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SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. BONDS, TAXES.
ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.
Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

• Authorizes bonds for repair, construction or replacement of school facilities, classrooms, if approved by
55% local vote for projects evaluated by schools, community college districts, county education offices for
safety, class size, and information technology needs.

• Accountability requirements include annual performance and financial audits on use of bond proceeds.

• Prohibits use of bond proceeds for salaries or operating expenses.

• Requires facilities for public charter schools.

• Authorizes property taxes in excess of 1% limit by 55% vote, rather than current two-thirds, as necessary
to pay school bonds.

Summary of Legislative Analyst’s Estimate of Net State and Local Government
Fiscal Impact:

• Increased debt costs for many school districts, depending on local voter approval of future school bond
issues (these costs would vary by individual district). District costs throughout the state could total in the
hundreds of millions of dollars each year within a decade.

• Potential longer-term state savings to the extent local school districts assume greater responsibility for
funding school facilities.



same period, however, over $13 billion of bonds received over
55 percent but less than two-thirds voter approval and therefore
were defeated.

• Community Colleges. Local community college bond
measures totaling almost $235 million received the necessary
two-thirds voter approval. During the same period, though,
$579 million of bonds received over 55 percent but less than
two-thirds voter approval and therefore were defeated.

Districts approving bond measures that otherwise would not have
been approved would have increased debt costs to pay off the bonds.
The cost to any particular district would depend primarily on the size
of the bond issue. (See box for the impact on a typical property
owner.) The total cost for all districts throughout the state, however,
could be in the hundreds of millions of dollars annually within a
decade.

State Impact
The proposition’s impact on state costs is less certain. In the near

term, it could have varied effects on demand for state bond funds.
For instance, if more local bonds are approved, fewer local
jurisdictions would qualify for hardship funding by the state. In this
case, state funding would be reduced from 100 percent to 50 percent





NOTICE TO VOTERS: After Proposition 39 was filed, its
promoters introduced a special law in the Legislature adding
provisions which only take effect if Proposition 39 passes.
Therefore, all the changes which will occur if 39 passes are not in
Proposition 39 itself. These added provisions DO NOT appear in
Proposition 39: Text of the Proposed Law in this Voter Information
Guide. If Proposition 39 passes, these added “Special Provisions”
could be changed or revoked anytime in the future without voter
approval.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST PROPOSITION 39:
The “Special Provisions,” dealing with critically important tax

increase and accountability issues, were either added because of
drafting errors, or because the promoters wanted to be free to
make changes after the election without voter approval.

In either case, these “Special Provisions” create huge risks. What
changes will be made later WITHOUT VOTER APPROVAL?

These “Special Provisions” risks are reason enough to reject
Proposition 39.

However, Proposition 39 is also misleading. It says it’s about
schools. Actually it’s about your home and your taxes.

What Proposition 39 does:
1. Permits local bond passage with 55% votes instead of the

current two-thirds vote requirement. There is NO LIMIT on how
much property taxes can eventually increase with passage of 55%
bonds.

2. Ends our Constitution’s 121 year old provision requiring a
two-thirds vote on local bonds. These bonds put liens on your
home, usually for 30 years. Tax collectors foreclose if homeowners
cannot pay. Prior to voter approved property tax limitations in
1978, excessive taxes often forced home sales.

3. Proposition 39 bonds increase apartment taxes. Landlords
may increase rents to pay these taxes.

4. Proposition 39 bonds require taxpayers in the poorest
districts to pay tax rates about twenty times higher (and taxpayers
in typical districts to pay about five times higher) than taxpayers in
the richest districts to raise the same amount per student.

Argument Against Proposition 39

Rebuttal to Argument Against Proposition 39

What Proposition 39 DOES NOT do:
1.  DOES NOT require student performance improvements.
2.  DOES NOT require parental or taxpayer oversight.
Campaign:
Proposition 39’s wealthy promoters reportedly pledged $30

million. We cannot match their money. But, we outnumber them,
so we can win. Pledge your help now. Visit saveourhomes.com or
call (toll-free) 1-866-VOTE39NO  (1-866-868-3396).

55% risks:
In 1978, property taxes were 2.6 times higher. Could history

repeat? Could property taxes return to twice, even three times
today’s levels? Once started, 55% bonds won’t stop here. Every
government agency will demand 55%. PROPOSITION 39
PROVIDES NO TAX LIMITS. So, yes, 55% could lead to further
actions which eventually double, even triple, property taxes.

Conclusion:
Don’t risk the “Special Provisions” without voter control.
Don’t risk unlimited property tax increases.
Don’t risk starting 55% bonds for all government agencies.
Don’t risk new 30 year homeowner liens.
Don’t risk higher rents.
Don’t encourage putting the highest tax rates on the poorest

districts. 
And, don’t give up our Constitution’s two-thirds vote

requirement to increase property taxes.
Help Save Our Homes. Please VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 39.

JON COUPAL, Chairman
Save Our Homes Committee, Vote No on Proposition 39, 
a Project of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

DEAN ANDAL, Chairman
Board of Equalization, State of California

FELICIA ELKINSON, Past President
Council of Sacramento Senior Organizations

39SCHOOL FACILITIES. 55% LOCAL VOTE. 
BONDS, TAXES. ACCOUNTABILITY REQUIREMENTS.  

Initiative Constitutional Amendment and Statute.

Strong accountability and taxpayer protections in 39 and the
“special provisions” opponents criticize will:

• Limit how much property taxes can be raised by a local school
bond.

• Prohibit using funds for administration or bureaucracy.
• Require citizen watchdog committees.
• Prohibit special elections for enacting these bonds.
NONE OF THESE REFORMS WILL BECOME LAW UNLESS WE

PASS PROPOSITION 39!
That’s why the California Chamber of Commerce, California

Organization of Police and Sheriffs, League of Women Voters of
California, California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, California
Professional Firefighters, Consumer Federation of California and
200 other community organizations and leaders support 39.

OPPONENTS OF 39 WANT YOU TO BELIEVE ALL THESE
RESPECTED GROUPS ARE LYING. BUT WHO’S REALLY LYING?

“Shame on the Jarvis political committee. They can’t make their
case with facts so they resort to scare tactics, fear-mongering and
misleading statements.”

AARP California State President Jacqueline N. Antee

“Contrary to the Jarvis group, passage of Proposition 39 doesn’t
raise property taxes, doesn’t put a lien on your home and doesn’t
increase rents. Local voters have the final say in passing school
bonds through a tough 55% super-majority vote.”

California State PTA President Lavonne McBroom
By voting YES on 39, we can:
• Build new classrooms, repair older ones and reduce class size.
• Cut waste and abuses that have taken place in some districts.
• Assure that our children and grandchildren have safe schools

in which to learn and prepare for the future.
YES on Proposition 39: fix the way schools spend money AND fix

our schools.

ANDREW YSIANO, Immediate Past President
California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

WILLIAM HAUCK, Chairman
California Business for Education Excellence

DAN TERRY, President
California Professional Firefighters
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Prepared by the Legislative Analyst

debt—$17 billion of general obligation bonds and $6
billion of lease-payment bonds. Also, the state has not
yet sold about $17 billion of authorized bonds because
the projects to be funded by the bonds have not yet
been undertaken. 

Debt Payments. We estimate that payments on the
state’s General Fund bond debt will be around $2.9
billion during the 2000–01 fiscal year. As currently
authorized bonds are sold, bond debt payments will
increase to $3.4 billion in 2005–06 and decline
thereafter.

The level of debt payments stated as a percentage of
state General Fund revenues is referred to as the state’s
“debt-ratio.” Figure 1 shows actual and projected debt
ratios from 1990–91 through 2006–07. The figure
shows that as currently authorized bonds are sold, the
state’s debt ratio will be 3.9 percent in 2001–02 and
decline thereafter. The projected ratios will vary
depending on when bonds are actually sold and on the
state’s actual General Fund revenues.

Bond Proposition on This Ballot 

Proposition 32—the Veterans’ Bond Act of 2000—
provides $500 million in self-supporting general
obligation bonds. This is the only general obligation
bond proposition on this ballot. As noted above, self-
supporting general obligation bonds do not require
General Fund support. As a result, voter approval of
these bonds will not affect the state’s debt ratio.
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This section of the ballot pamphlet provides an
overview of the state’s current bond debt. It also
provides a discussion of the impact the bond measure on
this ballot, if approved, would have on this debt level. 

BACKGROUND

What Is Bond Financing? Bond financing is a type of
long-term borrowing that the state uses to raise money
for specific purposes. The state gets money by selling
bonds to investors. The state repays this money plus
interest. 

The money raised from bonds primarily pays for the
purchase of property and construction of facilities—such
as parks, prisons, schools, and colleges. The state uses
bond financing mainly because these facilities are used
for many years and their large dollar costs are difficult to
pay for all at once. 

General Fund Bond Debt. Most of the bonds the state
sells are general obligation bonds. The state’s debt
payments on about three-fourths of these bonds are
made from the state General Fund. The money in the
General Fund comes primarily from state personal and
corporate income taxes and sales taxes. The remaining
general obligation bonds (such as housing bonds) are
self-supporting and, therefore, do not require General
Fund support. All general obligation bonds must be
approved by a majority of voters and are placed on the
ballot by legislative action or by initiative. 

The state also issues bonds known as lease-payment
bonds. These bonds do not require voter approval. The
state pays a higher interest rate and selling costs on these
bonds than it does on general obligation bonds. The
state has used these bonds to build higher education
facilities, prisons, veterans’ homes, and state offices. The
General Fund is also used to make debt payments on
these bonds. 

What Are the Direct Costs of Bond Financing? The
state’s cost for using bonds depends primarily on the
interest rate that is paid on the bonds and the number of
years payments are made. Most general obligation
bonds are paid off over a period of 20 to 30 years.
Assuming an interest rate of 5.5 percent (the current rate
for this type of bond), the cost of paying off bonds over
25 years is about $1.70 for each dollar borrowed—$1 for
the dollar borrowed and 70 cents for the interest. This
cost, however, is spread over the entire period, so the
cost after adjusting for inflation is less. Assuming a 3
percent future annual inflation rate, the cost of paying
off the bonds in today’s dollars would be about $1.25 for
each $1 borrowed.

The State’s Current Debt Situation

The Amount of State Debt. As of April 2000, the
state had about $23 billion of General Fund bond

AN OVERVIEW OF STATE BOND DEBT


