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Background

In 1978, California voters passed Proposition 13, requiring that any special tax proposed by a
local government must receive a two-thirds vote from the electorate before being enacted,?
with a special tax being defined as any tax imposed for a specific purpose rather than general
governmental need.3 In 1996, Proposition 218 further increased the power of voters to approve
taxes by requiring that any general tax imposed by a local government must receive majority
voter approval, and reaffirmed that special taxes require two-thirds voter approval .4

Two decades later, a court decision narrowed the scope of Proposition 218. In 2017, the
California Supreme Court ruled in California Cannabis Coalition v. City of Upland that a significant
requirement for general taxes — that they be placed on the ballot during general elections —
did not apply to citizen initiatives.> Ultimately, the court categorized taxes imposed by local
governments as different from taxes imposed by citizen initiatives.

The ruling raised an important question: Are special taxes imposed by citizen initiatives exempt
from the two-thirds vote requirement that applies to special taxes placed on the ballot by local
governments? A memo from the San Francisco attorney’s office interpreting the ruling seemed
to indicate that the answer was yes.® But the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association disagreed.

In 2018, the Association sued San Francisco for allowing two separate citizen-driven measures
to pass with a simple-majority vote rather than a supermajority vote. A judge ruled against the
Association, affirming that the special tax measures were rightfully passed by majority vote
since they were proposed by citizens” A state appeals court shot down the Association’s further
attempts to overturn citizen-initiated local taxes passed in 2020 and 2021.9

In 2023, the Association and the California Business Roundtable qualified an initiative™ for the
2024 ballot cycle that would have mandated any special tax initiative to require a two-thirds
majority vote regardless of whether a local government or citizens proposed it." But in June
2024, the California Supreme Court ruled unanimously that passage of the initiative would lead
to a “revision,” rather than an amendment, of the state constitution, “based on its far-reaching
changes to existing processes by which revenue measures are enacted and maintained at the
state and local levels.” While amendments may be made by citizen initiatives, revisions require
“a constitutional convention and popular ratification.” Thus, enacting the proposal by initiative
would be unconstitutional.

In 2026, the same two organizations qualified an initiative for the 2026 general election

ballot that would have amended the state constitution to require a two-thirds majority to pass
citizen-led local special tax initiatives, alongside other tax limiting provisions.” Following a
legislative compromise, which included the passage of ACA 22, the organizations withdrew the
initiative in favor of Proposition 43 being placed on this year’s ballot as a legislatively referred
constitutional amendment.’s Though ACA 22 passed nearly unanimously in the Assembly (68-2)
and Senate (35-1), its author, Assemblymember Buffy Wicks (D-14), announced on June 29 that
she was “adamantly opposed to it."®

Requires a Two-Thirds Vote to Approve Local Special Tax Initiatives

Proposition 43 is a constitutional amendment proposed by the legislature that would raise the
vote share required to enact special tax initiatives proposed by citizens from a simple majority

Proposal

Proposition 43 would amend the
California Constitution to require that
citizen-driven special tax initiatives
require a two-thirds majority vote
for passage. It would add Section
4.5 to Article XlII A of the California
Constitution, detailing that any local
government — including voters
within a local government exercising
the initiative power — must obtain
a two-thirds vote to enact, extend,
or increase a special tax starting on
January 1, 2027.

The amendment also prohibits local
government and members of the
electorate from levying ad valorem
property taxes — taxes based on the
value of real estate or tangible per-
sonal property — except for certain
preapproved, dedicated property
taxes, whose terms are delineated in
the Constitution.”

Fiscal Impact

The California Legislative Analyst’s
Office (LAO) estimates that Propo-
sition 43 would reduce local govern-
ment tax revenues. The total fiscal
impact is largely unknown, however,
as it depends on future decisions by
voters and local governments.®
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SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 43 OPPOSITION TO PROPOSITION 43

Supporters of Proposition 43 Include:™
- Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association®
« California Taxpayers Association
« California Small Business Association
« Family Business Association of California
« California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce
« Reform California®

- California Republican Party

The proponents’ official website is “Yes on 43: Taxpayer
Protection,” https://yesonprop43.com/.

As of September 19, 2026, proponents had raised a total of
$14,856,760.%

Supporters argue that Proposition 43 would:>

« Restore the protections of Prop. 13 (1978) by closing
loopholes created by courts so that local special taxes
must be approved by two-thirds of voters.

« Make it more difficult for special interests to collude with
local governments to impose costly taxes on homeowners,
renters, and small businesses.

« Ensure that taxpayers are in charge by fully protecting their
right to vote on taxes.

« Prevent other rollbacks of Proposition 13.

Opponents of Proposition 43 Include:>
- California Democratic Party®
- State Assemblymember Buffy Wicks (D-14)*
« Evolve California®
« Sierra Business Council
« California Professional Firefighters
« Nurse Alliance of SEIU California
- California School Employees Association
« California State Association of Counties
« League of Women Voters of California

« California Teachers Association

The opponents’ official website is “No on 43,”
https://www.noprop43ca.com/.

As of September 19, 2026, opponents had raised a total of
$4,864,393.%

Opponents argue that Proposition 43 would:»

« Threaten funding for parks, affordable housing, firefight-
ing, and other crucial local services that rely on local
revenue.*

« Make it more difficult for cities to secure future revenue
measures.”

« Make California “the hardest place in the country” to raise
local revenue.’

« Undermine majority rule by empowering a minority to
block tax measures favored by a supermajority of voters.

AYES VOTE ON PROPOSITION 43 A NO VOTE ON PROPOSITION 43

A YES vote for Proposition 43 would increase the threshold
to pass citizen-led special tax initiatives to a two-thirds
majority vote.

A NO vote for Proposition 43 would maintain a simple majority
requirement to pass citizen-led special tax initiatives.
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