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Proposition 1D 

Election: November 7, 2006 : General (/libra[Y./elections/november-7-2006-general). 

Public Education Facilities 

Proposition 1D 

Proposition 1 D, the Education Facilities Bond, would permit 

the state to sell $10.4 billion of general obligation bonds for 

renovation and construction projects for K-12 school 

facilities and higher education facilities . The proposition 

would target different facilities projects including 

modernization of existing K-12 schools, construction of new 

facilities, retrofitting school facilities, new technical 

education facilities , and modernization and construction of 

charter schools. Funds will also be used to repair and 

modernize public college and university buildings. The cost 

to the state would be approximately $20.3 billion to pay off 

both the $10.4 billion principal and the interest on the 

bonds. This would amount to payments of about $680 

million per year. 

Background 

Background 

K-12 schools 

Official Results 
Yes votes: 4,754,868 [56.9%] 

No votes: 3,602,055 [43 .1 %] 

Funds for construction and renovation of California K-12 schools come from both state funds and school 

districts. Traditionally, school districts have paid around 60% of facilities construction and maintenance from 

property tax revenues and funds from developer fees . The state provides the other 40% of funds through 

revenues generated from bonds passed by voters. The state Allocation Board administers funds to school 

districts through the .$..~_h_c:ig_l __ _E._c:1_~_i_l_!~.Y ... f:.r.c:>:gr.c:1_r:r.,_ .{h.t!R:fi.~YY..YY.:.9.H.~C:::_._q_g~-----~-?..:.99.Y./§.F..P.r..c:>9.r.?. rn.~/§.F..P._M_? i.r.i.:.h.~_r:r.,J, 
which determines the eligibility of specific projects proposed by school districts. Qualifying school districts 

are then allocated funds to projects on a first-come, first-served basis. Funding amounts are provided per 

pupil. The School Facility Program was implemented by the passage of .. ~§r.<?Y.f: .9t§~.r:i.~ .§~h<:).<?1 _.f9c::iliti_§~ 

AQL.(h.~fR://www._leginfo.ca.gQYLJ;!ub/97-9_8/bill/sen/sb_0001-

Q050/sb 50 bill 19980827 c::h_9gf.§r.~g_. _ _R<:lf) (SB 50) in 1998 . 
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Over the past decade, California voters have approved $28.1 billion in state bonds for K-12 school facilities . 

School districts usually come up with their part of facilities funding by issuing general obligation bonds which 

local voters must approve. These bonds are traditionally repaid by property tax revenue. School districts 

have passed approximately $41 billion in school facility bonds over the past ten years. 

Higher education 

Funding for facilities of the 142 California community colleges, state colleges and the University of California 

system are provided through state bond funds. Funds are administered through theCa_lifornia .community: 

_9_<:>Jl_~.9.~ .. (hJtR../!.'t.✓- Y:✓- Y:✓- :.ggggq :.~.9..Y/1 system, g_9_I_i.f c:i_r._r.i_i9 .. _§_t_9_t_~_ .. l:!_r.i_iy~r~_i_~yJhtt.R.:f /'t.✓- .'t.✓-Y:✓- :.~9. l~tc:1J~.:.~9..YD. system and 
the Un.iversity of .Cal.ifornia(bllg://www.u.n.iversityofca.1.ifornia_.ed.u/} system independently. 

In addition, community college districts can sell voter approved general obligation bonds. The University of 

California system may also sell bonds to finance new research facilities. UC must pay back the bonds with 

revenue generated by research in the new facilities. California's higher education system also relies on 

grants and private gifts. Since 2000, state and local bonds have provided $13 billion in higher education 

funding. 

Proposition 1 D funding allocations 

Proposition 1 D began as ......... A.l?..J.?..? .. H~.9.i.r:i.f9..:.g9.:.9.9.Y.!.RY..q/Q.§.::-.9§!.l?..i.1_1!9.~.r.D/?..q_QJ .. 9.~.::: 
9.J .. §.9!?.t:>_1..?.:!.w~.i.lJ_?..QQ.~.9.!5..?..Q_g.~.?.Rt.~.r.~.9.:.R9.f1, a broad bill aimed at enacting changes relating to Budget 
Act of 2005. After being amended several times , Fabian Nunez (D-Los Angeles) introduced the AB 127 as a 

school facilities bill in 2006. The proposition was tied into negotiations related to a larger infrastructure 

development bond targeting education , flood protection and housing. The legislature eventually passed 

separate bills, including AB 127, each aimed at different parts of infrastructure development. It passed the 

legislature on 4 May 2006. 

Proposition D would enable the state to sell $10.4 billion in general obligation bonds for K-12 and higher 

education school facilities upgrades and construction. 

K-12 facilities 

Proposition 1 D would provide $7 .3 billion for K-12 school facilities improvements and would target 7 different 

types of projects: 

$3.3 billion would be spent on modernization of current school facilities . 40% of the project's cost would 

be paid by school districts with the state paying the other 60%. School districts who qualify for hardship 

funding could possibly pay less than 40%. 

$500 million would be spent on construction and modernization of charter school facilities . In this case, 

the school district would contribute 50% of the project's cost. 

$29 million in funds would go to joint-use projects. Joint-use projects are defined as facilities used for a 

joint purpose such as gymnasiums, libraries, and child care facilities. These facilities are located at a 

specific school but are used by a larger community then the school's population . Under Proposition 1 D, 

the school district and the joint-use partner would provide 50% of the project's cost with the state making 

up the other 50%. 
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$3.3 billion would be spent on the modernization of current school facilities . The school district would pay 

40% of the project's cost with the state paying the other 60%. School districts who qualify for hardship 

funding could possibly pay less than 40%. 

$1.9 billion would be spent on the building of new facilities. Up to $200 million of the funds would be 

available to retrofit school facilities that do not meet earthquake safety regulations. School districts would 

pay 50% of the project's cost with the state paying for the other 50%. School districts who qualify for 

hardship funding could possibly pay less than 50%. 

$1 billion would be spent on grants for overcrowded schools. School districts would be required to 

eliminate portable classrooms and construct permanent classrooms as replacements. School districts 

would pay 50% of the project's cost with the state paying for the other 50%. 

$100 million would be spent on grants to fund environment-friendly projects. Districts which design 

projects that use environmentally friendly materials and promote conservation of energy and other 

materials could be allocated these special funds. School districts would pay 50% of the project's cost with 

the state paying for the other 50%. 

$500 million would be spent on a new program designed to help students interested in technica l service 

jobs. Grants would allocated to high schools and local agencies which provide technical programs for 

their students. The grants would provide up to $3 million for new construction projects and $1.5 million for 

modernization and renovation projects. School districts would pay 50% of the project's cost with the state 

paying for the other 50%. 

Higher education 

$3.1 billion in funding for higher education would be allocated as follows for facilities construction and 

maintenance of California community colleges , California State Universities and the University of California 

system: 

$1.5 billion would go the community college system. 

$690 million to the California state university system. 

$890 million to the University of California system. 

The legislature and the governor would select all higher education projects that funds would go to . 

Arguments For and Against 

Proponents of Proposition 1 D say that California's schools are badly overcrowded and its facilities are badly 

in need of repair. They believe that Proposition 1 D will provide new classrooms, structural upgrades, and an 

infrastructure for development of future technical workers. They point to the fact that both governor 

Schwarzenegger and Democratic candidate for governor Phil Angelides have endorsed the proposition. 

Proponents say Proposition 1 D provides a broad first step in countering California school facilities problems. 

Education advocacy groups and some members of the business community make up the support base for 

Proposition 1 D. 

Opponents focus on the costs of Proposition 1 D. They believe that $10.4 billion in bond debt is unacceptable 

given California's economic state. They believe that the proposition is too profligate an approach, creating 

new programs without any basis for believing that they would work. Opponents also believe that some of the 

school construction projects proposed by Proposition 1 D are not essential programs. Many critics believe 
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that pay-as-you-go projects are preferable. Opponents of Proposition 1 D include members of the business 

community and conservative economists . 

Official Voter Information 

Voter .. lnformation ... Guide.(b.tlp..Jt{igarchive.sos.ca.gov/2006/general/} 

Includes title and summary, arguments for and against, and text of the initiative . 

...... .. Edu.catio.n ... Facil.ities .. Bond ... (b.tlR:I/Www .. lao.ca.gov/b.al.I.ot/2006/1.D_ 1.1._2.006.R.Qf) 

Analysis by California Legislative Analyst, 2006. 

lndivid.ual ... caml#!!gn .com.mittees.(b.llR:1/cal-access_.s.s.ca.gov/Camrmign/Measures/Deta.il.asgx:z. 

id=.1 .286827 &session=2005} 

Total ... contri.butions .. and ... Exgenditures (b.llg://d.bse.arch.ss_.ca.gov/B.all.otS.ea.rch .. asp--4). (select "Nov. 2006 

election" and "Prop. 1 D" in drop down boxes) 

Public Opinion 

1 
•••••• •• 6!:ill!y.4Dg the .. Vote.for .. Selected .. ProRositio.ns (b.llp://www.lati.mes_.co.m/med i.a/acrobat/2.006-

1.1./26326097. RQJ}, Los Angeles Times Exit Poll, Nov. 9, 2006 . 

........ .EKi1Ro11.: ... com_R.!.~.lli.J~o11 ... data(b.tlR://www.lati.mes_..com/med.ia/acrobat/2006-11 /26326083.RQf)., Los 

Angeles Times Exit Poll, Nov. 9, 2006. 

I ht~J~:~::sc:~~::;~ ~~e:i::::~;;~!~~~~l:;2 ~1;1e!/"~:~~,~~11~r::i:::: ~~~~·:,;o~~ and .. 1.E). 
{_R ..... .. ...................................... .. ... R ...................................................................................................... P~} 

......... PP.IC .. Statewid.e .. Survey: Cal.ifo_rni.ans.and .. the .. Future 

{b.tlg://www.Q~g/content/Qu.bs/su.rvey/S_ 1.0.06.MBS.R.Qf}, Public Policy Institute, October 2006 . 

......... PP.IC .. Statewid.e .. Survey: Cal.ifornians .. and .. the .. F.uture 

{b.tlg://www.Qp~g/content/gubs/su.rvey/S_906M.BS.RQf), Public Policy Institute, September 2006 . 

.......... PP.IC .. Statewide .. Survey: .Cal.ifo_rnians .. and .. the .. Future 

fb.~tR.:/!Y.Y.Y.Y.».'.:.RR.ic::.'..9..r._g/c::9..r:i.t.E?.Q1/R.Y.l?.§.f.~.Y..r.YE?Y./$_?.Q§.Mf?.$.:R9..f),, Public Policy Institute, August 2006 . 

...... Voters. are ... suRR.Q.I1io9 . four .. of .. the. five bo.n.d .QIQROSals. on .. the .. N.ovem ber .. ba.llot, .. although .. not .bY. 

overwhelm.ingJ.!lfilg~(b.tlg://field.co.m/fiel.dgollonline/subscribers/RLS.2206_.RQf}. Field Poll, Release 

2206, July 28, 2006 . 

......... Conti nu i ng..J:illgfilb@.jQQ...QRRraisa.ls .. of. the .. Gov.e rnor .. and .. the. legislature_, ..illlliP- ite .. i n.it.i al .s u RR o.rt.for 

infrastructure .. bond.s (b.tlg://fiel.d.com/fi_eld_gononl.ine/su.bscribers/RLS220.1_.p....Qf}. Field Poll, Release 2201 , 

June 5, 2006. 

Reports and Studies 

......... P..r.q_gq.?iJi.C?.r:i.!3. .. 1.1:3-.r .. .1 .. G..! . ..1.P.! .. c:1.r:i.9 .. J.~.: . .Ih~ .. P.Y..~!i<:: .'fYqr.k? .13.9.r.i9 ... P.c:1<::kc:1g~ 
(t,tJg_!3.:/('!'!~.l?.:?r.ghiY.(:}:C?r.9!.'!f~P.!.?.9.Q§JJQTQ§J?..?.?.!.bJtg .. :((Y.,Y.,'!'!:gt?g:g.r.g{ggf?.!.?..9.Q.§/Q§J9. bb gyt:,ligy.,gr.~§:R 
elf). Oct. 2006 , California Budget Project 
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