University of California, Hastings College of the Law

UC Hastings Scholarship Repository
Propositions

California Ballot Propositions and Initiatives

1966

VETERANS' TAX EXEMPTION FOR BLIND
VETERANS

Follow this and additional works at: http://repository.uchastings.edu/ca_ballot_props
Recommended Citation
VETERANS' TAX EXEMPTION FOR BLIND VETERANS California Proposition 9 (1966).
http://repository.uchastings.edu/ca_ballot_props/686

This Proposition is brought to you for free and open access by the California Ballot Propositions and Initiatives at UC Hastings Scholarship Repository.
It has been accepted for inclusion in Propositions by an authorized administrator of UC Hastings Scholarship Repository. For more information, please
contact marcusc@uchastings.edu.

the dedut>tion on an oecupancy formula. Under
these rules a company's deduction of its real property taxes depends on the ])ercenta~e of the building occupied hy it and its insurance affiliates. The
cll'duction is limited to the perc('nta~e of sueh oceupaney plus an expansion or growth allowance.
Thus, a company can claim th~ full deduction only,
if it occupies 75~;;' or more of its building. As oceupancy decreases, the deduction decreases.
This formula continues the spirit of the ori!!,iual
c1t'duction which h8' been bmeficial to California's
f'Conomy but mo(li!",s it to meet changin~ conc1itions 8Rd prevent serious libuse.
California's own companies with home offices are
p!'rmitted to keep the full ilednction until they
movt' into a new bnihlin!!'. at which time the~' beeon1e Rubject to the S'l1lW formula. Therefore. lon~
rangf'. all compllnies will be on the formula.
This lllight achanta~e ~iYen to California's 11011W
industry will brin~ Califol'l1ia into line with the
26 other states which giw their home companies
lOme form of tax advantage over out-of-state COTl1p8nit'1!. Some states eompletelJ- exempt their own
eompani!'s from premium tax.
!' purely tech!lic,,:l cl~ang-e ma(l: I:.,,' _th.': meflsgr;
brmgs th!' Con~tltutlOn lllt~) confOlll.' ,1:- "Ith.a 1. 6a.
~ct of the Legls!atul'e cleslln;ed to treat .reclproe.al
Insurers and theIr attol'lle~'s-~I~-fllct a~ a sn!gle umt,
rather than as separ~te entitles. ThIS ullltar.\- approll~h. follows ~he Federal law R);(! puts all domestt~ lIlRUrerS 111 the Sfl!ne tax poslt~on.
.
ThiS ftDlE'mlnwnt reeelwd. a IlllallllllOnS :'ote III
the Senate lit the 1.%6 Se",I~)Jl of t~e Leglslatlll'e
and only two negatn'e \'otes III the elghtJ' member
AlIRemblr. VOTE YES.
CIL\RLEfl EDWARD. CHAPEfl
Assemblyman, 46th Distriet
STEPIlE" P. 'rEAr~E
SeHalor, 26th Distril't

Ia The
first defect is that it gives a ta:t break to
small group of insuranee companies by e:ttending the provisi ... ns of the principal office deduction to attorneys-in-fact. In thl' next session, the
Legislature will be faCi!d with the necessity of
making substantial changes in the state tax struetUre. If we are to start giving tax reductions, we
should start by reducin!!, taxes of the property
owners of this state, rather thall a small group
of iusurance companies.
The second defect of this measure is that it sets
up a !!,I'ossly discriminatory system of taxation in
our state constitution. Out-of-state companies are
to have. in effect, a hi!!,her net insurance tax rate
than in-state companies, with the sallle tJPe of
principal office ill California.
"'e shonld not '1St' the power of gOYel'nlllcnt to
~i\'t' one firm a competitive a(lYantage over any
other. The end result of this will be a lesscnin)! of
competition which will ul1imatdy work to the dis.
advtlnta!!,e of the consumer. It is also setting a
\'Cry bad precedent which cou],] lead into a ;;",tem
of favoritism for certain firllls through the {Ise of
the power of government.
Perhaps the most objedionable aspect to this
whole procedure is that it is being· s()ld to the
people as a tightening up of an existing- loophole.
It is granted that this does rr,lnce the prillcipal
offi,'" dednd ion for out-of-state insurance tirmshill "01 ('alifornia firms. This is \\hat "auses the
objretionable dis':riminatioll. However, \rhile (.losillg this loophole it O]IPns another hy indnding the
att"rllHs-ill-fat't in the definition of insll)'('r. It is
"en- qi;pS1.iOllahle wlH'tlwr there will be allv reYenue
ad\:allta~e to the state by passag-e of this' measure.
At :1":-- rate, two (lefects ,yhieh are cited above
ShOlll,1 be ~()mpelJin!!, reasons to defeat this
measlll·('. T am ('onfi,lent that the Legislature .'an
work ont a better solntion to this problem than
the one proposed.

I

i

Argument Aga.inst Proposition No.8
This proposed constitutional amendment has t\\'o
Dlajor d~fects and should be sonndl:-' rejected by
the voters.

I

K mClIARD lURXES. Member
.\sselllbl:-· COlllmittee on Nevenul'
and Taxation

VETERANS' TAX EXEMPTION FOR BLIND VETERANS. Legislative
'Constitutional Amendment. AnthoriZl's tax eX"mption on home of
,'eteran wl)Q by reason of a permanent and total service-connected
disability is blind. J~imits such exemption to *;;,000. Exemption shall
apply to 1965-1966 fiscal year.

9

YES
NO

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 34, Part II)
General Analysis by the Legislative Counsel lerans, nre now grantl'd a property tax exempt.ion
A «Y,e&" VO,tE on this measure is a vote to author. to the amonnt of $1,000, if the veteran does not own
he tl>e Legislature to exempt from local property property valued at $5,000 or more and the veteran's
taUII, not more than *5,000 of the value of II home sponse does not own property valued at $5,000 or
of-a blind veteran who is blind in both eyes by rea- more..
.
IQJl of a permanent and total service-connected disTh~s n~easure, If app~'oYc<1 by the voters, would
ability.
add SectlOll 1tb to Article XIII of the State Coli.
A "No" vote on this measure is a vote to deny stitution to authorize the Legislature to grant to a
the Legisiature authority to allow such an exemp- blind veteran who would otherwise qualify for the
tion.
$1,000 veteran's exemption, a property tax exemp·
~'or turtherdetails see below
tion on his home of an amount not to exceed $5,000.
This exemption would be in lieu of the $1,000 ex,
•
emption. The exemption would be available with·
Detailed Analysis by the Legisla.tive (lonnsel
out regard to the value of property owned by the
Under Section It of Article XIII of the Con- blind veteran or his spouse, but could not be apltitution, qualified vetera,ns, including blind vet· plied to more than one homf'.

..

The exemption would be limited to otherwise
lalified ""ierans wilo, hy reason of a permanent
,Id total service-conJ1eded disability incurred in
the military or naval service of the United States,
are blind in both eyes with visual acuity of 5/200 or
less.
'I'he measure would provide that a blind veteran
who seils or otherwise disposes of his home, may
ajlply the exemption to the next propert)· he
aC(luires ~nd habitually occnpies as his home. It also
permits retroactive application of the exemption for
the 1965-·66 fiscal year in the marner provided by
the Legislatnre.
Argument in Favor of Proposition No.9
'I'his amendment to the Constitution of C"lifol'llia would correct It glarillg ine-qnity whith has
exi,IPlI ill onr prorert~' tax laws eOllccrning servicerOllneded, toh,lly blind veterans.
For lIlany years we haye had 011 our statnte
books the provision that ve«'rans "'he are totally
disahled from sen-ice-conllected injunes; that is,
injuries they haye received as a result of service
in the armed forces of the 1Tnited Htates; of the

wheelchair variety, sneh as parapl,'gil's, etc., ~hall
receive a $5,000 property tax exemption 011 their
homes. Inadvertently there was not i""lnded ill
this group those people who received ill.juries while
seniJlg- in the armed fOl'(~es as a result of whi"h
they became totally blind. Gertainly a totally blill']'
war veteran is .inst as disabled as those who are
,~ollfilled to a wheelchair. This amendment wonld
ineludt' the blind veterans of Califol'llia who !w('ame blind I1S a result of seryi,'''' in til(> amw.!
forees of their countr~' in the same $",000 homl'.
exemption as that of the "other senice-colllledl',l,
totally disabled veterans. Eqnity amI justice wOllld
support the argument that the blind wtel':\l\ should
be put on the samp exemption basis as the otl ... r
totally disabled veterans.
'I'he Humber of persons affected by this is rela,
tively small-perhaps only forty or fifty ill thl'
whole f:;tate of California. but ill order to do .insti,:"
to those affected, this measure should be adoptt·.!.
EDWIN L. Z'BERG
Member, 9th Assembly D;strkt,
California State Legislat,,!'e

LOANS OF PUBLIC FUNDS, Lell'islative Constitutional Amendment, Authori"e" Legislature to provide by general law for the loaning of public fllnds without int('rest, or the payment of interest on loans made
by others, to finance the repair, restoration, or replac;enwnt of private
property damaged in area declared by Governor to b" ill a state of
disast<'r.

10

YES

NO

(For Full Text of Measure, See Page 34, Part II)
Jeneral Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
of pnblie fun(ls, ,vithont interest, or for the pn~'
A "Y('8" \'ote on this Inf'8S111'e is a yote to g-ive ment of interest on loans made by others, to fi·
the repair, restoration, or replacement 'll
lwnce
:h,' Lpf(i,lature specific authority to proyide, without ref(Rrd to constitutional limitations, for priYate property <lamag-ed or destroyed in any arl'a
int,'rest-free loans of public funds for the pnrpos(' or region declared b~' the Gonrnor to be in a state
of financing the repair, restoration, or replaeement of disaster, where the damage or destructioll is a
of priyate property damaged or destroyed ill an result of the condition ",hid, caus('d the GbYel'llor
area declared to be ill a RtMe of disaster by the to declare the area or region to be ill a state of
Governor. It would also permit the Legislatlire to disaster.
prodde for payment of interest OIl loans ma,le from
Argument in Favor of Proposition No. 10
priyate funds for that purpos('.
Proposition Xo. ]0 is a nonpartisan IlW,bllre
A "Xo" yote is a yote that the Leg-islaturl', ill
(,llaeting sueh measures, must Illeet existillg COli, \\'iJi"h Ilwrits the support of all CitlifiJrlli'lIls.
stitl1tionallimitations.
YOllr Y"s yot(' on Proposition Xo. 10 would 1"'\'·
For further details see below.
mit the -;:;-;;ttment of II'!!islation to enabl,,' priYat@!
businessl's and prh'ate indivi,luals who aI'" locat,'d
D.etaUed Analysis by the Legislative Counsel
in areasprOt·laime<l b)' the G""el'llOr to be ']i,asta
'I'he California Constitution now prohibits the areas to rebllil<l. r('pair or replae" private pro]"·,'t.,,
Legislature from makin~ an:-' .gift of public funds (kstro~'e,l br (·almllity either through the iHI'allS Ilf
or lending' or.pledgin!(, the cre(Tit·of the state, 01'(1) n(lJlinterest bparing loans made b~,tlll' ,tate or
Hllthorizingsuch gifts or tlte len£!ing- of the credit· (2) th~ ~tate providing' for th,' pllYIl1<'ntof all, Ot· a
oe the state; in fild of any· person Or organization. portion of thf' intel'est on private Joans IllIH1e for
'l'hese prohibitions 'do not appl~' where a statewide sueh purpos,'.
.
The st<lt,' "'onld thus b(' enllbled to' ,Id ill tl,e
.public purpose is. 8er'ved b~' the gift,.· loan, or
pledge. Thus, tl\~, validity of legislation authorizing sitnation where the wi(lespr"ad damage and .llethe lending OJ: ~h!!Jna~i,nz a. gift of P!lblic funds in strndion of private ))I'OIH'liy in HrcaH (.)1' regiolls
cOlluecti!ln with rhe,:,e.llai, o~ rep,lagell/ent of pri- which the Goven ..or ""dar('s to be UI a. state of
vate property. damjlge4. Qr..~estroyed in a disaster di,;aster resnlts in a retitle! iOIl of the tax ba,~ of
area, depends on' whether or'liot such leg-islation sneh areas or reg-ions' to SHeIl ,in exte"t that ,"mseneg a statewide public purpose,
cient revennps "annot b(' raised by state an.l 1,,,,.11
This measure, if approved by the voters, would pnblic agencies in snch areas or region" to ,·arr.\" OIL.
-~'l Hection 31d·to Article IV of the Constitution the ordinary functions of such ag"lIeies at a tillle
~ive the I.egislature express authority to enact wIlen they are in need of extraordinary rCYPlllles
. .leral laws, regardle'ss of existing constitutional to repair, restore, or refllace public property whi"h
limitations, to authorize or' provide for the lending has been dama~ed or destroyed.
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VETERANS' TAX EXEMPTION FOR BLIND VETERANS. Legislative
Constitutional Amendment. Allthol'i7.~s tax ~x~ll1ption on hotn~ of
"etnall who h~' reason of a ]wrmanl'nt and total 'NTi~~-('on'wd(-d
-di,ahilit~- is hlill(\. Limits ~neh ~xrlllption to *:;'000. Ex('mption shaH
apply to 1%;}-1966 O"'II! ~·par.

9

(This amC"nflmrnt proposen b~' Ass~mbI~' Con·
stitutional AlIIt'nnnH'nt Xo. 41. 196;) Regular Ses·
aion, <loes no! <'xpussly anwnd any ~xisting sp,,·
tion of th .. Constitution, hut adds a ne\\' seetion
thPrt'to; therefore, the -proyisions thereG! are
printed in BLACK.FACED TYPE to inllie-ate
tbey are NEW.)
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
ARTICLE XIII
Sec. ilb. The 't-egl:slature may exempt from
taxation, in whole or i~ part, the property, consti.
tuting a home, of every resident of this state who,
by reason of his military dr naval service, is quali.
fled for the exemption provided in subdivision (a)
of Section 1i of this article, without regard to any
limitation contained therein on the value of prop·
erty owned by such person or his spouse, and
who, by reason of a permanent and total service·

NO

connected disability incurred in such military
or naval seryice is blind in both eyes with visual
acuity of 5/200 or less; except that such exemption shall not extend to more than one home nor
exceed five thousand dollars ($5,000) for any person or for any person and his spouse. This exemption shall be in lieu of the exemption provided in
subdivision (a) of Section 1i of this article.
Where such blind person sells or otherwise disposes of such property and thereafter acquires,
with or without the assistance of the government
of ·the United States, any other property which
such totally disabled person occupies habitually
as a home, the exemption allowed pursuant to the
first paragraph of this section shall be allowed to
such other property.
This section shall apply to such property for
the 1965-1966 fiscal year in the manner provided
byhw.

LOANS OF PUBLIC FUNDS. Legislative Constitutional Amendment. AlI·
thori7.e~ Lel!i~lature to proyid~ by general law for th~ 10allill~ of pnh.
lie funds without interest, Or the payment of interest on loans ma,l"
b~' others, to finance the repair, restoration, or replaeement of pri"att'
propt'rt.y damal!Nl in area declared b~' Goyernor to be h It statl.' of
disaster.

10

~

YES

~-

(This a1l1t'ndmellt proposed by Senatl.' COJ1Stitu'j Legislature, by general law, to authorize or pro_
tional Amt'lldnwllt Xo. 8. 1%5 Rpgular Session. vide for the loaning of any public funds. Without.
does 1I0t expressl~' amend allY existing section of interest, or to authorize or provide for the pay,Iw Constitution. hut !l~lds a lie,,' section therpto; ment of interest or a portion of the interest on
therefort', thl.' pnh-,"itl,tls'-tfi,>r('of are printed in loans extended by others. to finance the repair,
BLACK·FACED TYPt' to iudicate that t1wy art' restoration, or replacement of private property
NEW.)
damaged or destroyed in any area or region which
,
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO
the Governor has declared to be in a state of disARTICLE IV
aster as a result of the condition which caused
Std. No provision of this Constitution shall be the Governor to declare such area or region to
construed as a limitation upon the power of the be in a state of disaster.
BOXING AND WRESTI.ING CONTESTS. Amendment of Initiative. Sub.
mitted by Legislature. l'royid", Lpl!i,]atul'e ma~' amend, re"ist'. or
snppi<.'nwnt boxill~ ant! \\'nstlin:? initiatiw lit! of XOYell1ber 4, 1924.

11

(This law

pl'opo'~n b~· A~st'mbl~·

Bill ::\0. Hi"

1'lG~ First Extra~rdi~I\~':-: ~ssion, IIm;nd,

th('1

boxlIIg and \\'restimg 1tltttatn-p aet of ::-':oyember
4, 1!'~4. b)' ~dding. Sf'dion 18608 to th" Bu~i~ess
and PrOf(·~slO'.'S CG~P; therefore
prOY]SIOIIS
!"p~pof ar~ pnnted III BLACK.FACED TYPE to
mdicate that tht'y art' NEW.)

th"

YES
NO

PROPOSED LAW
SE(·. 30. Rediol! . 18(;()8 is added to tl,p BI1~i
n,,~s IItHI 1'rof('"ioll<; Co(le, to read:
18608. The Legislature may amend, revise, or
supplement any part of that certain initiative act.
relating to boxing and wrestling, approved by
the electors on November 4. 1924, as embodied
in Chapter 2 (commencing with Section 18600) ot
DiviSion 8 of the BllsiBeIl9 and Professions Code.

