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POLITICAL COMMITTEE MEETING No. 45, November 1, 1979

Present: Britton, Clark, Dixon, Hawkins, Jaquith, Jenness, Kramer,
Lyons, Mailhot, Morell, Ring, Rodriguez, Seigle, Stone

Guests: Prince, Rose
Chair: Clark
AGENDA: . Nicaragua Solidarity Campaign
. Boston

. Union Fraction Coordinating Committee Meetings
Ballot Propositions

. Steve Bloom Letter
. World Movement

1
2
3
4
5
6

1. NICARAGUA SOLIDARiTY CAMPAIGN
(Cole, Fatland, and Reaves invited for this point.)

Rodriguez reported on Nicaragua solidarity work, and perspectives
for national Nicaragua solidarity conference in Detroit December
16-18.

Discussion

Motion: To approve.

Carried.

2. BOSTON
(Berman, Hart, and Obradovié invited for this point.)

Dixon reported on racist violence in Boston and party's
response to this challenge to court-ordered busing for
desegregation.

Discussion

Motion: To approve the report.

Carried.

3. UNION FRACTION COORDINATING COMMITTEE MEETINGS

Lyons reported on proposal from Trade Union Coordinating
Committee to convene meetings of national union coordinating
committees on following dates:

1. Rail fraction coordinating committee meeting, November 25
in New York.

(over)



PC 45/2

2. Auto fraction coordinating committee meeting, December 2,
in New York.

3. Steel fraction coordinating committee meeting, December 8,
in New York.

Discussion
Motion: To approve.

Carried.

4, BALLOT PROPOSITIONS
(Berman invited for this point.)

Seigle reported on proposal from Phoenix branch to call for
abstention on Proposition 200, dealing with city transportation.
(See attached letter from Caroline Fowlkes.)

Seigle reported on proposal from Baltimore branch to call for a
No" vote on proposed tenant landlord relations amendment to city
charter. (See attached report by Yvonne Hayes.)

Seigle reported on proposal from San Francisco branch and Bay
Area District Committee to call for a "No" vote on Proposition 1,
a statewide antibusing measure.

Seigle reported on proposal from San Francisco branch and Bay
Area District Committee to call for a "No" vote on Proposition 4,
a statewide measure to cut state government spending on social
services.

Seigle reported on proposal from San Francisco branch and Bay
Area District Committee to call for a "Yes" vote on Proposition P,
a tax reform measure.

Seigle reported on proposal from San Francisco branch and Bay
Area District Committee to call for a "Yes" vote on Proposition R,
a housing/rent control measure.

(For all four recommendations from the San Francisco branch and
the Bay Area District Committee, see the letter from Louise
Armstrong and the attached literature.)

Discussion

Motion: To concur with the recommendation of the Phoenix branch
on Proposition 200.

Carried.

Motion: To concur with the recommendation of the Baltimore branch
on proposed tenant landlord relations amendment.

Carried.
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Motion: To concur with the recommendation of the San Francisco

branch and the Bay Area District Committee on the two statewide

referenda, Propositions 1 and 4.

Motion-on Propositions P and R:

Carried.

l. To reject the recommendation of the San Francisco branch
and the Bay Area District Committee to call for a "yes"

vote on each of these two referenda.

2. In light of the fact that the recommendations to the Political
Committee were received extremely late (six days prior to the
election) and the fact that the branch has already presented
in public a position urging a "yes" vote on these two measures,
to delegate Seigle to go to the Bay Area as soon as possible

to explain the decisions and the thinking of the Political

Committee on these questions.

3. To refer back to the Bay Area District Committee and the

San Francisco branch:

a) the decision on whether to urge an abstention or a vote
against Proposition P and Proposition R;

b) the decision on how to go about presenting a public
statement on our positions on these two referenda, with
the understanding that this will be done prior to the

elections next Tuesday.

5. STEVE BLOOM LETTER

Jenness reported. (See attached.)
Discussion

Motion: To approve proposed reply.

6. WORLD MOVEMENT
(Feldman invited for this point.)

Jenness reported.

Discussion

Meeting adjourned.

Carried.

Carried.
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hoenix SWP
Nnatober 24, 197

Political Committee
Dear Comrades,

Enclosed is material pertaining to Propocition 200 to «ppeav
on the Phoenix municipal ballot on Nov. & ¢f this year. This Prcpo-
sition is the most debated item in the electicns. The local campalgn
we are running was not originally planning to pay much attention to
this, or any other ballot issue as we had conceived of a rather low-
key campaign speaking entirely to the labor party issue with whatever
press time we might have gotten. However, as you know, the mayor's
race has shaped up differently than expected with only the SWP
challenging the incumbant.

Therefore, we are having to get more involved in the local issues.
We should have sent this information to you earlier for your recommenda-
tion on our position on Prop. #200. Now we find ourselves in a very
tight time crunch with the election only a couple of weeks away.

The proposition addresses itself to transportation. Already
existing and scheduled for implementation is the Papago Freeway plan.
Basically, it provides for completion of the national freeway system
into and through the west side of the city. We, of course, are not
opposed to this completion as it does two things. One, it makes
interstate travel more convenient. Two, it provides for easier
cross—town commuting for growing working-class residents in that
part of town. This plan will go into effect if Prop. #200 loses.

rassage of the ballot item, called the Grid Plan, will accomplish
basically the following. It will substitute widened major streets
across town for the freeway system. Also, it will provide for the
purchase of additional city buses. Presently, there are less than
250 buses on the rcad, making the bus systewn usaless for the vast
majority of people. For this latter reason, many working people
support the Grid Plan. However, it does nct provide for the personnel
for maintaining an increased bus system. Therefore, we assume that a
higher tax will ensue to implement an increase in the number of buses.

While we have tried to analyze the qguestion of higher taxes as
the bottom line on these two plans, we have not been able to determine
which, if any, would actually include a tax hike. Both rely on federal
funding. The Freeway people say federal funds have already been ear-
marked for the freeway completion and cannot be applied to the Grid
Plan. The Grid Plan proponents say the same funds can be used for
street improvements and mass transit. We haven't the facilities to
determine which is correct.

Our position, which is asked on almost every campaign occasion,
is that neither plan answers the needs of working people in Phoenix.
Botl: leave it completely up to the individual to provide the trans-
portation. We are focusing on the fact that inflation makes car
up-keep increasingly difficult, that the ruling class should provide
and pav for an extensive mass transportation system, and that workers
should abstain on this vote. We qualify this position by adding that

(over)
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we don't oppose highway completion nor wider streets, but

prefer to speak instead to the real problem of transportation.
In short, we feel that neither plan goes far enough.

It is unfortunate that we neglected to seek your concurrence
sooner. Hopefully, the P.C. can give this question rapid consider-
ation.

By the way, the official position of the Central Arizona Labor
Council is in favor of the freeway plan with no reason being given.
Both plans provide jobs.

Please advise us of your opinion.

Comradely,

/s/Caroline Fowlkes
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Baltimore Executive Committee Majority Report on the Proposed
Tenant Landlord Relations Amendment by Yvonne Hayes

Since last week's discussion on the tenant landlord referendum,
the executive committee has had several hours of discussion to consider
further some of the issues raised in the branch meeting. The executive
committee would like to propose to the political committee that the
party call for a no vote on this referendum and counterpose to it our
program for rent control and our strategy for winning it. A minority
of comrades on the executive committee expressed the position that we
should abstain from the vote while counterposing our program and strategy.

Through the course of our discussion we have grappled with a series
of important questions. Comrades have formed opinions, reexamined the
issues, and changed their minds. The most important outgrowth of this
process is that we have achieved a degree of political clarity lacking
in the initial phases of the discussion. 'We have learned a great deal
about how to approach these issues. This will enable us to explain
our position better and get the best possible hearing on our ideas.

Before going into the specific discussion on the bill itself, it
is important to look at the broader context in which referenda of this
type arise and the general approach we take to ballot issues. As we
have noted in the past, this kind of referendum is becoming a more
frequent feature of the electoral scene. In general, they reflect the
attempt by the ruling class to deal with rising progressive sentiments
among the working class. There are increasing demands on the ruling
class to allow working people to have some input into the policies which
govern their lives and placing such issues as rent control, taxation,
etc. on the ballot is a response to that. More often than not these
referenda don't resolve too much and are designed to create an illusion
of democracy.

This doesn't mean, however, that we take a sectarian attitude
towards ballot issues. That they are often geared toward the "lesser
evil" brand of politics doesn't mean we have a principled stand against
such bills.

Because they reflect progressive attitudes in the community, we
want to participate fully in the discussion which develops around these
issues and use the opportunity we have to advance our own program. We
also recognize that sometime elements of these referenda represent real
concessions to progressive sentiment or come as the result of some mass
struggle. Where there are positive aspects to these bills which can
help advance the class struggle we can take a position in favor of them
while pointing out how to extend the provisions and strengthen the hand
of our class in their implementation.

There are many examples of legislation that have a political content
in line with our program. This does not mean that the passage of the
ERA, for example, is a total solution to the problems of women's oppres-
sion. But it is something which will give women a handle to continue
the fight for women's liberation.

Each referendum and piece of new legislation must be analyzed from
this point of view. We need to determine first and foremost the

(over)
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political content of the legislation and take a position based on
that analysis. TIrom there we proceed to figure out how to explain
our position.

In our discussion of the landlord tenent relations bill, the
executive committee began by reviewing the background to this refer-
endum, the very positive response by working people to the idea of
rent control, and the way in which the various political forces in
Baltimore were lining up on this question. Because we began from
the point of view of how to best relate to this sentiment and not
from an analysis of the political content of the bill, we tended
toward calling for a yes vote, or at least an abstention, on the
referendum.

Comrades raised questions about whether we would get a hearing if
we took one position or another and about what side we would appear to
be on if we called for a no vote. We all recognized that this bill
didn't really solve the problems of skyrocketing rent in the city and
that the many loopholes as well as the slanted board were problems
inherent in the legislation. But initially comrades felt that there
was a chance that some good might come of this and that calling for
a yes vote was in order.

As the discussion progressed we began to see that the outcome
economically for Baltimore workers would be a maintenance of the status
quo as far as rental increases are concerned. And we began to grapple
with how a position against the bill would make us look since the only
other opposition to the bill was coming from the landlords and the
right wing of the ruling class in the city.

All of thése questions however tended to steer the discussion
away from the central question: what is the political content of
this bill, what will and won't it do. First we need to figure out
what the correct position is. Once we do that we can concern ourselves
with how to best get a hearing on whatever position we take, explain
our ideas and differentiate ourselves from our bourgeois and left
opponents.

In carefully reading this bill, the only conclusion we could draw
is that there is no rent control in this bill. The only place rent
control is found is as a catchword in pro-K literature.

The bill is exactly what its title implies: a bill governing
tenant/landlord relations.

The specifics on the base rent ceiling as set forth will provide
no relief for the working class of Baltimore. Each one of the guide-
lines set forth is subject to immediate revision by the tenant/landlord
board once it meets and all of them are subject to change if the land-
lord can show that his costs have gone up enough to justify it. With
double-digit inflation, this is not hard to prove.

Otherwise the bill only provides new procedures for raising rents,
not a limit on the raising of rents.

The most significant change provided for in this referendum is
the creation of a commission to mediate disputes between landlords and



) Bal' imore/3

tenants oy thneiu oryanizations. This board would not only be
welighted on tae sice «f the lanclords due to its composition but
also because it 1s to be appointed directly by the city council,
the governnent of Balitimore's ruling class.

Essentially this commission would be one more capitalist-controlled
body charged with keeping the peace in Baltimore and would tend, as all
other capitalist mediators do, toward keeping the landlord's piece and
the tenants peaceful. Not only does the bill not provide any relief
for the working class but it actually establishes an authority designed
to channel progressive working class sentiment into capitalist arbitration.

While comrades in the executive committee agree that this board
would be weighted in the direction of the landlords, the question was
raised whether or not the negative impact it might have on developing
sentiment and future struggles for rent control was important enough

to warrant a vote no since the economic impact of the bill would
probably be nil.

While we sometimes put up with the establishment of a capitalist
body to implement some legislation which we were in favor of, like the
Civil Rights Act, we do not take an abstentionist position on capitalist
podies, particularly those designed to sidetrack struggles and channel

sentiment for change into the back pocket of Democratic and Republican
politicians.

Another question was raised as to whether this board couldn't be
forced into taking progressive action by implementing aspects of the
bill., But if we agree that there are not positive aspects of the bill
to be implemented, then what would we demand that the board do?

And finally, comrades asked whether or not the public hearings of
this board couldn't be turned into protest activities as hearings of
other boards sometimes are such as the Public Utilities Commission.
Even though this is something we hope will happen if the bill passes,
we don't call for the creation of a bad board so that we can protest
its actions. Nor do we abstain on this issue. The establishment of
this board will not advance the interests of the working class of
Baltimore. We are opposed to the creation of boards like this one.

It is for this reason that we recommend a no vote on this refer-
endum. We should call for a vote against this board and we must explain
the fradulent labeling of this legislation as rent control and the real
intent of this referendum. We have a responsibility to explain what
real "rent control" is and what is needed to win it. We can point to
the example of Cuba where rents are a maximum of 10 percent of one's
income and we can explain the role of the unions and other organizations
of the working class in education on rent control, fighting for rent
control and winning real relief from skyrocketing rents.

And we can be confident that we will get a hearing for our ideas
because the sentiment for rent control does exist and because we are the

only people in the city who are telling the truth about this referendum.

Of course our oppcnents may try to throw us into the same "camp" as
the landlords who also oppose the bill. This isn't the first time nor will
it be the last time that tactic is used. But it has no bearing on what
position we take. It simply increases the urgency of our need to get out
a full explanation of our position, our program and our strategy.

- 30 =
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Rent Contrel Campeign

204 E. 25th Street
Baltimore, Md. 21218

RENT CO!!TROL IN ML‘I'IHORE ;
WRAT WILL IT DO?

SOME QUESTIONS & ANSWERS

WHAT IS RENT CONTROL?

It is a system that prevents landlords from being ablo to raise the rent
anytime they want, and for any amount they want.

HOW WILL THIS LAW LIMIT MY RENT INCREASES?

To get any increase at all your landlord will need to submit a request to
the Tenant-landlord Comnission with a copy to you, and you will have the
right to challenge the increase.

Generally, this law will limit increaseas to oance a year. . '!horo are seversl .
important steps in setting up the process, as follows: :

A. All rents will be "rolled back" to November 1, 1978 levels.

B. Add from 4 to 6% to your November 1, 1978 rent, depending on whether you
or the landlord pays for heat and utilities, and you will know what _ __

- rent the landlord is allowved to charge you until January 1, 1980. o

C. From January 1, 1980 to January 1, 1981, the landlord may only increase
your rent from & to 7%, again depending on whether he or-you pay for
heat and utilities.

D. Beginning January 1, 1981, the Tenant-Landlord Commission will set our

yearly increases,
WHAT IF MY BUILDING IS IN TERRIBLE CONDITION?

Your landlord will have to &ign a statement to you, with a copy to the
Comnission, ssying that your apartment is in substantial compliance with
Baltimore's housiag code., If your unit is not safe or mltky or up to

code, he cannot increase your rent.
CAN I cm' MY RENT REDUCED?

Yes, If you are not getting services you are entitled to, if rental con~
ditions are changed without you knowing, or if your apartnont is not 4in
compliance with housing, health or safety codes, you may apply to the
Commission for a rent reduction.. If they decide you are right, your remt

will be reduced.

1F MY APARTMENT IS IN TERRIBLE SHAPE, BUT MY LANDIORD CAN'T RAISE MY RENT
BEYOND THE REGULAR LIMIT, HOW WILL EE BE ABLE 70 FIX IT UP? ~

If the landlord can show that he intends to use a rent increase for “capital
improvements" to fix up the property, the Commission may grant him per-
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mission for an “Extraordinary Rent Increase.” Xe will have to notityvyou
in writing at the vame time he askes the Commission for the increace, and
you or your tenant organization can file your comments with the Cosmission

within 30 days.

YHAT IF MY LANDLORD WANTS TC SELL THE BUILDIRG I LIVE IN AND MAKE IT A
CONDOMINIVK OR WHAT JF HE WANTS TO TEAR IT DOWN?

Because there is a severe slortage of rental houeing in Baltimore, this law
will gire the Commission the right to 1imit the removal of buildings of
or more units from the rentsl market by conversion or demolition. The owner
will have to get a permit from the Commission to do this, and the Commission
will have certain guidelines to follow in maiing a decision. .

WHAT IS THIS TENANT-LARULORD COMMISSION, ANTWAY?

This will be a S member bozrd, 2 tenants, 2 landlords, and one homeowner who
owns po rental property. They will oversee a TENANT-LANDLORD OFFICE, which
wvill administer the rent control law, publish end distridbute a complete
brochure telling tenants and laadlords.their rights and obligations, and

epswer questions generally. .
WHBO'S GOING TO PAY FOR IT ALL?

All landlorde will have to register with the Commiesion so that rent control
¢an be enforced. Once a year they will pay a amall registration fee for
sach rental unit they own. These fees will cover the cost of administering
the whole law, (Example: If the fee is $2.0C per unit, the Commission ]

could have a budget of about $320,000.)

HOW LONG WILL THIS LAV BE IN EFFECT?

This law 1s an sddition to the City Charter, eo it will be in effect until
or unless the people of Baltimore or the City Council change it. Unlike a
City Council ordinance, it will moct simply expire.

WEY DO WE NEED A RENT CONTROL LAW? AREN'T VOLUNTARY CONTROLS ENOUGH?

In 1976, the Property Owners® Association convineed City Council that if they
would not pess a rent control law, the POA would voluntarily see that reats
in the City were not raised over 10% & year. V¥ell, 10% was too high (our -
wages aren't going up that fast sznd we need to eat, too) and they haven't
kept their promise. Rents 21l over Baltimore are up over 10% and in neigh-
borhoeds of heaq(redevelopment snd speculatinn people are reporting raises
of 50 to 100%. We can't wait for "voluntary” controls any more!

WILL RENT CONTROL STOP NEW CONSTRUCTION QF APARTHENTS IN BALTIMORE?
. & ;

Bo. RNew apartments will not come under rant controls until after they are
ronted for the first time. Since they can charge whatever the market will
bear initially, they have tho incentive to build pew apartaents.

WILL RENT CORTROL MAKE BALTIMORE LOOK LIKE THE SOUTE BRONX?

#0. A nationwide study of abandomment ranked New York fifth 4n rates of
sbendonsent behind four pon-rent controlled cities. Abendomment results

~ 4nstead from redlining, vandalisa and failure of tenants to pay reat. In

fact, without rent control, Baltimore will soon cost as much to live i1 as

Centrel Park West. LABOR DONATED



o Hwnl,n Control Works

for You

“We strongly support the Charter

Amendment establishing rent control in

order to put an end to excess

profiteering in the home rental market.”
Tom Bradley, President,

Metropolitan Baltimore
Council, AFL-CIO Unions

’f urge all seniors in Baltimore City to
vote for rent control. Rising costs hurt
us more than any other single group.”’

Betty K. Hamburger, Honorary
President, Maryland Advocates
for the Aging

*’l absolutely support Rent Control.”

Parren J. Mitchell
Congressman, 7th District

Work for Rent Control

Yes, | want to work for Rent Control.
I’'m interested in

___ office work

—__ publicity
—___ other:

—_ door-to-door canvassing
voter registration
— - working at the polis

Name

Address

Phone

Mail to:

Baltimore Rent Control Campaign
204 East 25th Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21218
889-7801

Organizations Endorsing Rent Control

Alpha House
Amalg, d Transit Workers Locel 1300
American Friends Service Committes

Baitimore City Tenants Association

Coalition of Peninsula Organizations

C ities Organized to tmp Life
Concerned Citizens of Butchers Hill
Democratic Socislist Organizing Committee
€ast/West Advisory Committee of Urban Services
Eighteen Montford Strest Block Ciub

€ i Christian C ity Church

G H d C wnity Cor i
Greater Mond in Coordinating Council
G C ities Derr ic Club
Harwood C. ity fmp rent A iati
Harwood Housing Program

K inati Ministerial Alliance

Lak Chase C: \/
Lower Park Heights Community Association

M. Street Imp A iation

Metropolitan Battimore Council of AFL-CIO Unions

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People - Baitimore
New American M Rt

Northwest Urban Community Coalition
Park Heights Community Coslition

Park Heights Community Corporation
Peaple’s Free Medicat Clinic
Pimlico Village Committee
Project P.L.A S E.
Ray of Hope Baptist Church
Lo Wineh ¢ ity A
St. Ambrose Housing Aid Center
South East Community Organization
Urben C: ission - Archdi of Balti
West Remington Imp A it
Wi : A J of Liberati
Women's Growth Center
Women's Union of Baltimore
Wondh e o _

A4

Baltimore Rent Control Campaign
204 East 25th Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21218
889-7801

Register
Sign Up
Vote

£ (2

Rent control

Your Key to

i

A Securer
Future

A Better
Community

Vote Yes for
Rent Control
November 6



Rent Control

Means Decent,
Affordable Housing
for Us All

Support It!

Rent control means fairer rents

Rents have gone up as much as 30% in some
neighborhoods in the last year. Rent control sets a
ceiling on annual rent increases.

Rent control means better housing
Irresponsible landlords may go for years without
fixing up deteriorating housing. Baltimore's rent
control law rewards landlords who keep up their
properties and penalizes those who don't.

Rent control stops displacement

Sudden, rapid increases in rents force out long-
term residents, particularly senior citizens and
others on fixed incomes. Rent control gives greater
protection through more gradual increases.

Rent control discourages speculation
Get-rich-quick speculators threaten our
communities with inflated housing costs, tax
assessments, and rents. Rent control makes it
harder far speculators to make a fast buck at our
expense,

Rent control means stronger communities
rresponsible landlords find it easy to turn their
yacks on the problems they create in our
1eighborhoods. Rent control recognizes the
mportance of proparty owners with a stake in our
:ammunities — it exempts small resident landlords
ind those who build or renovate apartments.

How will Rent
Control work?

Every year, a Tenant-Landlord Commission will set
a ceiling on rent increases. To determine how
much landlords may raise their rents, the
commission will look at heating and other utility
costs, maintenance costs, and property taxes.

The commission will be appointed by City Council.
It will consist of two landlords, two tenants, and a
homeowner.

Once the rent control law is passed this Nov., it
will take time to choose the commission and begin
operations. By law, the commission must be fully
operating and must set annual rent ceilings by Jan.
1, 1981. )

Until then, the rent control law limits rent increa:
to a fixed percentage.

To prevent a flurry of rent increases before rent
control goes into effect, the law requires that
increases be figured based on rents charged as ¢
Nov. 1, 1978.

Other provisions:

Special rent increases

The commission may grant special rent increases
to landlords who show that their rents aren’t hic
enough to cover the costs of maintenance or
needed improvements.

Penalties for code violations

Landlords may not take advantage of the yearly
rent increases on apartments that do not
substantially meet city housing or health standarc
The commission may even grant rent reductions
tenants living in apartments that aren’t up to cod

Exceptions for resident landlords
Rent control will not apply to owner-occupied
rental properties with one or two apartments.

Incentives for new housing

Since the law will not affect the first rent chargec
for newly built or renovated apartments, it will
encourage housing improvements and new
construction.

Advance notice of rent increases

Both the tenant and the commission must be
notified in writing at least 60 days before a
proposed rent increase.

Enforcement

The Tenant-Landlord Commission will appoint an
executive director to head a tenant-landlord office
The cost of running the office will be covered by
nominal fee charged to landlords. Violators of the
law will be fined.

Easier forum for housing disputes

The rent-control commission gives both tenants
and landlords an opportunity to settle disputes
without the expense, headaches, and complexitie:
of going to court.
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3284-23rd Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94110
October 29, 1979

Political Committee
SWP National Office

Dear Comrades,

The San Francisco branch and the Bay Area district committee
recommend to the Political Committee that we take the following
positions on four ballot issues for the November 6, 1979 elections.

For the state-wlde special election:
T - 00l As ent T 5 tatio -
a "no" vote,

This is an anti-busing measure initiated by So. California
state senator Alan Robbins, leader of the Los Angeles and
San Fernando fights against busing. This proposition is
opposed by the Californlia Labor Federation, AFL-CIO.

Prop, U4 - t Gover ropriati -
Constitutional Amendment - a "no" vote.

This proposition was led bv Paul Gann (of Prop. 13 fame)
and is another move to cut state government spending on
social services. Like Prop. 1, this is opposed by the

California Labor Federation, APL-CIO.

For the San Francisco city ballots
T P - B T T - a "yes" vote.

This proposition was placed on the ballot through a petition
drive led by the Rebel Workers Organization/Grass Roots
Alliance. They claim to have 2000 volunteers working on the
campaign; they spoke at a Militant Forum on the propositidén
and was our first success in working with them. RWO/GRA

has been active only on local issues, starting around efforts
to save city services and Jobs. They have participated
actively in local elections for the last two years, endorsing
liberal politicians and various reforms.

Prop. P would require that east 607 of city taxes be paid
by Big Business and gt Jeast of these revenues be spent
on social services. If implemented, it would return the
of tax burden carried by Big Business to level of 1969 (when
the tax burden began to be dramatlically shifted to working
~ people through liberal Democratic "tax reforms.") Unéer
"Prop. P, runaway businesses would be financially penalized,
and smail shop-keepers would be protected from skyrocketing
taxes.
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We favor this reform XX not only because it would benefit
working people and small business owners, but also because
it makes it possible to explain concreteiy 1) how the tax
burden has been shifted more and more to worxing people
(comparing 1967 to present), 2) the erosion of social
services through cutbacks, 5) our programmatic response,
inciuding the demand to open the books of runaway shops.

Pr R - Hous i - a "yes" vote.

This ballot iniklative was placed on the ballot by a petition
drive led by the San Franciscans for Affordable Housing,

a coalition of Sar rrancisco labor unions and community
groups. Its purpose is to institute a system of rent control
in San Francisco as a protection against exorbitant rents

and it is counterposed to a new ordinance on "rent stabillz-
ation" established by the Board of Supervisors.

This 1s a complex initiative covering rent freezes (while
zllowing some increases where increased costs for the landlord
can be documented)j proviiing broader protection for tenants,
especially around evictions; establishing a publicly elected
board to oversee rentsy and controlling real estete spesculation
around condominium conversions.

We are enclosing the following supplementary materials:
1) ballot arguments from the voter pamphlets

2) San Francisco Chronicle editorials on Prop. P and Prop. R
3) Local campaign materials on Prop. P and Prop. R

;EEZ:ijjizj
oulse Armstrong for the

Sap Francisco branch

Enc. as noted
ce: Lew Jones



BUSINESS TAX INCREASE

PROPOSITION P

Initiative Ordinance: Shall the Board of Supervisors set taxes paid exclusively by larger
businesses at rates sufficient to generate at least 60% of all local revenues to be al-
located for city, school and college district and housing authority services; requiring an
employment reduction tax; prohibiting increases in taxes and fees paid by residents?

“Analysis

By Ballot S:mphﬁcahon Committee .

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City and County of -
San Francisco provides many services. 1o its re-
sidents. To cover the cost of providing these ser-
vices, several sources are taxed fer money and
special fees are required. The tax rates are set by
the Board of Supervisors with no minimum percen-
tage requirements. The Board determines the
amount of tax money neceded and the uses to
which it is to be put. '

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition P would require that
the Board of Supervisors increase the taxes on
larger businesses to a rate whereby they would
produce at least 60% of all the tax money raised in
the city that year. Small businesses would be
exempt from this law. Increases .in taxes and fees

patd by residents would be prohibited. Proposition
. P would also require that at deast 80% of the an-
. "pual budget must be used to pay fot services to res-

.idents and the budgets must increase with inflation.
It would also impose -a mew tax on businesses
which reduce their payrolls more than a set amount
in one year.

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you vote Yes. you want
60% of revenues from all city taxes and fees to be
paid by large businesses. You also want 80% of to-
tal revenues to be used to pay for city services.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vote No. you want tax
" monies to be raised and spent as they are now.

- Controller’s Statement on *‘P"’

City Controller John C. Farrell has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition P:. .
“If the proposed initiative measure is adoptcd.' in my

opinion. the cost of government would be increased by -

an amount in direct proportion to the risé¢ in inflation
each year measured by the Consumer Price Index
(CPI). the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Consumer Price
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers.
For the past five years (1974-1979) this increase has
averaged 9.5%. Assuming this trend will continue for
the next fiscal year. an increase to the current cost of
government of approximately $135.000.000 would resuit.

“In addition. this initiative petition provides that cer-

. tain taxes paid by corporations and other business be

high enough so that the revenue produced thereby shali
be not less than 60% of all revenues from city taxes
and user fees. This feature would not. in and of itself.

“increase or decrease the cost of government. It would

have the effect of increasing the taxes on business by
approximately $126.000,000.” -

The City Charter requires the Controller to prepare a
financial analysis of each proposition as an aid to
voters in deciding the issues..

| How éropositioﬁ P Got On The Ballot

On July 10 City Registrar of Voters Thomas Kear-
ney certified -that the initiative petition calling for
‘Proposition P 10 be placed on the ballot ‘hadl Guialified ~
and would be placed before the vgters on November
6. ' '

Grass' Roots Alliance. the proponents of the initia-
tive had filed 21.512 signatures with Kearney on June

25. ‘After examining the signatures, Kearney deter-
~mined that there were 16,844 valid signatures. This is

“%nore than the 10.562 signatures needed fo put an ini-

\iative ordinance on the ballot.
" 10,562 represents 5% of the number of people who
* voted for mayor in 1975.

THE LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION P BEGINS ON PAGE 117
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BUSINESS TAX INCREASE

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

We know the share of taxes paid by Big Business
has declined each year. This has meant that the
quality of our public services has gone down greatly.
We need and deserve decent human services — like
good health care, education, childcare, public housing,
transportation, safe homes, streets and parks. It is the
duty of the government to provide these and many
other services to our community.

At the same time, the tax burden working people
_ carry grows heavier every year. Jarvis-Gann has meant
that working people have lost services and jobs. Big
Business has not paid their fair share of taxes. Big
Business can afford to pay, and they should pay. So,
we want to change the laws to say:

1) That Big Business pay 60% of the money raised
locally to run our city. Now they pay only 30%, and
that’s not fair. Let the giant corporations pay their
fair share.

2) That city services be at least at the level they
were before the double-digit inflation of 1974. Since
then, the amount of money spent on city services did
not keep.up with inflation. The city must be able to
buy supplies and equipment at today's prices — to
give us the services we all need and deserve.

3) That Big Business be charged even higher taxes
if they lay people off here in San Francisco and try
to move their business elsewhere. We know they will
threaten to run away and want to make it very hard
for them to do. TAX THE CORPORATIONS! VOTE
YES ON PROPOSITION P!

Submitted by:

Committee to Tax the Corporations,

Nancy Kelly, Treasurer

Endorsed by:

Grass Roots Alliance to Save Our Services and Jobs

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION P

Big Business has always opposed any effort to in-
crease its taxes. The San Francisco Chamber of Com-
merce, controlled by the biggest downtown corpora-
tions, congratulates itself in its own literature about
how it has saved business over $100 million by
defeating 6 different business tax increases. To accom-
plish this, the Chamber of Commerce pressured the
Board of Supervisors and other city officials. Between
1972 and 1975 it succeeded in preventing business tax
increase measures from even coming before the full
Board of Supervisors for debate.

That $100 million could have gone a long way to
improving our schools, our health care, and other
public services, but instead it stayed in the Iunds of
wealthy corporations.

That’s why we should Vote Yes on Proposition P,
the Initiative to Tax the Corporations. We havé to
vote in our own interests, against the Chamber of
Commerce and the Carporations. Big Business put us
in the crisis we're in, with inflation and cutbacks in
services. Proposition P is a way to fight back. A vote for
Proposition P is a vote for services and jobs for a better

San Francisco. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION P!

_ Submitted

Committee 10 = thc Corporatioas,
Nancy Kelly, Treasurer

Endorsed by:

Elizabeth Harding Regmered Num
Pat Rea, Libnmi

- Pollsareopenfrom7AMtoBPM o

e
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BUSINESS TAX INCREASE -

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PRQPbSITiON P

Vote “YES" on Proposition “P” A

Help pass Proposition “P.” Tax corporations and
large business in a fair way. Proposition 13 which
passed in June 1978 shifted the tax burden from large

downtown property owners and corporate interests (o .

small homeowners and zrenters in our nmghbo hoods.

Proposition P -will return business taxes to their fair
leve! and eliminate inequities caused by the Jarvis-
Gann lnitiative. Business now pays 30% of the tax
and the rest of the community pays 70% of that ax
burden. This must be rcversed

. As a No on Proposition 13 Steering Committee
member. | know the committee antncnpated the tragic
conrequences of Jarvis-Gann. The city is now -on the
brink of financial crisis. with 7.000 employees jobs

threatened. a cut back in services lhreatened and a
potential deficit of $117.000.000.

As a former banker. 1 know how misleading are
the claims constantly repeated by thc supporters of
Proposition 13. Now is the time to close the loopholes
of Jarvis-Gann on the local level. and vote for Propo-
sition “P.”

San Francisco’s entrenched political leaders had a
- chance to correct this great tax inequity in June of
1978. They refused to take the leadership and pass
the various taxation measures necessary. Now in-
dividuals from all of San Francisco's neighborhoods
must unite and fight back by passing Proposition “P.”

David Scott
Mayoral Candidate
(Former President of San Francisco Board of Permit

~ Appeals)

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION P

Froposition P is no laughing matter. but it’s just
about the silliest measure to appear on the San Fran-
cisco ballot!

" Although it’s only an initiative. Proposition P at-
tempts to repeal parts of the United States Consitu-
tion. to amend the California Constitution. to frevise
several state laws. and to wipe out parts of the City

-Charter. And while it's ripping apart our Iegal systcm'

‘Proposition P will also raise taxes.

In short. Proposition P is a great big disaster in a
small package. Please read . it yourself and you'll see
‘that it would: _ .

~

i} requm: the Cny the school dastncl the commun-
ity college district. and the housing authority to spend
more gnoney .every year — whether they need it or
not. - Co :

2) preveni the City from sa;ling ‘money of providing

% &
B ;o

[

better service -—— or both! — even if 1t is possible to
"do so by having private businesses instead of perman-
ent. full-time City employees perform certain jobs:

3) raise taxes on business. which of course will
simply pass the costs on to you by raising prices;

4) drive busiuess and jobs out of San Francisco.

So. please vote NO on Proposition P. It may be
funny ... butit’s no laughing matuer!

Submitted Bv: ~
» v

. San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Gregory P. Hurst. Vice President

Downiown Association of San Francisco

Milton M. Gilmore, President

Residential Hote! Owners of San Francisco

Louise George, Smrela = N ‘

San Funcxsco Rental Merchanis Association :
e Kay, President '

P Gol en Gate Business Association

John Schmidi, Director

Srguments printed en this poge are the. epinions of the suthors end have not beon ;huked for accuracy by ony official agency.
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"HOUSING

. PROPOSITION R s .
lnimmve Ordinance: Shall residential rents be stablilized; establishing elected rental
housing board; requiring registration of rental units; fixing base rents and allowable ad-
justments; discouraging speculation and removal of rental housing through conversions
or demolition; designating causes for evictions; providing tenants with civil remedies

and moving expenses; creating a program for expansion of housing stock, providing for
funding; directing Board of Supervisors to amend various codes?

- Analysis

N

THE WAY IT IS NOW: The City has a rent sta-
bilization and arbitration law. It established rental
increase guidelines and created a five member ap-
pointed board to administer the “law. Renters may
appeal certain rent increases to that board. The law
also explains the conditions -for eviction and calls
for a citizens task force to examine the City's hous-
ing situation. The law does not apply to owner-
occupied buildings of four units or less. .Jt can be
changed by the Board of Supervisors and is
scheduled to end in September 1980.

The City aiso has a law which regulates and limits
the conversion’ of apartments to condominiums.
Among other provisions. 40% of the renters must
agree to buy their units or be offered a life-time
lease. :

THE PROPOSAL: Proposition R would replace the
present rent law. The new law would require the
registration of all controlied rental units in the City
.except those in owner-occupied buildings with three

By Ballot Simplification Committee

or fewer units. An eleven member Board elected by
district would administer the law. A formula would
be set for the maximum rent allowed on rental
units and all requests for increases above the limit
would have to be approved by the Board. The law
explains the conditions for eviction ‘and creates a
housing fund and loan program. The law controls
the demolition of rental units and limits the con-
version of apartments to condominiums. Among
other provisions. 80% of the renters must agree to
buy their units and the remaining renters cannot be
evicted. The new law would take effect on Feb-

ruary 1. 1980 and could only be changed by the
voters. '

A YES VOTE MEANS: If you. vole ves you want
new sent condominium and housing laws.

A NO VOTE MEANS: If you vot¢ no you want the
present irent. condominium and housing laws to
remain in effect.

1

o Controller’s Statemenf on ‘‘R"

.- City Controller John C. Farrell has' issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposmon R: v

" “If the proposed initiative measure is adopted. in my

opinion. there would be an increase in the cost of

government. However. this increase in cost would be

offset by fees to be established by the elected housing
board.”

The City Charter requires the Controller to prepare a
financial analysis of each proposition as an aid 1o
voters in deciding the issues. "

-On August 24 City Registrar of Voters Thomas
Kearney certified that the initiative petition callmg for -
Proposition R to be placed on the ballot had
qualified and would be placed before the voters on
November 6.

San- Franciscans for Affordable Housing. the
proponents of the initiative had filed 21.860 signatures

How Propbsition R Got On The Ballot

" with ‘Kearney on August 7. After examining the signa-
tures. Kearney determined that there  were 17.927

~*, valid signatures. This is more than the 10.562 signa-

tures needed to put an initiative ordinance on the
ballot.

10,562 represents 5% of the number of people who
voted for mayor in 1975, .

" THE LEGAL TEXT OF PROPOSITION R BEGINS ON PAGE 97
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-ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

Housing is more than just a commodity or service.
It is our shelter and our homes. It is a necessity. like
food and clothing. Affordable Housing? It hardly
seems (o exist here for renters or homeowners.

Most of us know firsthand the symptoms of the
housing crisis — skyrocketing rents. rampant specula-
“tion. more evictions. condonimum conversions. and lit-
tle new construction. The Supervisors’ temporary or-
dinance has done nothing to remedy these problems.
Their ordinance has actually encouraged evictions by
aliowing rents to be raised by any amount whenever a
tenant leaves. Many rental units are in danger of be-
ing converted into luxury condominiums. The present
law does nothing to encourage new housing or home
ownership.

PROPOSITION R DOES WHAT'S NEEDED. It
gives tenants the rights they need. It stops arbitrary.
excessive rent increases. and encourages landlords to
maintain and improve their properties. 1t exempts res-
ident landlords of small buildings. It curtails conver-

sion of rental units into condominiums. It discourages

speculation. It addresses homeowners’ problems, such

as renovation costs. the lengthy permit process. code

inspections. and “in-law apartments.” It creates funds
for housing construction and rehabilitation.

'PROPOSITION R MAKES IT POSSIBLE FOR

" ALL "OF US TO CONTINUE LIVING IN SAN

\FRANCISCO. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION R.

Yori Wada. Exec. Dir.. Buchanan Y.M.C.A.

Ngnpma Cerbatos, Commissioner. Board of Permit Appeals
lancy McKay, Senior Advisory Council of S.F.

Rev. Cecil Williams. Glide Memorial United Methodist Church

Monsignor James B. Flynn

" Jennie Lew, Chief Planner. Chinatown Neighborhood
Improvement Resource Center

Hon. Jule C. Johnson, Board of Education

Hon. Rodney Johnson

Peier Mendelsohn, Commissioner on Agin

Gwenn Craig. Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club

Hon. Juck Morrison

Prof. L. Ling-Chi Wang

Sheriff Eugene Brown

Hon. Evlalio Frausto

Hon. Frank Fitch

Jerel McCray, Gay Rights Advocates

Hon. Bill Muher, Board of Education

Mary Vuil. Chair. S.F. Commission on the Status of Women

Ann Kronenberg. Commissioner. Rent Arbitration Board

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

Homeowners gpeed affordable -housing. just like
renters. Although Proposition 13 gave us some relief.
most homeowners still face a tight squeeze. -

- We support Proposition R because it provides help
for everyone. homeowners "as well
relieves the housing squeeze by making more housing
available.-

Préposi;ion R will help us make needed repairs and
improvements by making low-interest loans available.

. -

code inspections. so we're not discouraged from mak-
ing repairs and improvements. If Proposition R passes.
we can be assured that building inspectors would in-
spect only those things for which we've taken out a
permit. rather than wandering through our entire
home and requmng us to make all kinds of costly
and unnecessary repairs.

as .renters. It

Proposmon R wnllprovndefor msonable bulldmg

- Proposition R w:ll stop rampant housmg spccula-
tion. which helps only the “speculators. banks. and
realtors. Homeowners like us gain nothing. since when
we sell our homes we have to buy :or rent another

home at those same spcculauvc pnccs. bt
0

Proposxuon R wlll permn the construcuon of *
law apartments.” if approvcd by the surroundmg
9enghborhood This would give us added income.

Proposition R will make it ‘possible for pcoplc who
are presently renting to buy their ‘own homes by us-
ing low-interest Cnty Joans that won't cost a pcnny of
tax money.

"So, vote "Yes on “Proposition - R. It's good for
hameowners. It's good for renters. It’s good for San
Francisco.

Margaret Baran. Mission -
Nancy Lubergff. Crocker-Amazon

Andrea Jepson, 1334 Ashbury Heights
Mollie and Sam Gold. Sunset ;

Jeanne Hamer, Bernal Heights
Sharon Long. Haight

Jo Ann C Iamm Richmond
Warren Dougheriy. Haight

Arguments printed on this poge are the opiniens of the authors end have not been checkad for accuracy by eny official agency.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

We are tenant advocates who work on a daily basis
with renters. Every day we see people who have been
forced out of their homes by rent increases and evic-
tions. Many of these people are Latino. Black. or
Asian. Many are families with children. Many are el-
derly on fixed incomes. All are feeling the effects of
skyrocketing rents. These people are victims of San
Francisco’s soaring housing costs. Our city is becoming
a place in which only the very rich can afford to live.

Because we work daily with tenant problems we
“know that the temporary rent control law enacted by
the Board of Supervisors provides very little protection

for tenants. Since its inception. evictions have in-

creased by more than 25%. and landlords have been
encouraged to raise rents 7%. 13%9. 19% or more.
Clearly. the Supervisors’ “Rent Control.” written by
the big real estate lobby. does not deal effectively

with San Francisco's severe housing crisis. bui ouly |

makes things worse.

Proposition R provides sound protections for tenants
who wish to remain in their homes. Unjustified evic-
tions are forbidden and. except in extraordinary cir-
cumstances. rent increases are limited to increases in
actual costs. Housing speculation will be effectively
restrained and condominium conversions will be -
regulated. Proposition R goes a long way toward solv-
ing San Francisco’s housing crisis. VOTE YES ON
RENT CONTROL. VOTE YES ON PROPOSITION R.

Steven M. Birnbaum, Staﬂ' Attorney. Legal Assistance to the Eldcrly
George N. Woo, Chinatown Coalition for Better Housing
David Brigode. S.F.Tenants union
Alison Brennan. Women's Housing Action Commitiee
Mike Davis. $.F. Renters Alliance
Scott Weaver. People's Law School
Patricia D. Lee. S.F. Neighborhood Legal Assistance
Foundation (Chinatown-North Beach)
Kute 1.amber1. S.F. for Affordable Hnusmb

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

One thing San Francisco certainly nceds is more
housing. Everyone agrees on that. The problem is that
no one is doing anything about it. The best the
Supervisors could do was to create another “study
commission,” :which is supposed to make “recommen-
dations™ sometime before the end of 1980! Mean-
while. the incredible burden of sky-high housing costs
falls more heavily on San Franciscans, pamcularly on
scmors and others on fixed incomes.

Proposition R DOES somclhing to increase the sup-
ply of affordable housing in San Francisco. It shifts
some of the existing Hotel Tax and Community
Deveiopment funds 1o housing construction and
rehabilitation. without increasing City taxes or expen-

_ ditures one cent. It will make surplus City-owned land

and buildings available for new housing at reasonable

cost. It will speed up the permit process so builders

can build more quickly. It will establish a City reven-

ue bond program — again. without costing the City a
cent — (o make low-interest loans for housing con-

*struction and rehabilitation. and to permit renters to

buy their own homes. It will encourage the addition
of “in-law apartments.” with ngighborhood approval.
which will provide fast. low-cost additions 1o the
housing stock. as well as extra -income fer
homeowners. '

So. vote yes on Proposmon R. Vole for affordable
housing. for construction jobs. and for a future San
Francisco that inclues YOU. '

Vince Courtney, Exec. Sec. Local 400 S.E1L.U.
Wray Jucobs, Sec.-Treas.. Bay District Council #2. S.£.1.U.
LeRoy King. Sec.-Treas. Local 6. LL.W.U.
Charles Lamb. Pres.. Hotel and Restuarant Employees
and Bartenders, Local 2
Stgn Smith, Sec-Treas.. 5.F. Building and C onstruction
Trades Council

/ Tim Twomey. Pres.. S.¥. Labor Council

wm“ﬂmmmwbmﬂmmn-dhnmfhmdloddfwmmqbynydﬁchlm'my.
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ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

Over 24000 San Franciscans signed petitions to put
Proposition R on the ballot. They were renters.
homeowners. neighborhood residents. working people.
and senior citizens.

The housing crisis must be resolved immediately.
Proposition R does just that. It will insure that long-
time residents will not continue to be forced from our
cu) by skyrocketing rents and condominium conver-
sions. It will make low-interest loans available for
people to buy homes. It will increase new construction
of rental and ownership housing which would be af-
fordable by working people. Proposition R is a com-
prehensive housing package.

The City has failed to deal effectively with the
housing crisis. San Francisco now has a feeble. short-
term stopgap measure thalt encourages evictions
because rents can be raised without limit for new ten-
ants. The present measure encourages landlords to
raise rents to the maximum guideline levels and al-
lows landlords to impose whatever rents they wish.

‘with the burden on the tenant to test the appeals

process. Unlike Proposition R. the present ordinance
does nothing 1o create new housing. VOTE YES FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. VOTE YES ON PROPO-
SITIONR.

Supervisor Harry Brint

Supervisor Carol Ruth Silver

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R

Elderlv and disabled people suffer the most when
there’s a housing crisis. Most of us are on meager
fixed incomes. When the landlord tells us we have to
pav an extra $10 or $20 a month. that means we eat
less. When the rent goes up 8$30. $40. or $50 a
month. it's a disaster. Lately those kinds of rent in-
‘creases have become routine.

Often we're told. “If you can’t afford the new rent.
move someplace else.” But there’s nowhere o move
10. And even if you're lucky enough to find a place.
it’s unlikely to be any"cheaper. It costs a fot to move
and it's very upsetting to have to move away from
your friends. neighbors. and the local stores.

We've lived here a long time. We deserve some
protection. Our homes are most important o us.
HELP US STAY IN SAN FRANCISCO. VOTE YES
ON PROPOSITION R.

Clarissa Ward. $.F. Gray Panthers

Graciela Cushion, Pres.. Latin Amer. Nat. Senior Citizens Assoc.
Dolily Waison. Board of Dir.. Senior Resources of Grace Cathedra!l
W. Eari Cranshaw. Citizens Advisory Council. Commission on Aging
Juck Kaufman. Cahif. Legislative Council for Older Americans
Rev. Edward L. Peer. Minister for Seniors. Glide Church

Esther Coleman. S.F. Legislative Forum for Older Americans
Robert Rohaich, 1.L.. W U, Pensioners

Marion Webb. 76 years old

George Lee. Pm% uen Tenants Association

Frances Brown. Calif. Legislative Council for Older Americans
Carrie L. Carroll. S.F. Senior Center

Thomas H. Manley. Disabled Democratic Club '

Kathi P. Smith. Bay Area Coalition for the Disabled & Elderly

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSITION R .

Proposition 13 saved landlords a bundle.” But the
Jarvis-Gann promises to renters were empty. There
were . virtually no rebates. Instead. many landlords
raised rents immediately after banking their windfall
tax savings.

‘Renters’  Alliance sponsored Proposition U —
Renters’ Rebate — on the November 1978 ballot. We
lost by a slim margin against a half-million dollar
barrage by the big real estate industry and downtown
interests whose only concern in housing is quick
profits — not people. These same special interests are
eager to continue the immensely profitable destruction
of our working class. multi-racial City.

This year. we have worked with other groups to
develop a comprehensive housing program that deals
with all aspects of San Francisco’s severe .housing cri-
sis. City Hall hgs failed again. Renters must organize
to win in November and stay orgamzed 10 make rent
control really work.

. Vote YES on R! YES on Rent Cmtrol The
HOME you save may be your own!  °

San FranciscoRENTERS' ALLIANCE
Jucques Bertrand Michael Noon
Alison Brennan Charlotte Krause Prozan

Mike Davis Jeff Roby
Ron Green Dan Roland
Michael Harnev Sister Susan Serena

John Kwasnik

Glover Tellfair Jr.
Catherine Murray

J. Scott Weaver
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HOUSING

ARGUMENT IN FAVOR OF PROPOSIT.ION R

San Francisco has become a city in which only the
wealthy can afford to purchase homes. Renters are
finding it impossible to locate affordable apartments.
San Francisco’s Mayor and Board of Supervisors have
repeatedly refused to accept the challenge of solving
the City’s greatest crisis today — affordable housing
for apartment dwellers and new home-owners.

Proposition “R™ is a giant step toward correcting
this problem. It is a tough measure that puts the lid
on soaring apartment rents and prevents unjust and
retaliatory evictions. It also provides for election by
district of a rent control board, thereby eliminating
manipulation by future Mayors.

Experienced real estate owners and bankers know
that the problem is not. going to go away by itself.
One year ago many renters and homeowners joined
with apartment owners to defeat Proposition U. based
on the belief that rents would be stablized. and that
Proposition 13 tax savings would be shared fairly with
all tenants. I was one of those people.

" Times have changed dramatically in just one short
year. Rents have NOT stablized and tax savings have
not been shared with tenants. It is necessary that
thousing costs be controlled immediately by the pas-
sage of Proposition “R.” before all moderate and low
income people are driven from San Francisco.

- The enactment of Proposition “R” must be only the

first step in solving San Francisco’s housing crisis.

Following its enactment San Franciscans must pass a

dynamic Municipal Bond issue in excess of 100 mil-

lion dollars to help finance moderate and low income ’
homes and apartments. using low-cost loans.

Affordable Housing for all San Franciscans will be
possible only with the passage of Proposition “R.”

David Scont

Mayoral Candidate

(Former President of San Francisco Board of Permit
Appeals)

ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

SAN FRANCISCO IS THREATENED BY A
PROPOSAL THAT. CLAIMS TO SOLVE OUR
HOUSING PROBLEMS BUT ACTUALLY WOULD
MAKE THEM WORSE. THE THREAT IS PROPO-
SITION R. THE HOUSING LlMlTATlON/RENT
CONTROL LAW.

The chief problem éffecting San Francisco renters is

the shortage of affordable housing. The reason is sim-
ple: demand is greater than supply. We need more
rental housing in San Francisco, not laws that will
put an end to new construciton and encourage rental
property owners to pull their units off the market.

Although proponents would like you to believe other-

wise, Proposition R is a formula for neighborhood de-
terioration, rental property decay and a worsened
housing shortage. It does nothing to increase the
- housing supply. ‘ . '

THE DESTRUCTIVE EFFECTS OF OVERLY
RESTRICTIVE RENT CONTROL MEASURES can
be seen in community after community with housing
laws like Proposition R. Whether it’'s Berkeley.
California or Washington. D.C...Dade County, Florida
or New York City. renters along with homeowners
suffer. Taxes go up. building maintenance goes down.
It becomes harder and harder to ﬁnd a decent place

to live. Students in Berkeley this fall have discovered
their new rent control law has backfired. The -housing
shortage is greater than it ever was before. ¢

PROPOSITION R WILL MEAN GOVERNMENT
AND BUREAUCRACY GROW WHILE WE LOSE
OUR PERSONAL FREEDOM TO CHOOSE HOW
‘AND WHERE WE LIVE.

The Housing Limitation/Rent Control Law will cen-
tralize all housing decisions in an 1l-member govern-
ment board and outlaw mutual agreements between

.-renters and owners that may not conform (o this new
regulation. In a city that prides itself on in-
dividualism, decentralization and community control,
Proposition R would be a step backwards. Do we
really need a new bureaucracy that will exercise
power over our lives that even the Mayor and the
Board of Supervisors do not have?

. The answer is no.: VOTE NO ON HOUSING
SHORTAGES. NO ON PROPOSITIONR. -

Toby Rosenblatt. President, City Planning Commission

John F. Henning, Jr., San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission

“"John Jacobs, Member, SFSHP

Claire C. Pilcher, Vice-President, Public Utilities
Lommission

Arguments printed on this page are 'ho opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official ogcncy

95



HOUSING

. ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

Proposition R is wrong for San Francisco. Whether
vou rent. own. or ever intend to purchase property in

the city. the proposed Housing Limitation/Rent Con-

trol Law will mlerfere with your personal housing
decisions.

Proposition R creates a Government Housing Board
empowered to dictate pubhc policy for-every conceiva-
ble aspect of housing in San Francisco. This Board
will impose stringent. unrealistic rent controls that will
aggravate rather then help solve our current housing
_crisis. Our goal must be to increase the supply of af-
fordable housing by reducing red tape regulations and
other government controls which discourage new con-
struction. We need positive programs — not negative
approaches like Proposition R — which will shrink
San Francisco's housing supply further. Another rent
control program is unnecessary — we already have
one. Proposition R is part of San Francisco’s housing
problem — not a solution.

Proposition R is an ill-conceived housing experiment
with cumbersome provisions and red tape require-
ments that will .create unlimited costs to taxpayers.

Because the Rental Housing Board gets its revenues
from fees which it establishes. it never has to ask the
Mayor or the Board of Supervisors for an appropria-
tion and. accordingly. is not subject to the budgetary
controls applicable to other city departments. Proposi-
tion R calls for unlimited hiring of hearing examiners.
accountants. legal counsel. clerical staff. housing in-
spectors. transcribers and others. San Francisco renters
and owners will be forced to pay for this new
government body through required pctmon filing and_
annual rental unit registration fees. - '

Proposition R’s 8.500-plus words of complicated rules.
regulations and “legalese™ would become a permanent
part of the City Charter. As such. it could not be
repealed or even amended without a costly election.
The fact is. Proposition R will permanently end any
opportuntity for meaningful and positive solutions to
San Francisco’s housing problems.

1 urge you to vote no on Proposition R.

Quentin Kopp

. , ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

Vote No on Proposition R. Rigid. restrictive rent
control will not solve San Francisco’s housing prob-
lems. It's been tried elsewhere. It doesn’t work. It will
expand the city’'s bureaucracy. increase the cost of
government and actually reduce the supply of hous-

ing. We need MORE HOUSING. NOT LESS.

Rent control in New York meant 300.000 units of
abandoned housing and new slums. In Washington.
D.C. 3.000 units of housing are lost annually. victims
of rent control. Proposition R ignores the fact that
San Francisco is setting a model for the nation by ef-
fective action against rent gouge.

The Rental Stabilization and Arbitration Board is
doing the job.” With 60 hearing officers. all serving
free of charge. actually settling tenant complaints.
landlords increasingly are dropping threatened rent in-
creases. The board. which 1 proposed and which the
Board of Supervisors approved in June. already has
proven it.can force landlords to comply with the strict
standards of the stabilization ordinance. From the out-
set. the board made it clear it would be tough but
fair. and of the first batch of decisions it handed

"down. 12 favored tenants and one. a landiord. The

hearing officers. speaking a variety of languages. can
hear 20 or more cases a day. and thclr collective im-
pact will be to hold rents down -

‘Rental arbitration assures gundelincs with which ten-
ant and property owners can live. Unlike the drastic
extreme of controls. it will preseat.profiteering but
won't discourage the construction of rental units the
City so desperately needs. We need MORE HOUS-
ING. NOT LESS.

Ve
L]

Proposition R would havc the same tragic impact
on our community that rent control had elsewhere in -
the United States — wherever it was tried. Proposi-
tion R means less housing. not more. It doesn’t solve -
the housing problem. It means more government bur-

.eaucracies. more government cost. more government
<dnterference with your life. o

Vote NO on Proposition R. Give our Rental Arbi-
tration Board a chance.

Dianne Feinstein

. Mayor of San Francisco

i
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ARGUMENT AGAINST PROPOSITION R

On November 7. 1978, the voters of this city, in-
cluding many tenants. voted against rent control by
defeating Proposition U. Considering the history and
economics of rent control, they showed good jud-
gement. We urge them to do so again, by voting
against proposition R.

This country is in the midst of an economic crisis:
a crisis brought on by the reckless and self-serving
monetary policies of the Federal government. That
crisis is inflation, which results in constantly rising
prices. wages, and rents. It is a vicious and destructive
policy and one which can only be stopped -at its
source: Washington, D.C. Local action, such as rent
control. which is designed to attack only the symp-
toms of inflation. will simply compound the problem.
We do not serve the cause of justice by scapegoating
a certain portion of the community for the inevitable
results of inflation. be it working people. consumers
or landlords. :

Make no mistake about it: as tenants, we are sick
and tired of rents that keep rising. However, we ‘do
not believe that imposing another layer of meddling

v
bureaucracy will do anything whatsoever -about the
fundamental problem we face. The economic con-
sequences of rent control elsewhere have been all too
clear, and to assert that somehow it will be different
here is ludicrous. '

The long-term effects of rent control are ruinous.
Maintenance and upkeep of buildings declines. not to
mention construction of new buildings. Berkeley, for
example, is already facing a severe housing shortage
due to the strict rent control measure passed last year.
Housing is already scarce in San Francisco and
Proposition R will only make it worse.

“We urge all our fellow tenants to vote -against
Proposition R.

Tenants Against Rerit Control

David Lampo - Michael Lipson

Eric Garris ’ Jonnie Gilfﬁan

Bart Lee ) Roy Childs

Michael Miyakis Joan Kennedy Taylor

Justin Raimondo Sue Costello

Christine Dorffi Victoria Varga

Bob Costello Robin Fightmaster
.dim Skalican Al Heitzman

Arguments printed on this page ore the opinions of the authors ond have not been checked for accuracy by eny official agency.

TEXT OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE ORDINANCE
- PROPOSITION R

Be It ordained by the People of the City and County
of San Francisco: - -

TITLE I: STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

The purpose of this ordinance is toc remedy serious
housing problems which endanger the public health
and welfare of the people of San Francisco, especially
senior citizens, peo?le on fixed incomes, and people
with low and moderate incomes who are forced to
spend an excessive percentage of their income for
housing. ' ‘ . . e

This ordinance will address these housing problems
in a4 unified and comprehensive manner, ease the
hardship caused by these serious housing problems,
protect- and provide housing for low- and moderate-in-
come persons, increase new housing construction, pre-
serve the character of the existing housing stock and
assure that housing costs are at fair and reasonabie
levels which, in the case of rental housing, allow
landiords a fair and reasonable retain on’irivestment.

November 1, 1979, -

* TITLE II: DEFINITIONS
in this ordinance: '
‘A. The Base Rent for any controlled unit is the
lowest rent charged for that unit between November

1, 1978 and October 31, 1979, pius that percentage of
" the rent charged on November 1, 1978 equal to the

§ ‘gventagc increase in the Rental Component of the
“KCons

Consumer Price Index from November {, 1978 to Oc-
tober 31, 1979. If no rent was in effect on November
1, 1978, the base rent shali be the rent first charged
for that unit after November 1, 1978, plus that per-
"centage of the rent first charged after November 1.
1978 ‘equal to the percentage increase in the Rental
Component of the Consumer Price Index from the
date the rent was first charged to October 31, 1979.
‘In no case, however, shall the base rent be greater
than the rent in. effect for the controlled unit on

(Continued on Page 119)
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-~ THE BASIC FACTS
ABOUT PROPOSITION P

We know that the share of taxes paid by Big
Business has declined each year. This has meant that
the quality of our public services has gone down
greatly. We need and deserve decent human services —
like good health care, education, childcare, public
housing, transportation, safe homes, streets and parks.
It is the duty of the government to provide these and
‘many other services to our community.

How would Proposition P work?

- The Initiative would make it a law in San Francisco
that Big Business has to pay at least 60% of all revenue
generated in the city. Then the Board of Supervisors
would have to set up the specific tax structure so that
this happens. Any new tax on individuals or any

increase in existing taxes on individuals would be ‘

prohibited.

At the same time, the Board tf Supervisors would
have to set up the city’s budget so that 8 minimum of
807% is allocated for services like health care, housing,
transportation and schools. This minimum would have

This is what is:

Big Business
pays 30%

We now ,;.Slay 70%

to be increased every year to take inflation into
account. This way, the tax burden would be shifted
off our backs, and a high level of services would be
guaranteed at the same time,

Prop P would change the laws to say:

- 1) That Big Business pay 60% of the money raised
locally to run our city. Now they pay only 30%. We
want the law to shift the burden off our backs and
onto theirs, : ¢ . '

2) That city services be at least at the 'level they

‘were before the double-digit inflation of 1974. Since

/then, the amount of money spent on city services did
not keep up with inflation. The city must be able to
buy supplies and equipment at today’s prices — and

give city workers their cost-of-living increases. .
. 3) That Big Business be charged even higher taxes
if they lay people off here in San Francisco and try to .
move their business elsewhere. We know that they will

threaten to run away and we want to make it very hard
for them to do.

-

4

This is what we want:

Big Business should
pay 60%




GRA/RWO

Why We. Believe the People Need Prop P

Some individuals, apednﬂy at the Chamber of Commerce,

are saying that the Grass Roots Alliance is a front for the Rebel
Workers who are a front for the City Workers who are reslly a
. plot aguinst decency and economy in government. While the
Chamber’s charges are absurd to the thousands of GRA volunteers
and tiresome to the Rebel Workers, both organizations felt that

we should jointly make a statement about the reasons and

Jeelings that are responsible for our support for Prop P,

We, as volunteers werking for Prop P, agree with the -

* statement of belief found in the text of the proposition:

“It is the duty of the government to provide to the
population fundamental community services—for

example, health care for our sick and elderly, education.

for our children and ourselves, public childcare, quality
public housing, income assistance for the unemployed,
safe public transportation, safe homes and sireets,
good parks and recreation centers, a safe and nos-
wsiuted environment, an.d a rich cultural and artisiic
life . ;

What does it mean, “it is the duty of the government
to provide fundamental community seérvices™? 1t
means that the suthors of Prop P and the 15,844
‘pegistered voters who signed the petition to put it on
the ballot believe that a democratic government should

~ be “of, for and by the people,” a popular government

whose duty it is to serve the whole community and
promote the general welfare of all the people. It
means that the supporters of Prop P do NOT believe
that government should be run for, by and of Big

Business, or selfish special interests, serving only the -

privileged, the advantaged, the ruthless or uncaring
people.

- ALL the people, employed and unemployed
-\v!ute, black, Asian or Latin: all have needs and
ALL have fundamental human rights. The teal human

- vights are not just “free speech.” The human rights
that really count are: the right to a decent life, a

decent job, a right for children to grow up with dignity, '

& right to education, housing and health, and & right to
" beauty, to green parks and clean streets and open

. spaces. But who is to guarantee these rights? Is not 2

democratically elected government, responsible for the

_ welfare of the community, the profier agency to assure
these rights and fulfill basic human needs" T

We know that there are those persons, mostly :
rich, but not all rich, who have a very different view of

government. These people believe that “‘government
should stay out of things...” These people believe
that it is fine for government to make strikes illegai,
pay city workers starvation wages, let black children zo
to racist and inferior ‘schools, let the elderly live

_man is an island, no man stands alone..

in poverty, dining on dog food.... In short, they
believe that the duty of government is to help the rich
get richer. Then there are those people who believe the -
“Big Lies™: big lies like “the workers csuse inflation”
or “the unions cause big government”’; or who simply
are 80 selfish and short-sighted that they don’t care
about anyone or anything other than themselves...
and then howl and scream for blood and punishment
when the jobless rob, or the children without hope
mug them on the streets, or when the dispossessed pull
down C1ty Hall around then' ears.

We also know that there are many more people in
this country who are decent people, who want to live
in a decent community and want everyone to have a
fair chance in life, who want peace and security for
themselves and others, who rezlize that the hungry and
desperate will steal, that the bitter and angry will

.destroy property and lives in an inarticulate expression

of protest and rage, who know, reslly kucw, that “no.
. and that
what befalls my neighbor befalls me. Prop P was
written and put onto the baliot by such people, to
bring about a decent community, to begin to fight
back against the Big Business interests who stand

- behind Jarvis and Prop 13, who stand behind Gann and

Prop 4, who stand behind Feinstein and the aellout
nnpovenslunent and ruin of our city.

Prop P does stand for the people -—for all the people,
for the community, and for a government which does
not strangle the people to make the big corporations
and monopolies ever bigger, more powerful, richer, at
the expense of our labor and our quality and style
of life. Prop P does stand for justice, saying that the
wealthiest, the beneficiaries of our labor, the privileged,

- have an obligation to those who are not wealthy,

powerful, privileged —that is, an obligation to contribute

-to the general welfare of all the people of the commu-

nity. In this country, where brutality, poverty and

: class injustice daily grows more oppressive, it is no
~surprise that the Chamber of Commerce finds Prop P
- “gilly” —what is more illy than to think that Chamber

businessnen care about anything except their profits?

-But we do not find it silly to refuse to sacrifice every-
_ - thing to guard profits which are no profit to us, a
".selfish profit which creates a world of violence, selfish-
-ness, dirt and anger.

Proposition P is a popular, grassroots move to
smake the future of San Francisco safe for the people
who live in it; to assure the general welfare; to protect
the interests of the people; to meet our needs as a
community and as citizens, workers and individuals.
Yotz for the people, vote for the community, vote ycs

for Prop P.



An Open Letter to the Boys Downtown

Is Proposition P “just about the silliest measure to ’

appear on the San Francisco ballot””? Now, we don’t
think so, and neither do thousands of people in this

city, but that’s what the Chamber of Commerce says.’

-About the only thing we can say to the Chamber is:
you seem pretty agitated about something that’s so
silly, and it’s leading you to make some pretty wild
threats. So what’s it all about, boys?

You say that the Grass Roots Alliance is nothing but
a “front group” for some disgruntled city workers.
Don’t you wish that were true? Sorry, it isn’t. The
GRA {and it does include some pretty angry city
workers) is a “front group” all right, but a front group
fot the majority of people in this city, who are fed up
with filthy streets, a broken down MUNI, dirty parks
and'closed schools, and all the taxes you boys NEVER
pay:

And if there’s anything that tu-es us more than the
abuses which your crony Dianne Feinstein subjects us
to, it’s the enormous windfall profits that corporations
are making these days, like the millions of dollars you
saved from Prop 13.

PROP P BLUES

2

4'm terribly sorry sir, but in the process of cutting out programs
for the poor we inadvertently cut out & program for the rich.’

01d Tricks From Old Dogs

You say that Proposition P means a tax increase for
everyone. That’s the same old phony baloney scare
tactics you used with Mayor Moscone’s attempt to
raise business taxes, Prop K. The same old threats and
" scare tactics you drag out year after year. Sorry again —
Proposition P means a decrease in the people’s taxes
and an increase in yours. You tried that illogic once
glready by telling us that Prop 13 would be good for
us—and look who came out on top: Big Business. Well,
this time we know who’s to benefit and who's to lose.
This time it’s our ball game.

Having failed with every other lie, you're left with
the Big Ones: that it’s really the small business people

who will mffer under Proposmon P, that Proposmon P
means prices will go up, and that it means businesses
will pick up md leave town Well, three strikes and
'you're out.

You might like to believe that .a small business
is a thing of the past—and you might even be doing
everything you can to make it true, But why do you
see 30 many “Yes on P” signs in small stores around
town? Because 78% of all businesses in the city would
be exempt from Proposition P, because they’re small.
That’s 90% of the auto repair shops, 88% of the hard-
ware stores, 90% of the grocery stores, 80% of the
drug stores, 94% of the dry cleaners, and 92% of
the beauty shops. And we can document it.

- Higher Prices?

And you might like to believe you can blame
higher prices on our struggle for better services. But

"you'll have a tough time with it, because we see prices

going up and up and up every day no matter how you
pay (or don’t pay) your taxes. You might think we’re
too dumb to read the price on the gas pump. You
might also think we’re too stupid to notice that our
prices don’t go down when your taxes do. Your taxes
have been falling for 13 years, while prices have gone
sky high. So you really can't threaten to punish
us with what you do every day, taxes or no taxes. Well,
you should think twice, is what you should think!

Drive Businesses Qut?

You should also realize that we have too.much at
stake here to be pushed around by your arrogant scare
tactics. The same goes for your threat that businesses -
will leave town. We've done our homework on that one
too, and we know that taxes are not the major reason

e why you choose to locate or relocate. Does looking
- for cheaper labor sound like 2 more familiar reason? It

does to us. Do you really think we believe you’'re going
to dig up the Transamerica building and ghip it to
Brazil?

Being as how we are not fools, however, we did feel
it important to add a little incentive to Proposition P
to encourage you to stick around town: namely that it
will cost’ you 20% of any payroll reduction over
$100,000 as an extra tax to the city.

Phooey On You

Big lies may work once, like they worked in your
deceitful campaign last year against Prop K. But they
don’t work twice. So we look forward to debating you
again, Mr. Chamber of Commerce. Any time, any
place. The “people’s front” group against the “corpora-
tions’ front™ group. Because ultimately it’s the people

who have the last word.:



umx >..o Exempt

| A>: m:oc:_,ma_:u <<oa to Small Business 1@02@

. We t_-o support Proposition P know the
position small business people find yourselves in
these days. You're squeezed hard by the giant
monopoly corporations, and by the banks with

" | their rising interest rates. The tax laws are

written .o ..SSn the Em ooaon.:oa at your
: .ox.x..ss.

- We _Soi these 55««. and that's why Prop-
ol:o: P, the Initiative to Tax the Corporations,
1is -5_& at Big Business, at the downtown
corporations who run this town and who don’t
pay their fair share of taxes, They're the 6nes
—8.358.

Tovo&:o: P uvoSmow_E exempts from any

increased taxes any business with fewer than 6

employees and less than $500,000 in gross
_receipts. Using data from the Tax Collector’s

office and business sources, we've calculated.

.that 78% of all San Francisco businesses would
be exempt: 90% of the auto repair shops, 88%
of the hardware stores, 90% of the grocery
stores, 8C% of the drug stores, 94% of the dry

cleaners, and 92% of the beauty shops.

These are the facts of Proposition P. If the

Chamber of Commerce tries to tell you other-.

wise, don’t believe them; they have to be distort-
ing or falsifying information. All they want is to

defeat us, so 9o< can keep _mcmE:u all the way
to the bank at your and our expense.

- To the middle-sized businesses, we want you
to know that we are completely in support of

“a graduated tax structure for businesses that

are covered by Proposition P, if it passes. You
should pay less than the giant monopolies.
If Proposition P passes, we will work hard to
see that the Board of Supervisors provides that
such a graduated tax structure is set up. .

We urge you as to:..rotoﬁ... to watch out

for the Chamber of Commerce who will work |-

to shift the tax burden off of the big corporations
and onto you. This we will work to prevent.

Documeniation for the Small Business Exemption

We figured out how many businesses would be exempt under
Proposition P by :E-g%g&g
and the Tax Collector’s records.

First, wo used Contacts Influential o tell us the .=E.e8 of
buginesses in San Francisco with one to five employees (23,175
businesses). From that we subtracted the businesses that are
exempt from taxes —banks, insurance companies, etc. —a total of
399 businesses. Since we knew that smali hotels and spartments
were not inciuded in this calculation, we used the Tax Collector’s
dats to ostimate that there were 8,451 small hotel and apartment
businesses in the city. This came to a total of 24,065 businesses
with less than 6 employees out of a total number of 30,670
businesscs. That mecans 78% of all San Francisco businesses
would be cxempt under Proposition P, According to Tax Collector
data, over 80% of all San Francisco businessos have gross receipts
under $500,000, and thereby are exempt.,

Chamber Cries Wolf
Runaways -

An Empty .__.zqmm.n.

mmN Oo<<3~o<<: wo<m

Prop P is no _.EEEG matter. On the other -
hand, the “‘argument™ against Prop P, in the
Voter's Handbook, is a real knee-slapper.
According to the Chamber of Commerce;
“Proposition P attempts to repeal parts of the
United States Constitution, to amend the
California OOB:Ech 'to revise several state
laws, and to Sca out parts of the City Charter.
And while it’s ripping wv»n our legal a;sa.

- Proposition P will also raise taxes.”

This so-called “argument” raises a number of
questjons: 1) Does the Gm Constitution guaran-
tee miniscule taxes on huge corporations?
2) Does the California Constitution prohibit
decent human services for working people? 3)
Does the City Charter require unemployment

 and shut-down schools? Indeed 9& ao. oFE.u

the Chamber on Commerce. -

Now, the real question z:.«.» raised, So
question behind these questions, is: Has the
Chamber of 95:.28 Evv& its 8:896 g
8_.5

Not only do the Menacing Merchants of
Montgomery Street threaten to pack their bags
and charge us $10 for a slice of grapefruit, they
want us to believe that a vote for Prop P is a
vote to secede from the United States, California
and San Francisco.

Whereas some may think that’s not a bad
idea, we have to admit, Prop P won’t make it
happen. What will happen? You guessed it. Big
Business will have to pay its fair share of taxes.

Now clearly no one is about to believe the
Chamber’s paranoid drivel. We think the real
message the Chamber wants to get across is:
“You can’t win. Even if you pass P, we'll tie
it up for vears with hattalinne ~f ¢henn i oo



Fed Up With _um_zmﬂm_:u Can’t Stand _AOE%

<qu _”Oz _u><=u mﬂO.:

'RWO/GRA

 Since the g&o... we have been com-
mitted to finding a real altermative to the

reign of Feinstein/Kopp. We searched for -

months, interviewing candidates at length.
Finally, we think, and we are happy to say,
that yes, there is a choice for Mayor in _30
That choice is David Scott.

" The vooEo of San Francisco have a long,.

rich, progressive tradition. Four years ago we
voted for George Moscone, as an expression of
our progressive hopes. Can it be that now we
are stuck with Feinstein or Kopp?

We want to say that neither of those two
green-backed frauds are acceptable. We won’t
take either one of them lying down. As far as
we're concemned, a contest between Kopp and
Feinstein is no contest at ail. It’s a bitter defeat
for the majority of working class vooaa in San
Francisco.

David Scott is a good man. He’s not just a8

nice guy, or the best of a bad bunch. We think
he’s for real. We think the stands he is taking
are for real. We think he should be elected
Mayor.

On the key propositions of this year, Scott
has come out for taxing the corporations (Yes
on Prop P), 8_.: control (Yes on Prop R) and a
limitation on highrises (Yes on Prop O).
Although we disagree with his position on Prop
O, we think these stands, pius his proposals to
make the police more responsive to the neigh-
eonroo%. do establish his credentials and
his concern for the. majority of people in this
city, not just the corporate interests. .

4
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Scott has made the issue of full city services
central to his campaign. Feinstein talks about

. maintaining essential services while draining

the money necessary to provide those services.

- Kopp doesn’t even pretend. On the other hand,
» Scott supports Prop P. If you're going to stand

behind full city services, then the money has to
come from somewhere. And that somewhere
has to be the big undertaxed corporations who

have been getting a free ride in this city for too -

long. We think Scott’s support for P is real, not
rhetoric. He understands the problem and i:&
must ‘be done to solve it. In addition, he
opposes the contracting out of city services to
private. corporations. This scheme, supported
by Feinstein/Kopp, leads to the further enrich-
ment of the big corporations while ruining the

services that ao exist and n»ﬁﬂi gnn
unemployment.

Scott has made clear his concern for women
and his commitment to stand up for women's
rights. He pledges to redress the totaf imbalance
that exists in city management where “S$S of
56 department heads are men.” He will ajso
establish a needed office in the District Attor- .
ney’s office to respond to victims of rape and .
sexual abuse. He has announced his support for
the ERA boycott, a measure Kopp opposesand ' .
Feinstein could only get behind for 45 days.

His record on the Board of Permit Appeals -
supports his statements. He consistently fought .
for and took positions in favor of the elderly
and disadvantaged who are being steamrollered
out of the city. He also fought to maintain
neighborhood heasith centers, too many of
which are being slashed by Proposition 13,

Finally, Scott has not succumbed to the
demagogic appeal of Proposition 4 on this

_year’s ballot. Like its predecessor, Prop 13,

Prop ‘4 will hurt those of us who can jeast
afford to lose anything. _
As we said, David woozswmoou:_»: We
want to get votes for the guy because we think
he’s our best candidate for Mayor. A vote for -
Scott is a vote for humane government in San
Francisco. For every vote is, as Scott says,
a message to City Hall. It's a message to the
Dianne Feinsteins and Quentin Kopps that we,

do not want Big Business running our affairs.

~ At this point, David Scott is a long shot. But
the election is far from over. He’s a long shot,
_u_..n he’s our caa &Sn Vote for David Scott!
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Everyone knows that the big corporations try .
to do anything they can to increase their profits, .

to ‘get richer ‘at our expense. Sometimes that

means laying people off, sometimes it means -

trying to stop us from unionizing, sometimes
it means raising prices, sometimes it means
picking up and going somewhere else to operate.

,_>=a.8.=on.§o.m :. Eowuwao:ﬁw:om Snﬁ
things. That's the way corporations operate. Bu

will Proposition P make the corporations leave -

mﬁ. m.~§o§8.~ in no:; SSwS.gauoau
why, ,

First of all, the corporations have deliberately
made San Francisco into a regional and world

corporate headquarters. Are the Bank of America, .

Southern Pacific and Standard Oil going to pick

ap and move their giant buildings, which cost -
hundreds of millions of dollars to build in the.

first place? Are they going to dig them out of
the ground, put them on a truck, and move
them SBoiroa clse? No.

Secondly, ‘the corporations’ customers are
dere. PG&E, Pacific Telephone and the banks
srovide their services to the other corporations
1ere and to everyone who lives in San Francisco.
:8< can't go somewhere else EE still do
usiness here. -

Thirdly, in past years when business taxes
1ave increased, the corporations didn’t leave. In

Ak gPRA ST
-

fact, the number of businesses paying over $500
in business taxes actually increased in San

Francisco between 1974 and 1976, while the
payroll-expense tax was increased in 1975,

Finally, studies show that m.nﬁo_,m such as’

finding cheaper labor are the more important
reasons why businesses move, not higher taxes.
A 1976 study by the >$oﬁmro= of Bay Area
Governments found no evidence to support the
idea that businesses leave because of local taxes.
A January 19279 Congressional study of 1,300
corporations in 10 cities showed that taxes are a
minor factor in businesses deciding whether to
relocate. . .

Even so, corporations will threaten us with
moving if we try to tax them more. Never mind
that what’s at stake is the quality of services and

"the quality of life in our community, Big Business
will hold that threat over our heads. That’s why

there's a clause in Proposition P which states
that when a business reduces its payroll by more
than $100,0G4 in any year, it must pay 20% of
that reduction as a tax to the city to compensate
for the disruption of the community and our
lives and jobs. This money has to be used to heip

" the unemployed and their families.

Crying about “moving out of town” is like
crying “wolf™ on the part of the corporations—a
scare tactic to try to keep us from fighting for
better services, more jobs and a fair tax system.

“You can’t win. Even if you pass P, we'll tie
it up ».o_. years with battalions of 93?@88
lawyers.”

What the Chamber also knows, but aoom.:
want anybody else to know, is that ?ocoﬁﬂoa
Pis based on Home Rule.

Home Rule is found in Article XI, Section §
of the California Constitution. According to one
California official, it provides cities the authority
to serve the interests of local residents. More
specifically, it provides that a chartered ciiy -
{San Francisco) can impose taxes to raise
needed revenue. The ‘“‘special tax™ provision
of Proposition 13 does not apply to chartered
cities. A 2/3 majority is not necessary to pass
Prop P. The limitations as to the type of tax
cities can impose will not hamper the Board of
mccau in implementing Prop P. All they have to
do is increase the rates of already existing

"busginess taxes.

The little men in Ea white coats will soon be
coming to get the Chamber of Commerce as the
election draws near. More and more people are
hearing of Prop P and liking what they hear.

Meanwhile, the Chamber of Commerce wil}
be scurrying hither and thither, screaniing
wildly to anyone in earshot that Disaster i
about to befall us! Apocalypse is right around
the comer! San Francisco S: turn into a Pillar
of Saitll

Now, 8: us fellow voters, ain’t it nice. Just
one time, ain’t it nice to see them sweat,

pees Enidorsements for Prop P

~ Inner Sunset ﬂeﬂﬂg Store ¢ Haight Community Food Store * Black Leadership Forum o mS.—?
| wall Democratic Club e Harvey Milk Gay Democratic Club ¢ Council of Democratic Clubs o Northwest
Bernal Block Club ¢ People Against Nuclear Power ¢ District One Political Action ¢ Democratic
Renters’ Alliance ¢ Greater Mission Democratic Club ¢ San Francisco
e Hospital and Institutional Workers No. 250, SEIU ¢ Hotel and Restaurant
Employees and Bartenders Local 2 o Civil Service Association Local 400, SEiCU o Internationa! Associa-
tion of Machinists No. 68 ¢ Retsil Clerks No. 1100 o Transport Workers Local 250A ¢ Candidates for
‘Mayor: Cesar Ascarrunz, Joe Hughes, David Scoit e Candidates for Supesvisor, District S: Harry Britt, Kay
g:—aﬁ Steve Perkina, Dennis Peron, Joel Venivesca, Howard Wallace * Candidates for Supervisor, District
7: Enola Maxwell, Victor Medearis ¢ Candidate for Supervisor, District 9: Earl Gilman ¢ Candidate for
. Bupesvisor, District 15: Eric Moncur ¢ Rev. William W. Young, Associate, Most Holy Redeemer Church »
Gene Coleman ¢ Sam Jordan « Dr. Hope Corey ¢ Kirsten Lucid, Public Health Educator & Pauicia
Helton, President, Bernal Heights Association © Rev. Jim Heinemeier, Pz ior, Bayview Lutheran Church
Rev. José Luis Lana, Pastor, Ls Iglesis del Buen Samaritano © Chinese Ar: vican Democratic Clud

~ League of San Francisco ¢
Ceatral Labor Council

. ..<o~==8n_. To Help Pass Prop P!

=. you can post a w..oc P sign at ran.
call 821-3055
or drop by our office:

Grass Roots Alliance
3229 Mission St.
San ¥Francisco
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” Proposition 4 is the most dangerous item on
the state ballot this year—and if passed, it will
be an utter disaster for San Francisco. This
measure would place a limit on state and local
government spending and would actually
prohibit state -and local governments from
providing an adequate level of public services.
Even if the funds to maintain such a level were
raised by a city or county that wanted to

- improve services, Prop 4 would prohibit funds in
excess of its arbitrary limit from being spent!

Who's behind Prop 4 and what do they want?
Let’s be clear. Even if it is being peddled to the
public by supposed “liberals” like Leo McCarthy,

Prop 4 is really a creature of right-winger Reagan -

- and like-minded neanderthals. The idea of &
spending limit was first proposed to Californians
‘by Reagan while he was Governor in 1973 (and
decigively defeated by voters). So it’s no surprise
that Prop 4's main author was one of Reagan’s
advisers, and that he was assisted by a host of

other reactionary “experts.” Paul Ganm, the -
chief sponsor (whom we already know from .

Prop 13), is a salesman and public relations
type—which explains how he can try to use the
-.o__ca-_ process to sell us the Big Lie,

And if anyone 955..53 4 is a “‘grassroots’
proposition, check out the list of campaign
contributors—which includes the California

Chamber

of Commerce, Southern Pacific,
Standard Oil of California, Wells Fargo, and
the Bank of America. No way amy campaign
raising hundreds of thousands of dollars from

~ that collection of corporate interests 5 going

to be “grassroots.”

And now they're trying to raise over a million
dollars to con the people of California into
believing that Prop 4 would benefit the majority
by reducing taxes. The right-wing hucksters
never mention that this amounts to slashing-—-in
some cases eliminating—the services most people
need and have come to depend on.

It’s the same number they pulled with Prop
13. Remember Howard Jarvis up there holding
out visions of tax savings to small homeowners
and John Q. Citizen? And what did we really

" get? We got huge savings for the big downtown
- corporations—and no savings for most of us.

And we got disastrous service cutbacks from

Prop 13. This fall we have all our public schools
closed or staffed by scabs, because thie Board of
Education is going along with the Prop 13

budget cuts and layoffs. Thanks to Prop 13,

even without Prop 4, there is a projected budget

~ deficit of up to $170 million for San Francisco .
for next year. We have serious threats of a
. fourday week for city employees, including’

police, fire, and hospital workers. We have

massive cutbacks in mental health programs and
possibly thousands of layoffs of city employees.

Prop 4 is particularly disastrous for San
Francisco. It provides that budget increases be
limited to the rate of inflation and the rate of
population growth; since San Francisco’s popula-
tion is declining, it would- suffer the most.
In addition, Prop 4 attacks our rights to home
rule as a chartered city; it takes decisions about
the budget out of our hands and puts them into
the hands of fat-cat politicians in Sacramento.

But—surprise—while Prop 4 is bad news for
the working people of San Francisco, it’s just
more gocdies for the biggest corporations.
One provision exempts the proceeds of bond
sales from the spending limit, and another
guarantees repayment to banks and bondholders.
This not only helps the banks, but also keeps the
door open for more ripoffs like Yerba wca.i
which are financed by eoua..]

Prop 4 is an all-out attack on our S_ioou .:E
standard of living. We cannot afford to ignore it.
That’s why we have to show the right wing and
corporate backers of Prop 4 that we’re not the
suckers or fools they think we are. That's
why —especially in San Francisco—we have to
get out on Noverhber 6 and VOTE NO ON
PROP 4, at the same an that w¢ VOTE YES
ON _.wOw P.

WE NEED MORE
MORE
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Prop 4—Back 10 the Stone Age
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Paid for by the Committee to Tax the Corporations
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“The present law is inadequate. lts weaknesses have resulted

in increased evictions and artificially inflated rents. it does
nothing to increase the supply of housing. All this makes it nearly
impossible to find affordable housing in San Francisco. We need

sition R.
Propo —~Commissioner Anne Kronenberg

Rent Arbitration Board

48. E.% R is fair, effective Rent 9&3_

Prop R means renters will no longer have to fear uncontrolied rent hikes. Proposition R aliows rent
Increases only to cover actual increases in landlords’ costs, while assuring property owners a fair
profit.

It a landlord wantis a larger increase, he or she must first apply to a Rental Housing Board elected
by and responsible 1o the peopie of their District. Both iandiords and tenants may appeal decisions.
These conirols apply to the apartment, not just a fenant's stay in the apartment. Unlike the decep-
tive current law, Prop. R means rents can't be raised on an apariment just because a tenant
moves out.

4&. E.% R gives renters Hoasing m8§

Proposition R will eliminate 0.0502 evictions. At last, tenants will have an effective Bill of Rights
that limits evictions to “just causes,”’ such as non-payment of rent, disorderly conduct, damage to

300% wp 2% property, or the landlord's wish to live permanently in the aparnment.
snce 78 Under present law, evictions are actually encouraged because landlords can then raise the
rent as high as they want. Proposition R closes this legal lcophole and protects tenants from
200% iandiord abuse. Prop R will require landlords o pay the moving costs for tenants when the reason
for eviction is not the tenant’s fault.

100%
: i 1979



Yes. Prop R stops Housing Speculators.

Housing Costs
Proposition R will not allow speculators to pass on infiated sales prices and financing costs to 400% Housin
tenants in the form of higher rents. Prop R calis for further measures against speculators who buy
and resell rental housing solely to drive up prices and make windfail profits. 00%
Proposition R also limits the conversion of rental housing into condominiums to buildings where
80% or more of the tenants agree to buy their apartment, and limits *‘condo conversion' to 200% ' oo
700 units a year. No one can be evicted just because a landlord wanits 1o sell their apariment as 100%
a condominium. 1969 1979

Yes. Prop R means more and better Nelghborhood

Housing.,

New Construction
5000

3000

1978

Proposition R will shift existing funds into the buliding of homes and apartments at prices people
can afford. Prop R will give people decisions over what housing is to be buiit in their own
neighborhoods, rather than leuving it up to real estate interests or {o large developers.

Proposition R directs the City fo provide homeowners with iow interest loans for home purchase or
improvement, and profects homeowners from unreasonabie permit inspection procedures. It
allows homeowners 1o build “in-law" aparntments, with neighborhood approval, and insures the
accessibility needs of the elderly and disabled.

Yes. Prop R isan Affordable Housing plan that

VR'O”I PPvR

Proposition R is a clear answer to San Francisco's housing crunch. it will replace the confusing,

Avaiiable Housing

temporary current law that was written by downtown interests and the big real estate lobby — the e

very people who created the housing mess in the first place.

Proposition R is @ comprehensive plan put together by over 50 community groups, including 5%

those hurt most by the housing crisis: seniors, families, minorities and the disabled. it will stabilize o0 2.35%

rents, build new housing and assure San Francisco’s neighborhoods control over their housing
future.
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Yes on R.
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0 hostacoffee inmyhome.

S O putasign in my window.

3 helpin the oftice.

i distribute literature. in my neighborhood.
C help get out the vote.
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Take the initiative.

it will also

This ordinance will:

COI’itroI rents at affordable levels while still guaranteeing land-
lords a fair and reasonable return on their investment. Owner
occupied buildings with less than four units will be exempt from
rent controls.

Protect tenants in controlled units from arbitrary evictions.
Limit condominium conversion by requiring that ap-

proval for such conversions not be given unless at least 80%
of the present tenants intend to purchase their units.

Discourage housing speculation

AID HOMEOWNERS by speeding up the building
permit process, allowing construction of
'in-law' apartments if approved by the sur-
rounding neighborhood, protect homeowners
against unreasonable code inspections on
repairs and improvements.

CREATE A RENTAL HOUSING BOARD, elected by
Supervisorial District, to administer the
ordinance. The Board will pay for itself
through registration and adjudication fees.

MAKE AVAILABLE LOW INTEREST CITY LOANS to
permit low- and moderate-income people to
buy their own homes.

Register to vote

THE CAMPAIGN CAN USE YOUR HELP...

NAME

I will volunteer my time. Please contact me.
I can make a contribution of § . Make
checks payable to SFAH Campaign.

ADDRESS PHONE

Clip out and mail to:

San Franciscans for Affordable Housmg

12 Valencia Street ¢ San Francisco 94103 * 864-6413



The choice is clear!

THEIR LAW, written by the real estate lobby

PROPOSITION "R'" written by City residents

Landlords are free to raise rents as high
as they want. Burden to challenge increase
falls totally on the tenant. Provides an

‘automatic 7-19% rent increase over and above

increases to cover certified improvements.
No tenant appeal of these rent increases.

Allows rent increases only to cover docu-
mented increases in landlord's costs or to
allow a landlord a fair rate of return.

For increases above the rental component of
the Consumer Price Index (currently 5.3%)

the landlord must first get permission from
the Rental Housing Board. Tenant may appeal
the Board's decision. Exempts owner-occupied
buildings with three or less units.

4/ /‘Z)

3| At-large Rent Board appointed by the mayor. Rental Housing Board is elected by the

) people with one representative from each

72 supervisorial district.
L
mw -~ Will cost taxpayers at least $85,000 to Will not cost the City additional tax dollars.
~ > 1 $180,000 a year, according to Board of will be completely financed by small (maximum
P—R Supervisors estimate. $5) registration fee on controlled units,
v) plus small fee for appeals. .
2 c Provides vacancy decontrol. Landlords may No vacancy decontrol. Controls apply to the
o ¥ raise rents as high as they want for a new apartment, not to a specific tenant. The
> % tenant. This increased rent becomes the landlord cannot raise the rent solely be-

new base rent for automatic yearly increases. cause the tenant moves out

g

Provides 'just cause' evictions, but vacancy
de-control actually encourages evictions.

No penalties for Iandlords' abuse of 'just
cause'. No compensation to tenants evicted
for reasons not their fault. Condominium
conversion is a 'just cause' for eviction.

Landlord can evict only for 'just cause'.
Penalties for landlords who intentionally
abuse 'just cause'. Compensates tenants
moving expenses when a 'just cause' eviction
is not their fault. Conversion of rentals
to condominiums is not 'just cause'.

Speculative costs and inflated selling
prices may be passed on to new tenants.

Curbs housing speculation with protections
from rent raises based on unreasonable fin-
ancing costs on any building sold at
inflated prices.

Automatically expires in October, 1980

Expires when housing crisis abates, by
popular vote. '

San Franciscans for Affordable Housing -

12 Valencia Street * San Francisce QAT02 ¢ R64.6412
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To the Political Committee
Dear Comrades:

I want to call your attention to a question that arose at the
meeting of the Brooklyn branch on Surday, August 26. It concerns
a violation of our security policy on illegal drugs. I will not
go into details about the facts of the case, which are straight-
forward and about which there is no dispute. A comrade was involved
in a serious indiscretion, which might have led to a frame-up on
major drug-related charges, though nothing of the sort occurred in
this specific case. At the meeting a motion was passed, with one
dissenting vote, to £cept the resignation of this comrade.

Mine was the dissenting vote. It was based on the fact that
the Information presented at the meeting did not warrant the action
proposed. 1 remain convinced that a serious error has been made.
There can, of course, be no question that the action of the branch
and local leadership in requesting this comrade's resignation, and
that of the branch membership in accepting it, are within the
legitimate bounds of sanctions which can be applied in such a case.
A question can and should arise, however, concerning the appropriate-
ness and prudence of this action. I would request that an investi-
gation by the control commission be initiated which could culminate
in a recommendation on this point.

In motivating the proposal to accept this comrade's resigna-
tion, Mary Sears, the branch organizer, stated the following:
(1) that the action by the comrade took place as the result of a
simple lack of thought as to the meaning of our security policy,
or the possible consequences of her actions; (2) that when con-
fronted with an explanation of the dangers inherent in the
situation the comrade readily acknowledged that she had committed
a serious violation, and had had a narrow escape; (3) that in
accepting her resignation the branch was not severing relations
with her but would, on the contrary, attempt to work with her as
a sympathizer; and that we should not preclude her rejoining the
party in the future. These points have been reconfirmed in infor-
mal discussions I have had with the local and district organizers
on this matter., They seem to me in contradiction to the notion
that this comrade's membership is forfeited by her actions.

In arguing in favor of the motion to accept the resignation,
many branch members, including leading members, argued that if
we took our security policy seriously we had no choice but to
apply it identically in all cases, except perhaps in those cases
of the newest and most inexperienced provisional members. To do
anything less than ask for this comrade's resignation would mean
that we would, in effect, nullify that policy. 'This reasoning
seems to be the primary basis of the decision. The events were
described several times in the branch discussion as an unfortunte
incident that gave the party no choice.



-2m

This is an extremely and unnecessarily rigid attitude. It is
precisely the task of a political leadership and of the individual
branch to decide the appropriate action in each specific case
of misconduct by a member of the party. This is true whether the
violation of our norms has to 40 with our security policy on
illegal drugs, relations with other politicel groups, factional
activity, or anything else. Short of expulsion, asking for a
resignation is the most extreme penalty we can impose on a member.

As the 1977 report by the control commission states: "There
are no mandatory penalties for drug use by party members, but
the membership and leadership have an obligation to take whatever
steps the constitution provides, including expulsion if necessary,
to see that the party is not endangered by violations of the
policy." This clearly implies that it is in order to make dis-
tinctions between different cases based on the total circumstances.
In at least some situations lesser sanctions, from simple warnings
to formal censure, can and should be invoked.

The most compelling argument for the action taken by the branch
is the seriousness of the incident itself. It was a potentially
disastrous situation. But here, it seems to me, we can make a
distinction between a potential and an actual disaster. Had a
frame-up actually occurred we would, of course, have no choice but
to ask for the comrade's resignation. Such a measure would be
essential to protect the party. Given that the incident concluded
without any actual damage, however, it does not seem to me that
her separation from the party is compelled by the nature of the
violation per se. The subjective factors involved must be taken
into consideration.

The other main argument is that this violation represented an
extremely light-minded action by the comrade in question. This
is also certainly true. But isn't it relevant to ask: Was this
light-mindedness a reflection of an unserious attitude toward
the party and our drug policy? Or was it a result of a lack of
thought about that policy and what it means in practical applica-
tion? If the latter is true, and I think there is general agree-
ment that it is, doesn't this reflect the kind of problem which
can best be solved by giving this comrade a thorough education on
our security policy and using the incident to further the under-
standigg of every party member? Does it really require a resig-
nation?

If we take an analogously serious violation of our norms, not
concerning illegal drugs, I think this point will be clear. Suppose
a comrade, through lack of experience and forethought, spoke at a
public forum of the Workers' League, without consulting the party.
This would probably result in more actual«hmage than the drug-
related incident we are discussing. Wouldn't it make a difference
to us whether this individual, when confronted with her or his ac-
tion, saw that it was mistaken or tried to justify it? If we
concluded that this action had been a simple mistake--although a
serious one--from which the comrade would probably learn, would
we require that individual's removal from the party?



\ -3-

To sgy that any and all violations of our ¢ =curity policy
require the expulsion or resignation of the comrade regardless of
other factors is to elevate this particular policy above all
other questions of party discipline and will, in my opinion,
establish a dangerous precedent, alien to the concepts ad require-
ments of our movement.

If this violation of our drug policy had been the culmination
of a series of Lght-minded actions by this comrade, which would
reveal an unserious attitude toward the party or toward politics.
in general, then her resignation or expulsion would indeed be
called for. But this argument was not presented to the branch. It
is, in fact, inconsistent with the idea put forward that we should
attempt to work with her as a sympathizer, and that her eventual
reintegration is a possibility. If she were so irremediably light-
minded that her separation from the party were required, then her
functioning even as a sympathizer could seriously jeopardize
our organization.

All of these factors argue against taking the most extreme
possible measures in this case. The incident d4id not result in
any serious consequences; the individual involved was éxtremely
thoughtless but not, by all accounts, consciously flaunting the
party or our security policy; and this person, who was relatively
new to the party, will certainly learn from the experience.

Under the circumstances, giving the comrade a good talking to,
with perhaps some formal reprimand if that were deemed necessary,
and making an educational point of the incident in her fraction
and in the local would serve all of tbe necessary functions of
reinforcing the seriousness of our policy, educating the member-
ship, and maintaining the integrity of our party.

There is another argument which has been raised with me
informally, though it was not part of the formal motivation in
the branch., I will discuss it briefly because it may be playing
a role in some comrades' thinking.

It has been stated that we should make an example in this
case because we have a general problem in the party of people
not taking our security policy seriously, or, alternatively,
because we have just reaffirmed and developed our stance on this
question and we must show that we mean business. This idea is
wrong, it seems to me, on several -counts. Fundamentally, it is
incorrect to make an example of an individual unless it is actually
called for by the specific circumstances. If there is, in fact,
the problem of a general lack of seriousness toward our drug
policy, then we should not be lacking in genuine examples, in which
the sternest measures would be appropriate. If there is no such
problem, then such an "example" is not called for.

A related idea is that we are ﬁﬁtting a new emphasis on this
policy, and increasing our vigilance. This fact means that we
must treat the case in question accordingly. But if we are



actual.y inereacing our emphasis, we must see that first and
foremo: ! s a wolical process, and not as an administrative one.
It was bepun during the preconvention discussion, and continued
at Oberlin through discussions in the industrial fraction: m! a
report to the closed session. The comrade in question did not
attend the convention, and could not benefit from the discussion
in her fraction (the actual violation occurred while the convention
was taking place). No one in the party, except the delegater,
has as yet been able to benefit from the discussion around the
report to the closed session at the convention. Under the
circumstances, wouldn't this incident be better handled as a part
of this general process of political clarification, rather than
trying to solve it via a harsh administrative measure.

I think that a significant number of branch members voted as
they &d in this case because they explicitly believed that they
must enforce our security policy uniformly in all cases, and that
they could not make distinctions. As I have pointed out, this
idea is inconsistent with the 1977 report of the control commission,
and with our general norms. It is possible that a majority of the
branch would mt have voted for this comrade's separation from the
party if they had realized that lesser actions were also consistent
with our organizational functioning. In any case, it is the
responsibility of those who support the branch's action to prove
that this comrale either showed such an extreme degree of light-
mindedness and irresponsibility, or else caused such damage to the
party, that no other step than her separation from the organization
would be sufficient.

Questions of membership in the revolutionary party are among
the most important that any branch is faced with. If this action
by the branch is not corrected, it will result in miseducation
about our norms in enforcing discipline. It is for that reason,
as well as because of the merits of the specific case, that I feel
compelled to bring this matter to your attention.

Comradely,

BStoge Ploom

Steve Bloom

cc: New York local
Brooklyn Branch



14 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y. 10014
November 1, 1979

Steve Bloom
Brooklyn, N.Y,.

Dear Steve:

This is in response to your letter of September 15 requesting
that- the Political Committee convene the Control Commission in order

to investigate the actions of the Brooklyn branch in regard to Susan
Yaniez.

The Political Committee asked for the opinion of the New York City
Local Executive Committee on this matter. In response, we received a
letter from Sam Manuel, for the Local Executive Committee, stating in
part, "It is our opinion that the control commission should not be
convened to investigate this case. The facts in this case are clearly
established and no one disputes them, including Susan Yafiez."

We note that in your letter you also state that the facts of the
case "are straightforward and about which there is no dispute. A com-
rade was involved in a serious indiscretion, which might have led to
a frame-up on major drug-related charges...."

Thus, there seems to be agreement on the essential facts.

Second, we note that you do not charge that there has been a vio-
lation of either the party Constitution or of the norms of our movement
on disciplinary matters.

Therefore, neither on the basis of a dispute over the facts nor on
the basis of an accusation of undemocratic procedures is there any basis
for asking the Control Commission to look into this matter.

A third reason for convening the Control Commission would be if
there were ambiguity about the party security policy on illegal drugs.
This is what you seem to be arguing in your letter.

We do not agree that there is any ambiguity about our security
policy on illegal drugs. This policy has been clearly established by
several conventions. In 1977 the Control Commission was convened to
review our policy on illegal drugs and prepared a report that was
approved by the 1977 convention., Most recently the policy was reaffirmed
by the 1979 convention. (See Party Organizer, Vol. 3, No. 5, September
19743.) A written discussion on this policy took place in the discussion
bulletin before the convention. It was discussed in all the major union
fraction meetings held at the convention. And the delegates heard, dis-
cussed, and adopted unanimously a report on this policy. There is no
ambiguity about it.
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It is the opinion of the Political Committee that the
Brooklyn branch acted in accordance with party policy and
procedures and that our security policy on illegal drugs is
clear and straightforward.

Therefore we see no reason to convene the Control Com-
mission.

Comradely,

Toprerz

Doug Jenfjess
for the WPolitical Committee

cc: Sam Manuel, NYC organizer
Mary Sears, Brooklyn branch organizer



New York Local
Socialist Workers Party
108 E. 16th st 2nd f1l
New York, N.Y. 10003

September 29, 1979

SWP National Office
1l4 Charles Lane
New York, N.Y.
10014 ~—

To the Political Committee,

We received a copy of the letter from Steve Bloom requesting
that the control commission be convened to investigate the
action of the New York Local Executive Committee and the
Brooklyn branch in requesting and accepting the resignation of
Susan Yanez for violation of our security policy on illegal drugs.

It is our opinion that the control commission should not be
convened to investigate this case. The facts in this case are
clearly established and no one disputes them including Susan
Yanez.

Steve objects to a part of the explination brought into the
Brooklyn branch that stated "in accepting Susan's resignation
the branch would not sever all relations with Susan but would
on the contrary, attempt to work with her as a sympathizer.e.."

For the facts, it should be added that Karen Melville, the
local secretary, who sits in on local executive committee meetings
pointed out in the branch discussion that the question of the
Party's future relations with Susan were not before the branch
for a vote, but that it would be discussed and a proposal brought
to the branch at a later date. She made it clear that the branch
was only voting on accepting Suaan's resignation.

In our meeting with Susan we made it clear to her that if she
agreed to resigned there was no guarantee that she would be a
sympathizer of the Party, but that we would discuss what future
relations to have with her. The local executive committee has met
and decided to propose to the branches that based on Susan's act
of dislayalty in violating our security policy on the use of
illegal drugs that we should sever all formal relations with her
and not consider her a sympathizer of the Party. I met with Susan
and she agrees with this perspective.

Comradely,

Sewwr Yo

Sam Manuel NYC logal organizer
for the NYC LEC



