each community to develop 
policies unique to its needs.  A yes vote is a vote for LOCAL CONTROL of this issue; it is 
not a vote to have rent control automatically. 

Proposition 11 — Requires Private-Sector Emergency Ambulance 
Employees to Remain on Call During Work Breaks 

 Support:  RCRC In our county (and many others), privately-owned 
ambulance company crews respond to emergency 911 calls and provide patient 
transport.  They are required to meet response times agreed upon in the contract with 
the county.   

The Labor Code contains laws that employers must follow with respect to wages 
and working conditions, such as meal and rest breaks.  Under current industry practice, 
ambulance responders remain “on-call” throughout their shift to respond to calls.  This 
means they must remain reachable by cell phone, pager, etc.   

In 2016, the California Supreme Court ruled in Augustus v. ABM Security 
Services that requiring on-call rest breaks does not comply with state labor law; 
employers must provide rest breaks that are off-duty and uninterruptable.  While 
Augustus applies to private security guards, it is highly probable that it is applicable to 
EMTs and paramedics.  That means additional ambulances and personnel to provide 
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coverage without jeopardizing response time requirements, which higher costs would be 
borne by counties, or offset through reduced response times.   

Prop 11 makes various changes to state laws – primarily to impact working 
conditions – that affect private-sector ambulance crews.  It authorizes on-call meal and 
rest breaks for ambulance crews; limits legal liability that ambulance providers face in 
pending litigation relative to the industry practice of having crews remain on-call; and 
requires employer-paid training for natural disaster, active shooter, and violence 
prevention; mental health and wellness education; mental health counseling; and access 
to long-term mental health services.   

This measure would result in fiscal benefits to local governments, potentially in 
the tens of millions of dollars statewide each year by not requiring additional 
ambulances and crews simply to cover breaks.  Especially in small counties, ambulances 
are stationed to provide minimum response times to those in need.  There are not 
sufficient  

 

OPPOSE 

Proposition 5 — Expands Property Tax Transfer for Certain Homeowners  

 Oppose: BOS; RCRC; CSAC Proposition 5 looks good on its face … but it 
will drain local resources for school funding, as well as local government funding.  The 
Legislative Analyst’s estimate is that in the first few years, schools and local 
governments each would lose over $100 million annually. The state would likewise incur 
the same annual cost to backfill school property tax losses.   

Prop 5 will not help first-time homebuyers struggling to get into the Napa County 
market.  They’ll be competing with every senior that can now sell their home elsewhere 
in the State and transfer their low property tax payment here. 

Currently, special rules allow certain existing homeowners to move to a different 
home without paying higher property taxes. These special rules apply to homeowners 
that are age 55 or older, severely disabled, or have homes impacted by a natural disaster 
or contamination.  All counties allow in-county transfers; only ten counties allow such 
transfers from homes in other counties (Napa is not one of the ten).   

Prop 5 expands these special tax rules Beginning January 1, 2019, these eligible 
homeowners would be allowed to:  

transfer this tax benefit anywhere in the State (= loss of local control) 

purchase a more expensive home and have taxes on the new home based 
on less than its market price* 
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purchase a less expensive home and pay less tax than they were paying on 
their prior home* 

use these new rules an unlimited amount of times 

*Please see page 36 of the Official Voter Information Pamphlet for examples of how 
Prop 5 would work.   

This chart provides comparison between current and proposed Prop 5 law. 

 Homeowner 
Eligibility 

Residential 
Property Eligibility 

Frequency Intercounty 
Transfers 

Current Law 

Restricted to 
homeowners 

55+ or severely 
disabled 

Restricted to 
replacement 
properties of 

equal or lesser 
value 

Once in a lifetime 
Only if approved 

by Board of 
Supervisors 

Proposition 5 Same 
No value limit on 

replacement 
properties 

Unlimited 
transfer 

opportunities 

Permitted 
anywhere in the 
state, between 

any counties 

 

Proposition 6 — Eliminates Certain Road Repair and Maintenance Funding; 
Requires Certain Fuel Taxes and Vehicle Fees be Approved by Voters 

Oppose: BOS; RCRC; CSAC California is in critical need of local street 
repairs and maintenance.  83% of the roadways in the state are local, and resources are 
simply not sufficient at the local level for the cost of repairing and maintaining this 
network.  In 2017, the Legislature enacted Senate Bill (SB) 1, which increased gasoline 
and diesel taxes, and vehicle fees – with such increases constitutionally protected to be 
only spent on roadway projects.  We already have begun to see the effects of the infusion 
of SB1 funding in Napa County. 

Pro 6 eliminates any such fuel and vehicle taxes passed by the Legislature after 
January 1, 2017 and up to the date that Proposition 6 takes effect in December. This 
would eliminate the increased fuel taxes and fees enacted by SB 1.  In the current fiscal 
year, Proposition 6 would reduce SB 1 tax revenues from $4.4 billion to $2 billion. Two 
years from now, the revenue reduction would be a total of $5.1 billion annually. The 
impact to Napa County government resources is estimated to be $3-$4 million annually 
(there is an additional separate impact to each of our cities and town). 

Prop 6 also would require the Legislature to get voter approval for new or 
increased fuel taxes and vehicle fees.  This would basically prevent the Legislature from 
addressing California’s serious infrastructure needs in the future. 
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OTHER PROPOSITIONS – No Position 

Proposition 4 — Bonds to Fund Construction at Children’s Hospitals  

 State law identifies eight private nonprofit hospitals and five University of 
California academic medical center campuses as "children's hospitals."  Children's 
hospitals focus on treating infants and children with severe illness or injuries, or 
complex chronic health conditions that require specialized care.   

California Children's Services (CCS) program is a federal-state-local health care 
coverage program that pays for specialized treatment and other services for children 
with complex chronic conditions.  The state approves hospitals and other medical 
providers to receive payment for treating children in the CCS program.  

This measure authorizes the state to $1.5 billion in general obligation bonds for 
capital improvements at the 13 children's hospitals and hospitals that provide significant 
CCS services.  In California, 97% of all pediatric organ transplants, 96% of all pediatric 
heart surgeries, and 76% of all pediatric cancer treatments are performed at these 13 
facilities.  Please see page 30 of the Official Voter Information Pamphlet for the eligible 
hospitals and amounts each could receive. 

Proposition 7 — Allows Legislature to Consider Voting to Change Daylight 
Saving Time (DST) to Year-Round 

 Authorizes the Legislature (by a two-thirds vote) to establish permanent DST 
year-round in California.  At that point, Federal law would need to be changed because it 
does not permit any state to observe the permanent advancement of DST.  [Nevada and 
Florida have passed legislation requesting such a change in federal law; federal 
legislation has been introduced by Senator Marco Rubio (R-Florida).] 

Year-round DST allows more daylight time for after-school activities, as well as 
for those that look to engage in outdoor exercise after work hours.  The legislature 
cannot consider extending DST to year-round unless we vote Yes on Prop 7.   

Proposition 8 — Regulates Amounts Outpatient Kidney Dialysis Clinics 
Charge for Dialysis Treatment 

 The title of this measure does not reveal the total changes this measure would 
effect.  Please consider that the California Medical Association, American College of 
Emergency Physicians (CA Chapter), and American Nurses Association\California have 
all taken oppose positions. 

Proposition 12 — Farm Animal Housing 

 Please read pages 68-69 of the Voter Pamphlet. 
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