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Over the past two decades, California has passed a num-

ber of punitive policies that had negative outcomes for

communities of color. The Three-Strikes Proposition

184, the anti-immigrant Proposition 187, Proposition

209, which curtails affirmative action, and Proposition

21, which promotes youth incarceration. California’s

political leadership has often stood on the sidelines and

turned a “colorblind” eye on these policies.

Not only has this approach failed to mitigate the effects

of these punitive policies, even so-called “race-neutral”

policies that were to improve conditions for low-income

families can have unintended consequences for commu-

nities of color. In 1996, for instance, California launched

an effort to reduce the size of primary-grade classes in

an effort to increase quality education for all California

children. The policy, however, resulted in an exodus of

teachers from inner-city schools to suburban schools—

which were better positioned to take advantage of “first-

come, first-served” funding—creating a teacher shortage

crisis in schools with the largest percentages of students

of color. As this case illustrates, an approach that stu-

diously avoids examining racial impacts can perpetuate

racial inequities.

Turning a blind eye towards race continues to exacer-

bate deep and persistent inequities in education, health,

and income, as the data below illustrates.

• California high school graduation rates are only 60

percent for Latinos, 57 percent for Blacks, and 52

percent for American Indians, compared to 78

percent of whites. 1 Hmong, Laotian, and Cambo-

dians have the lowest graduation rates in the state.2

• Only one in four high school graduates of color is

college-ready in California—27 percent of Pacific

Islanders, 25 percent of Blacks, and 22 percent of

American Indians and Latinos have taken the

required courses to be eligible for California State

University or the University of California, com-

pared to 40 percent of whites.3

INTRODUCTION

2005 CALIFORNIA LEGISLATIVE
REPORT CARD ON RACIAL EQUITY

The California Department of Finance forecasts that by 2050, 77 percent of Californians will be people of color.

Will California’s political leadership meet the challenge of advancing racial equity for all Californians?

Although a growing number of legislators are introducing policies to advance racial equity, this Report Card finds

that the State Legislature and Governor Schwarzenegger lack both the political will and a cohesive plan to address the

needs of the growing majority of the state’s population.

THE FAILINGS OF COLORBLIND POLICYMAKING
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Three of Four Californians Will Be People of Color by 2050

Source: California Department of Finance. “Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity, Gender and
Age for California and its Counties: 2000-2050.” Demographic Research Unit. May 2004.
www.dof.ca.gov

Latinos
Currently, one of three Californians is Latino. This will
increase to one in two by 2050. Between 2000 and 2010,
the number of Latinos will grow by four million, a 37 per-
cent increase.8

Asians/Pacific Islanders
One in ten Californians is currently Asian/Pacific Islander
(API). Between 2000 and 2010, the number of API will
increase by over a million, a 26 percent increase.

Blacks
Blacks are projected to remain steady at nearly seven
percent of the population through 2050. Between
2000 and 2010, the number of Black Californians will
increase by 18 percent. 

American Indians
Currently less than one percent of the population, Amer-
ican Indians are projected to grow to five times their
present number by 2050. Between 2000 and 2010, the
number of American Indians is expected to double to
400,000.

Immigrants
One in four people living in California is foreign-born;
two of five have become naturalized. sixty-seven per-
cent of Asians, 44 percent of Latinos, and five percent
of Blacks are foreign-born.9

The Changing Face of California



• People of color are more likely to be uninsured in

California than whites. Forty-five percent of

Latino, 33 percent of American Indian, 21 percent

of Black, and 20 percent of Asian adults ages

19–64 were uninsured for part or all of 2003, com-

pared to 16 percent of whites.4

• Blacks and Latinos are nearly three times more

likely to live in poverty than whites. Half of Lati-

nos, 43 percent of Blacks, and a quarter of Asians

live in or near poverty in California.5

Decades of neglect have left California without a strat-

egy to address longstanding inequalities. This does not

bode well for a state that is 53 percent people of color

and growing. Race does matter in California, and strate-

gic race-based interventions are needed to ensure that

all Californians have an equal opportunity to learn, live

in safe and healthy communities, and earn a living wage.

4 2005 California Legislative Report Card on Racial Equity

Report Highlights

The Assembly received a C and the Senate received
a D for support of racial equity for California. This
grade, however, masks disparities along party lines and
by the racial demographics of legislative districts. 

The Governor received a D for 56 percent support for
racial equity bills. Governor Schwarzenegger received
a B for his support of health equity and a C for civil
rights, but Fs for his vetoes on education equity and
economic justice. 

Five Bills Received Significant Bi-Partisan Support:
SB 687 (School Spending Accountability); SB 650
(Improving Access, Counseling and Treatment for
Prostate Cancer); AB 800 (Language Reporting by Hos-
pitals); AB 22 (Protections Against Human Trafficking);
and AB 378 (Civil Justice for Hate Crime Survivors)

Districts with Highest Percent Populations of People
of Color Were Most Likely to Support Racial Equity:
The average scores for districts with populations of 75

percent or more people of color were 97 percent in

the Assembly and 92 percent in the Senate. In compar-
ison, districts with white majorities voted for racial equity
51 percent of the time in the Assembly and 43 percent
of the time in the Senate. Fifteen Assembly Members
and seven Senators in districts with majority white pop-
ulations received an A for their support for racial equity. 

Ethnic Legislative Caucuses Stand Behind Racial
Equity: The Asian/Pacific Islander Legislative Caucus
received a perfect score of 100 percent support for
racial equity; the Latino Legislative Caucus received a
96 percent score; and the California Legislative Black
Caucus scored 90 percent. The legislature’s four Repub-
licans of color received a cumulative failing grade of 44
percent. 

Thirty-three Assembly Members and seven Senators
attained honor role status for 100 percent support
for racial equity. Assembly Members Bonnie Garcia
(R-80) and Shirley Horton (R-78) and Senator Abel
Maldonado (R-15) deserve honorable mention as the
only Republicans to receive passing grades for their
support of racial equity legislation. 

Principles for Policies 
that Promote Racial Equity 

Over 60 community-based organizations, churches,
labor groups, and civil rights organizations, as well
as hundreds of individuals across California, have
come together and signed a joint pledge for racial
equity. Racial equity focuses on policy outcomes
and works to eliminate disparities in areas such as
poverty, health, education, and employment. Key
principles include:

• A Focus on Racial Equity Outcomes

• An Emphasis on Equity, Enfranchisement,
and Economic Justice for All 

• An Investment in Opportunity 
and Advancement

• A Strengthening of Protections Against
Racial Violence, Racial Profiling, and 
Discrimination
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATIVE REPORT CARD 

ON RACIAL EQUITY 2005

Eighteen pieces of legislation were chosen for review

that, if passed by the Legislature and signed into law by

the Governor, would have the most direct positive

impact on communities of color. These policies repre-

sent the top racial equity legislative initiatives that were

voted on by the Assembly and Senate in 2005. The 2005

California Legislative Report Card on Racial Equity eval-

uates and grades the Governor and members of the Cal-

ifornia State Legislature on their responses to these

initiatives. Five criteria for racial equity were developed

in selecting the legislation:

• Does the legislation explicitly address racial out-

comes and work to eliminate racial inequities?

• Will the legislation increase access to public bene-

fits and institutions for communities of color?

• Does the legislation advance enfranchisement and

full civic participation for all Californians?

• Will the legislation protect against racial violence,

racial profiling, and discrimination?

• Is the legislation enforceable? Are there mecha-

nisms in place to ensure accountability?

Bills were chosen that best represented at least one of

the above criteria. Policies were selected with a view

toward representing the breadth of California’s commu-

nities.

The report card is broken down into five issue areas:

• educational equity,

• economic justice,

• health equity,

• civil rights, and 

• criminal justice.

Each section provides an overview of racial disparities, a

description of key legislation advanced in 2005, and

summary of grades for the Assembly, Senate, and Gover-

nor. An additional section tracks efforts to address insti-

tutional racism. A summary of grades, a report on the

Governor, and a record of individual votes by legislators

are included at the end of this report. Demographics of

each legislative district are included in the appendix.

Grading Methodology

Each legislator was graded based on his or her final floor

vote. If a bill was returned for a second (concurrence)

vote on amendments, both the original floor vote and

concurrence vote were taken into account. The Gover-

nor was graded on whether he signed or vetoed racial

equity legislation. A letter grade of ‘A’ was awarded for a

score of 90 percent and above; a ‘B’ for 80–89 percent; a

‘C’ for 65–79 percent; a ‘D’ for scores of 50–64 percent;

and an ‘F’ for all scores at 49 percent or below.

A ✔ indicates a vote in support of racial equity. An ✘

indicates a vote against racial equity. A – indicates that a

vote was not cast on the final floor vote, and a ● indi-

cates an excused absence. Because a legislator has the

opportunity to register their vote at the end of the day, a

No Vote is counted the same as a vote against the spe-

cific bill—passage of a bill requires a majority vote of

the entire body, not a majority of quorum. In addition,

the Assembly and Senate Daily Journal was reviewed to

determine whether a No Vote was attributed to an

Excused Absence.

Partisan politics has meant that some of the most

important reforms for communities of color do not

make it out of committee or are significantly weakened

before they reach a vote on the floor of the Assembly or

Senate. This Report Card also exposes missed opportu-

nities, revealing where and how racial equity policies

were undermined throughout the legislative process.
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Education Equity 

SB 687, SCHOOL SPENDING

ACCOUNTABILITY (SIMITIAN): Over

the course of a K-12 education, a stu-

dent attending a school serving pre-

dominantly Blacks or Latinos will have

$172,626 less spent on their teachers

than schools with the smallest percent of Blacks and

Latinos.6 SB 687 requires school districts to report on

actual per-pupil spending by individual schools and not

just the district. Now, school districts can be held

accountable for equitable funding across schools.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 358)

AB 1531, MULTIPLE ASSESSMENTS

FOR HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATION

(BASS): Up to 30% of Latinos, 37% of

Blacks, and 40% of English Language

Learners may be denied diplomas due

to dropouts and the high school exit

exam.7 AB 1531 allows schools to offer alternative assess-

ments in determining whether a student should gradu-

ate; 25 states have already adopted alternative

assessments.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

SB 385, FAIR TESTING FOR ENGLISH

LANGUAGE LEARNERS (DUCHENY):

Thirty-nine percent of English Lan-

guage Learners have not yet passed the

math section of the California High

School Exit Examination.8 Students who

have received their instruction in a language other than

English are still required to take the math test in English.

SB 385 allows some Limited English Proficient students

to take achievement tests in their primary language.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 13, RACIAL MASCOTS BAN (GOLD-

BERG): Despite the U.S. Commission

on Civil Rights call in 2001 for an end

to the use of American Indian images

and team names, 184 California

schools currently have American

Indian mascots. AB 13 requires California public schools

to phase out the use of “Redskins” as mascots.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

Economic Justice

AB 48, FAIR MINIMUM WAGE

INCREASE (LIEBER): Workers of color

make up 73 percent of the 1.4 million

Californians working at or near the

state’s minimum wage.9 AB 48 increases

the minimum wage to $7.25 per hour

effective July 1, 2006; to $7.75 effective July 1, 2007; and

then indexes the minimum wage to reflect the rate of

inflation.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 124, EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO

STATE JOBS (DYMALLY): California

employs nearly 210,000 workers, 48

percent of whom are people of color.10

There are approximately 1,500 job dis-

crimination complaints filed annually

by California state workers.11 AB 124 strengthens

employment opportunity programs and non-discrimi-

nation policies for state hiring and employment.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 644)

TOP RACIAL EQUITY BILLS TO REACH 
GOVERNOR’S DESK IN 2005
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AB 901, PREDATORY LOAN PROTEC-

TIONS (RIDLEY-THOMAS): When com-

pared to white borrowers, African

American borrowers are four times

more likely and Latinos are over twice

as likely to receive a high-cost, sub-

prime predatory loan.12 AB 901 strengthens the Califor-

nia Covered Loan Law of 2001, which helps curb

abusive lending practices such as excess closing costs,

fees, penalties, and interest rates.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 531)

AB 89, EMPLOYER HEALTH COVERAGE DISCLOSURE

(HORTON, J.): Two and a half million workers of color

are not offered or eligible for employer-based health

care benefits.13 Firms with 500 or more employees

account for 21 percent of uninsured workers.14 AB 89

requires the Department of Health Services (DHS) and

the Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board (MRMIB)

to report on businesses that have 25 or more employees

receiving public benefits and the cost to California.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 855, CALWORKS RESTORATION

(BASS): Under the 1996 federal welfare

reform law, states have the option to lift

a lifetime ban on CalWORKs for indi-

viduals who have been convicted of a

felony related to controlled substances.

Approximately two thirds of the families affected in Cal-

ifornia were Black and Latino.15 AB 855 restores Cal-

WORKs eligibility to formerly incarcerated individuals

convicted of nonviolent drug offenses, with certain

exemptions.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

Health Equity

AB 772, HEALTH ACCESS FOR KIDS

(CHAN): In 2003, 1.1 million children

were uninsured in California for part

of or the entire year—79 percent were

children of color. AB 772 establishes

the California Healthy Kids Insurance

Program (CHKIP) to provide health care coverage for

all children in families earning up to 300 percent of the

federal poverty level. Nearly 600,000 uninsured children

of color are eligible for CHKIP—three quarters of these

children are Latino, ten percent are Asian/Pacific

Islander, and seven percent are Black.16

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

SB 12 & SB 965, SCHOOL NUTRITION

(ESCUTIA): In California, prevalence

of being overweight for 5th, 7th, and

9th graders is highest among Pacific

Islanders (35.9 percent), Latinos (35.4

percent), American Indians/Alaska

Natives (31.7 percent), and African Americans (28.7

percent).17 SB 12 & SB 965 establish the nation’s

strongest nutritional standards by restricting the sale of

soda in high schools and placing calorie, fat and sugar

limitations on all foods sold outside the federal meal

programs in K–12 schools.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 235 & No. 237)

SB 650, IMPROVING ACCESS, COUN-

SELING AND TREATMENT FOR

PROSTATE CANCER—IMPACT

(ORTIZ): For men 40 and over, nearly

56% of Blacks, 75 percent of Asians

and Latinos, and 62 percent of Ameri-

can Indians and Alaska Natives have never had or have

never heard of a prostate screening test, compared to 50
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percent of whites.18 SB 650 establishes the IMPACT Pro-

gram to provide treatment services for uninsured and

underinsured men with incomes at or below 200 per-

cent of the federal poverty level.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 442)

AB 800, LANGUAGE REPORTING BY

HOSPITALS (YEE): According to the

2000 Census, one in five—6.2 million—

California residents is limited-English

proficient. Forty percent of all Califor-

nians speak a language other than Eng-

lish at home.19 AB 800 requires health facilities,

hospitals, and clinics to include language preference in

patient records in order to ensure that the medical facil-

ity can respond appropriately to the needs of limited-

English-proficient patients.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 313)

Civil Rights

AB 22, PROTECTIONS AGAINST

HUMAN TRAFFICKING (LIEBER):

According to the Department of Justice,

up to 17,500 people are trafficked into

U.S. each year for sex and forced

labor—the majority are from East Asia

and Latin America. Between 1998 and 2003, the U.C.

Berkeley’s Human Rights Center identified 57 forced

labor operations in almost a dozen cities in California.

AB 22 establishes the crime of human trafficking, pro-

vides for damages and protections for survivors, and

creates a task force.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 240)

AB 378, CIVIL JUSTICE FOR HATE

CRIME SURVIVORS (CHU): In 2003 in

San Francisco, five Asian American

teens were brutally attacked by a mob

of white youth while celebrating their

high school graduation. The statute of

limitations for pursuing civil remedies, however, expired

before the end of criminal proceedings. The vast major-

ity of hate crimes in California are racially or ethnically

motivated.20 AB 378 extends from one year to three years

the time within which a civil action can be filed seeking

penalties for an alleged violation of hate crime laws.

✔ Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 123)

SB 670 & SB 645, APOLOGY & COM-

MISSION FOR UNCONSTITUTIONAL

DEPORTATION OF CITIZENS (DUNN):

Beginning in 1929, an estimated two

million people of Mexican ancestry

were forcibly relocated from the U.S. to

Mexico, including  approximately 400,000 American cit-

izens in California.21 SB 670 issues an apology by the

State of California to individuals who were illegally

deported and coerced into emigrating; SB645 establishes

the Commission on the Unconstitutional Deportation

of American Citizens and the 1930’s Reparations Fund.

✔ SB 670 Signed by the Governor (Chapter No. 663)

✘ SB 645 Vetoed by the Governor
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RACIAL EQUITY 
BILLS

�

�



10 2005 California Legislative Report Card on Racial Equity

� EDUCATION EQUITY �

Racial disparities in education are deep and persist-
ent. Students of color are concentrated in segregated
schools, have fewer opportunities to learn, and are
less likely to succeed academically. Two thirds of
California’s K–12 students attending public schools
are now children of color. By 2050, the number of
school-age children will nearly double to over 11 mil-
lion; eight in ten will be students of color. 

Inequitable Resources

• California ranks 26th in the nation for per-pupil
spending.22

• California spends $573 less per year per stu-
dent in school districts with high percentages
of students of color.23

• The average high school serving primarily stu-
dents of color is shortchanged nearly half a
million dollars each year.24

Separate and Unequal 

• Schools with “critical opportunity problems” in
quality teaching, stable staff, essential instruc-

tional materials, and safe facilities have on
average a 93 percent student of color 
population.25

• Over 1.8 million students, nearly three in ten,
attend hyper-segregated schools with 90 to
100 percent students of color.26

Adverse Racial Outcomes

• Less than 60 percent of Black, Latino, and
American Indian students graduate high
school.27

• Six Asian/Pacific Islander communities have
graduation rates well below average: Hmong
(35 percent), Laotian (42 percent), Cambodian
(44 percent), Tongan (62 percent), Vietnamese
(64 percent), and Fijian (66 percent)28

• Only a third of Pacific Islanders and American
Indians and a quarter of Blacks and Latinos in
grades 2-11 are proficient in English.29

• Only ten percent of Latino adults and 23 per-
cent of Black adults have a Bachelor’s degree
or higher.30
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SB 687, SCHOOL SPENDING ACCOUNTABILITY (SIMIT-

IAN): More money is spent on teachers at schools with

more white and wealthy students than at schools serving

low-income students of color.32 SB 687 requires school

districts to report on actual per-pupil spending by indi-

vidual schools, including teacher salaries, unrestricted

money, and money designated for specific programs or

costs such as teacher training or textbooks.

✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 1531, MULTIPLE ASSESSMENTS FOR HIGH

SCHOOL GRADUATION (BASS): Research indicates that

up to 30 percent of Latino, 37 percent of Black, and 40

percent of English Language Learners may be denied

diplomas due to dropouts and the high school exit

exam.33 AB 1531 allows schools to offer alternative

assessments in determining whether a student should

graduate. The Governor vetoed this bill, stating: “This

bill would undermine the existing [exit exam], weaken

the ability of the state to establish minimum standards

for high school diplomas, and diminish ongoing efforts

to ensure that these students are receiving the assistance

they deserve to successfully complete the exam.”

Twenty-five states have adopted alternative assessments

because indicators such as grade point average and

attendance are stronger predictors of future academic

success than high-stakes tests.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

SB 385, FAIR TESTING FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE

LEARNERS (DUCHENY): SB 385 allows Limited English

Proficient students to take achievement tests in their

primary language, if they are literate in their primary

language or received instruction in their primary lan-

guage. In his veto letter, the Governor stated: “This bill

would further weaken incentives for LEP students and

their schools to work towards English proficiency.”

However, the Governor offers no supporting evidence to

substantiate his claims and ignores the basic directive

that tests should measure student achievement on the

subject matter being assessed, not on ability to under-

stand the test’s language.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 13, RACIAL MASCOTS BAN (GOLDBERG): AB 13

would require California public schools to phase out the

use of “Redskins” as mascots of public schools. The

Governor vetoed this legislation, claiming that it would

add a “non-academic state administrative requirement,

thereby diverting focus from increasing student aca-

demic achievement. Administrative decisions regarding

athletic team names, nicknames or mascots should be

retained at the local level.” By vetoing this bill, the Gov-

ernor reinforces and validates historical racial stereo-

types of American Indians.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

2005 EDUCATIONAL EQUITY LEGISLATION

ASSEMBLY SENATE GOVERNOR

SB 687 92% 91% ✔ Signed

AB 1531 53% 55% ✘ Vetoed

SB 385 62% 58% ✘ Vetoed

AB 13 55% 56% ✘ Vetoed

TOTAL 66% 65% 25%

GRADE C C F

Educational Equity Report Card
“[I am] living proof that 
education is the great equalizer.”

ASSEMBLY SPEAKER FABIAN NÚÑEZ (D-46) 31
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Missed Opportunities

SB 517, OPPORTUNITIES TO LEARN INDEX (ROMERO):

Schools with low pass rates on the California High

School Exit Exam are 30 times more likely to be hyper-

segregated (90 percent or more non-white) and 37 times

more likely to have high concentrations of English Lan-

guage Learners (greater than 33 percent of students clas-

sified ELL).34 SB 517 requires the Superintendent of

Public Instruction to report on how the lowest-per-

forming schools are providing opportunity to learn

resources such as trained teachers, textbooks, and coun-

selors to ensure students can pass the exit exam. The leg-

islation also requires districts to develop action plans to

ensure these resources are provided.

Status: Passed Senate, held in Assembly Committee 
on Appropriations.

AB 1253, COLLEGE PREPARATION AS THE NEW HIGH

SCHOOL STANDARD (COTO): Only 40 percent of whites

and less than a quarter of American Indian, Pacific

Islander, Black, and Latino high school seniors have

taken the required “A-G courses” required to be eligible

for admission to the California State University or the

University of California.35 “A–G” is a core curriculum,

including two years of history/social science, four years

of English, three years of math, two years of laboratory

science, two years of a language other than English, one

year of visual and performing arts, and one year of a

college preparatory elective. Only 17 percent of Califor-

nia schools offer enough “A-G” core courses for all stu-

dents to take the sequence.36 AB 1253 makes “A–G”

college preparatory requirements the standard for grad-

uating from high school. The legislation allows a pupil

and his or her guardian to petition a school counselor or

administrator to opt out of these requirements.

Status: AB 1253 is in the Assembly Committee on 
Appropriations with no current activity.

SB 160, CALIFORNIA DREAM ACT (CEDILLO): The Fed-

eral Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility

Act of 1996 discourages states from providing in-state

tuition or other higher education benefits without

regard to immigration status. Thousands of undocu-

mented immigrants who have grown up in California

and graduated high school are ineligible for financial

assistance to attend college. SB 160 would allow undoc-

umented immigrant students who qualify for in-state

college tuition to receive a California Community Col-

lege Board of Governors fee waiver.

Status: Held in Senate Appropriations Committee.

Why College Should Become the New
Standard for California

A college degree has replaced the high school
diploma as the new standard for earning a living
wage.The median income of Californians with a
Bachelor’s degree is $39,454—more than double
that of a high school graduate. Yet, of the approx-
imately 22.1 million Californians 25-years or older,
less than a third have a bachelor’s degree or higher,
including only 23 percent of Blacks and nine per-
cent of Latinos. 

�

Texas 10% Plan Shows Class Ranking
Not Test Scores Key to Success

In Texas, the top ten percent of each high school’s
graduating class is guaranteed admission to the
state’s flagship universities. Research reveals that
students admitted under the 10% Plan have higher
GPAs, retention rates, and graduation rates in
college than students who were accepted based
on test scores. California has a similar 4.5% Plan
(eligible in the localized context), but the plan is
underutilized and not as comprehensive.

David Montejano, PhD. “The Texas Top 10% Plan.” Center for
Latino Policy Research, UC Berkeley. 2005.
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� ECONOMIC JUSTICE �

People of color are concentrated in low-wage jobs.
Unequal educational attainment, segregation, and
discrimination in housing, labor, and credit access
have resulted in wide racial disparities in income
and wealth. By 2050, 76 percent of California’s
adult, work-age population will be people of color.37

Segregation in California

• While housing segregation is in decline, more
than half of California’s 2000 census tracts
were rated as segregated or somewhat segre-
gated.38

• Latino immigrants make up 17 percent of the
total workforce, but they constitute 62 per-
cent of agricultural workers, 49 percent of
laborers, and 36 percent of service workers.
Latinos are only five percent of the state’s pro-
fessional and technical workers.39

Discrimination in California

• A San Francisco Bay Area study found
employment agencies favor white job appli-
cants three times more than equally or more
qualified Black applicants.40

• A Pew Hispanic Center survey found that 80
percent of Latinos believe that workplace dis-
crimination is a problem in California.41

• Job applicants with Arab American or South
Asian names receive significantly fewer
responses from employment agencies.42

Racial Disparities in Poverty, Income, and Assets

• Black and Latinos are nearly three times more
likely to live in poverty than whites (200 per-
cent Federal Poverty Level).43

• The median income of Latino families in Cali-
fornia is half, $33,700 less than that of white
families; the median Black family income is 56
percent of whites.44

• Between 1995 and 2001, families of color saw
their net worth fall seven percent to $17,100,
while typical white families’ net worth grew
37 percent to $120,900.45
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The minimum wage [has]
become a wage-ghetto for 
primary bread winners who 
lack English skills or are workers
of color.”

ASSEMBLY MEMBER SALLY LIEBER (D-22)46

AB 48, FAIR MINIMUM WAGE INCREASE (LIEBER): Peo-

ple of color make up 53 percent of the California work-

force, but 73 percent of low-wage earners.47 California’s

expanding industries pay, on average, lower wages, and

the minimum wage’s purchasing power has dropped 30

percent since 1968.48 AB 48 increases the minimum wage

to $7.25 per hour effective July 1, 2006, to $7.75 effective

July 1, 2007, and requires the state’s minimum wage to

be recalculated each year to reflect the rate of inflation.

The Governor vetoed this legislation, claiming that

while he believes a minimum wage increase “is now

appropriate,” he does not support indexing the wage to

inflation.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 124, EQUAL OPPORTUNITY TO STATE JOBS

(DYMALLY): California employs nearly 210,000 workers,

48 percent of whom are people of color.49 There are

approximately 1,500 job discrimination complaints filed

annually by California state workers.50 The State Person-

nel Board was only able to collect data from 38 out of 89

departments, but the cost of discrimination lawsuits was

at least $36.9 million in 2000.51 AB 124 strengthens

employment opportunity programs and non-discrimi-

nation policies for state hiring and employment. While

the Governor vetoed similar legislation in 2004, he

signed AB 124 into law.

✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 901, PREDATORY LOAN PROTECTIONS  (RIDLEY-

THOMAS): When compared to white borrowers, African

American borrowers are four times more likely and

Latinos are over twice as likely to receive a high-cost,

sub-prime predatory loan.52 American Indians, Blacks,

Latinos, and Pacific Islanders are less likely to receive a

home loan in California compared to their white coun-

terparts.53 AB 901 strengthens the California Covered

Loan Law of 2001, which helps curb abusive lending

practices.

✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 89, EMPLOYER HEALTH COVERAGE DISCLOSURE

(HORTON, JEROME): More than 2.5 million workers of

color in California are not offered or eligible for

employer-based health care benefits.54 Increasingly, these

adults are forced to turn to the state for assistance. AB

89 requires the Department of Health Services (DHS)

and the Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board

(MRMIB) to report on businesses that have 25 or more

employees receiving public benefits and the cost to Cali-

fornia. The Governor vetoed this bill, noting that he

“had doubts that this report would provide useful infor-

mation.” Of the $21.2 billion of public assistance to low-

income families received by California families in 2002,

48 percent, or $10.1 billion, went to working families.55

2005 ECONOMIC JUSTICE LEGISLATION

Economic Justice Report Card

ASSEMBLY SENATE GOVERNOR

AB 48 62% 65% ✘ Vetoed

AB 124 61% 62% ✔ Signed

AB 901 59% 59% ✔ Signed

AB 89 58% 54% ✘ Vetoed

AB 855 56% 55% ✘ Vetoed

Total 59% 59% 40%

Grade D D F
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The Governor also opposed Proposition 72 in 2004,

which would require mid- to large-size employers to

provide health care coverage.

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

AB 855, CALWORKS RESTORATION (BASS): Under the

1996 federal welfare reform law, states have the option

to lift a lifetime ban on CalWORKs and Food Stamps for

individuals who have been convicted of a felony related

to controlled substances. Approximately two thirds of

the families  affected in California were Black and

Latino.56  When released, ten percent of parolees are

homeless, half are illiterate, and 70 to 80 percent are

unemployed.57 AB 855 restores CalWORKs eligibility to

formerly incarcerated individuals convicted of nonvio-

lent drug offenses, with certain exemptions. While the

Governor signed legislation in 2004 to restore Food

Stamps for former nonviolent drug offenders, he vetoed

AB 855, raising public safety concerns and stating that

“not enough time has passed to determine whether pro-

viding food stamps to drug felons improves individuals’

ability to maintain sobriety and become more self-suffi-

cient, so an expansion of cash assistance at this time is

premature.”

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

Missed Opportunities

SB 986, CREDIT SCORING DISCRIMINATION 

(ESCUTIA): Individuals without a bank account or

credit card may have poor credit ratings, even if they are

not in debt. About three fourths (76 percent) of Blacks

and two thirds (65 percent) of Latinos say they have a

bank account, while nearly all whites (95 percent) have

an account with a bank. Just over half of Blacks (54 per-

cent) and Latinos (51 percent) report they have a credit

card, compared to nearly four in five (77 percent)

whites.58 SB 986 prevents the use of credit reports to dis-

criminate in the hiring, promotion, reassignment, or

retention of an employee, unless it relates directly to

skills necessary to complete the job.

Status: The first hearing was canceled at the request of
the author; to be pursued in 2006.

AB 503, CALWORKS BILL OF RIGHTS  (LIEBER): Dis-

crimination in accessing public assistance has been well

documented. The National Urban League, for example,

found that Black and Latina working mothers were less

likely than whites to receive any work subsidies such as

childcare, transportation, and college degree assistance.59

In California, people of color account for 79 percent of

families receiving CalWORKs assistance.60 AB 503

strengthens rights and protections for families applying

for assistance to ensure equal access to benefits and serv-

ices. It requires the Department of Social Services to

convene a meeting concerning the development of a

welfare bill of rights pamphlet.

Status: Held under submission in the Assembly Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Blacks & Latinos Live Below or Near Poverty

Graph Source: California State Department of Finance. “Current
Population Survey Basic Report. March 2004 Data” Demographic
Research Unit. May 2005.
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�  HEALTH EQUITY �

For millions of Californians, health equity is a matter
of life or death. Californians of color are more likely
to live, work, and attend schools in areas that are often
environmentally toxic and hazardous. People of color
are less likely to have health insurance and receive
quality care. Addressing health disparities requires a
multi-layered approach to institutional racism. 

California Environmental Racism 

• Blacks are one third more likely and Latinos
are two thirds more likely than whites to live
within one mile of a facility emitting toxic air.61

• Latino workers are concentrated in jobs that
are three times as dangerous as jobs with the
highest concentrations of white workers.62

Barriers to Health Access

• Seventy-one percent of California’s 6.5 million
uninsured are people of color.63

• 2.5 million of workers of color are not offered
or eligible for health care benefits.64

• An additional 4.8 million Californians of color
below the age of 65 would lose their health
insurance without public health programs.

• In Oakland, 97 percent of the immigrant work-
ers surveyed were eligible for medical bene-
fits under workers’ compensation insurance,
but none sought the benefit, due to a lack of
knowledge or fear of reprisals on the job.65

California Racial Disparities in Health Outcomes

• Asians, Blacks, and Latinos have higher can-
cer risks than whites at any income level.66

• White women have the highest incidence of
breast cancer, but Black women have the
highest cancer death rate.67

• Blacks die from prostate cancer at much
higher rates than any other racial or ethnic
group.68 Overall, men of color are more likely
to have never had a screening for prostate
cancer.69
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“Surely we can become a state in
which every child has access to
affordable health insurance.”

ASSEMBLY MEMBER WILMA CHAN (D-16)70

AB 772, HEALTH ACCESS FOR KIDS  (CHAN): In 2004,

1.1 million children were uninsured in California at

some point of the year; 79 percent were children of

color. Eighteen percent of Latino children, 13 percent of

American Indian children, ten percent of Black children,

and nine percent of Asian children were uninsured at

some point in 2003, compared to six percent of

whites.71AB 772 establishes the California Healthy Kids

Insurance Program (CHKIP) to provide health care cov-

erage for all children in families earning up to 300 per-

cent of the federal poverty level. The Governor vetoed

CHKIP, stating: “I believe that children should be

insured, but this bill fails to address a critical question:

How to pay for it?” California’s 2005–06 Budget Act

includes a $470 million increase for the Department of

Corrections and Rehabilitation—the approximate cost

of the CHKIP.72

✘ Vetoed by the Governor

SB 12 & SB 965, SCHOOL NUTRITION (ESCUTIA): In

California, prevalence of being overweight for 5th, 7th,

and 9th graders is highest among Pacific Islander (35.9

percent), Latino (35.4 percent), American Indian (31.7

percent), and Black (28.7 percent) children.73 SB 12 & SB

965 establish the nation’s strongest nutritional standards

by restricting the sale of soda in high schools and plac-

ing calorie, fat and sugar limitations on all foods sold

outside the federal meal programs in K–12 schools.

✔ Signed by the Governor

SB 650, IMPROVING ACCESS, COUNSELING AND

TREATMENT FOR PROSTATE CANCER —IMPACT

(ORTIZ): For men 40 and over, nearly 56 percent of

Blacks, 75 percent of Asians and Latinos, and 62 percent

of American Indians have never had a prostate screening

test, compared to only 50 percent of whites.74 Blacks

have the highest age-adjusted prostate cancer death

rates.75 SB 650 establishes the IMPACT Program to pro-

vide treatment services for uninsured and underinsured

men with incomes at or below 200 percent of the federal

poverty level and allocates $6.5 million to the extent

appropriated in the Budget Act of 2005.

✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 800, LANGUAGE REPORTING BY HOSPITALS (YEE):

Communication with doctors and nurses is central to

medical diagnosis and treatment. Forty percent of all

Californians speak a language other than English at

home.76 Latinos whose primarily language is Spanish

report poorer health status, are less likely to have a regu-

lar doctor, and are more likely to lack insurance and rely

on public clinics for their health care than Latinos who

primarily speak English.77 AB 800 requires health facili-

ties, hospitals, and clinics to include language preference

in patient records.

✔ Signed by the Governor

2005 HEALTH EQUITY LEGISLATION

Health Equity Report Card

ASSEMBLY SENATE GOVERNOR

AB 772 62% 64% ✘ Vetoed

SB 12 62% 64% ✔ Signed

SB 965 59% 64% ✔ Signed

SB 650 90% 86% ✔ Signed

AB 800 100% 60% ✔ Signed

Total 75% 68% 80%

Grade C C B
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Missed Opportunities:

AB 1142, HIV/AIDS PREVENTION (DYMALLY): Blacks

have the highest diagnosis rates, incidence rates, and

death rates of HIV/AIDS in California.78 AB 1142 estab-

lishes the Statewide African-American Initiative to

address the disproportionate impact of HIV/AIDS on

the health of Blacks. A Senate amendment was added

preventing bill implementation until enough non-state

funds were raised to support the initiative’s activities.

While AB 1142 could be an important step forward, the

state should look to New York City, which quadrupled

funding and reallocated existing resources to better tar-

get HIV/AIDS prevention in communities of color.

Status: ✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 1195, CULTURAL & LINGUISTIC COMPETENCY FOR

DOCTORS (COTO): People of color and those whose

first language is not English are much more likely than

whites/native English-speakers to report they were being

treated unfairly because of race or language and are

more likely to feel they would have received better care

had they belonged to another race.79 Signed by the Gov-

ernor, AB 1195 requires all continuing medical educa-

tion courses, with limited exemptions, to contain

curriculum pertaining to cultural and linguistic compe-

tency in the practice of medicine by July 1, 2006.

Amendments eliminating standards for cultural compe-

tency and failure to assign authority over the bill’s

implementation may make this legislation difficult to

enforce.

Status: ✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 774, PROTECTIONS AGAINST PREDATORY HOSPI-

TAL BILLING  (CHAN): People of color make up three of

every four uninsured Californians. An Access Founda-

tion study indicated that half of the uninsured carry

“life altering” medical debt, and a Harvard Law Review

survey showed that medical problems and medical bills

were cited as a leading cause of personall bankruptcy.80

AB 774 provides hospital patients with basic consumer

financial protections and protects self-pay hospital

patients from being charged more than the insured.81

Status: Passed Assembly, Senate hearing canceled at
request of author.

Children & Adults of Color Are Uninsured

Graph Source: California Health Interview Survey 2003. “Any Time Dur-
ing Past Year Without Insurance.” 2005. www.chis.ucla.edu.
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�  CIVIL RIGHTS  �

People of color remain the number one target for hate
crimes. Racial profiling by state law enforcement
remains a challenge, and federally sanctioned racial
profiling against immigrants is on the rise. Disenfran-
chisement is a less overt, more insidious form of racism.
Millions of Californians have no voice in daily decisions
that impact their families’ lives. 

Racial Violence in California

• Since 1995, there have been nearly 12,000
hate crime events in California motivated by
race and ethnicity—this represents 60 percent
or more of all hate crimes.82

• In 2004, anti-Black attacks accounted for 35
percent of all hate crimes.

• In the aftermath of September 11, there was 
a 345.8 percent increase in hate crime 
events targeting people of “other ethnicity 
or origin.”83

Racial Profiling

• In a major legal settlement, it was found that
Latinos were approximately three times as
likely to be searched by California Highway
Patrol officers as whites in the Central and
Coastal Division; Blacks were approximately
twice as likely to be searched.84

• In December 2002, federal immigration offi-
cials in southern California arrested hundreds
of men and boys from Middle Eastern and
African countries when they complied with
national security orders to appear at INS
offices for a special registration program.85

Disenfranchisement 

• California’s naturalization rate is among the
lowest in the nation, with 2.7 million immi-
grants eligible for naturalization.

• Despite representing 54 percent of the state’s
total population, people of color accounted for
33 percent of the 2004 vote.86
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“[SB 645 and 670] will ensure
that survivors of the illegal 
deportations to Mexico will get
an opportunity for justice for the
terrible wrongs they endured in
the 1930s.”

SENATOR JOE DUNN (D-34), 2005

AB 22, PROTECTIONS AGAINST HUMAN TRAFFICKING

(LIEBER): Human trafficking is a form of modern-day

slavery. Forced labor occurs in at least 90 cities across

the United States; at any given time, 10,000 or more

people are forced to toil in sweat shops, clean homes,

labor on farms, or work as prostitutes or strippers.87 The

majority of these individuals are people of color from

the Global South. AB 22 establishes the crime of human

trafficking, provides for damages and protections for

survivors, and creates a task force.

✔ Signed by the Governor

AB 378, CIVIL JUSTICE FOR HATE CRIME SURVIVORS

(CHU): The vast majority of hate crimes in California

are racially or ethnically motivated.88 In a 2003 case in

San Francisco, five Asian American teens were brutally

attacked by a mob of white youth while celebrating their

high school graduation. The statute of limitations for

pursuing civil remedies, however, expired before the end

of criminal proceedings. AB 378 extends from one year

to three years the time within which a civil action may

be filed seeking penalties for an alleged violation of hate

crime laws.

✔ Signed by the Governor

SB 670 & SB 645, APOLOGY & COMMISSION FOR

UNCONSTITUTIONAL DEPORTATION OF CITIZENS

(DUNN): SB 670 issues an apology by the State of Cali-

fornia to individuals who were illegally deported and

coerced into emigrating to Mexico during the 1930s

Repatriation Program. While Schwarzenegger signed the

symbolic apology (SB 670), he vetoed the more substan-

tive SB 645, which would establish the Commission on

the Unconstitutional Deportation of American Citizens

and the 1930’s Reparations Fund. In his veto message,

the Governor noted that the Legislature and the Admin-

istration can create commissions to advise them without

the need for legislation, but he made no comments on

reparations.

✔ SB 670 Signed by the Governor

✘ SB 645 Vetoed by the Governor

2005 CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION

Civil Rights Report Card

ASSEMBLY SENATE GOVERNOR

AB 22 83% 72% ✔ Signed

AB 378 100% 61% ✔ Signed

SB 645 58% 66% ✘ Vetoed

SB 670 66% 63% ✔ Signed

Total 77% 66% 75%

Grade C C C
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Missed Opportunities

AB 930, THE NEW CALIFORNIANS INITIATIVE 

(DE LA TORRE): In California, there are approximately

2.7 million immigrants eligible for naturalization, but

there are not enough services available to aid them in

becoming naturalized. In 2004, 145,600 Californians

were naturalized—43 percent were from Asia, and 25

percent were from Mexico, Guatemala, and El Salvador.89

AB 930 directs the Department of Community Services

and Development to develop a comprehensive, coordi-

nated, accessible, and accountable naturalization and

civic participation program to assist eligible immigrants

through the naturalization process and to help them

integrate into the economic and civic fabric of our state.

Status: Held under submission in Assembly 
Appropriations.

AB 821, VOTER ENFRANCHISEMENT (RIDLEY-

THOMAS): In the months prior to the 2004 November

election, sheriffs in many California counties refused to

allow prisoners in county jails to register to vote, even

though those imprisoned for misdemeanor offenses are

eligible. Adults of color make up 58 percent of misde-

meanor arrests in California.90 AB 821 requires county

elections officials to provide affidavits of registration

and copies of the “Guide to Inmate Voting” to state and

local detention facilities so that those detention facilities

may notify the eligible voters in state custody.

Status: Passed Assembly; failed passage in Senate 
Committee on Elections, Reapportionment, and 
Constitutional Amendments.

Civil Wrongs Post 9/11

Roundups: In the two months following Septem-
ber 11, more than 1,200 Muslim, Arab, and South
Asian men were detained and held indefinitely.

FBI Visits: Up to 11,000 individuals of Muslim, Arab,
and South Asian descent were interviewed under the
guise of seeking terrorism-related information.

USA PATRIOT Act: Internal investigators at the Depart-
ment of Justice issued a report in July 2003 outlining
accusations of “serious civil rights and civil liberties
violations involving enforcement of the sweeping fed-
eral antiterrorism law known as the USA PATRIOT Act.

Special Registration: A year after September 11, the
Department of Justice announced a new order requir-
ing noncitizen men age 16 and over from 25 coun-
tries to register with the government. A total of 290,526
registered. While 13,799 were placed in deportation
proceedings and 2,870 were detained, the process
yielded no terror-related convictions.

Employment Discrimination and Operation Tarmac:
According to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportu-
nity Commission, the incidents of employer dis-
crimination more than doubled in the months following
September 11 and exceeded 800 complaints by 2003.
Under a multi-agency sweep of airports nationwide,
Operation Tarmac resulted in more than 1,000 arrests
and deportations of airport workers.

Absconder Apprehension Initiative: In December
2001, the INS announced that 314,000 immigrants
with outstanding deportation orders would be included
in the FBI’s National Crime Information Center data-
base, which all law enforcement agencies share. The
initiative widened avenues for local police to act as
immigration agents. 

Operation Liberty Shield: A sweeping plan for height-
ened borders and transportation security, this policy
introduced automatic detention of asylum seekers
from 33 countries.

Refugee Restrictions: In 2002, the number of refugees
granted asylum dropped 61 percent—five percent of
applicants from Africa were admitted (3,421) com-
pared to 60 percent of European applicants (7,621).
Source: We Are All Suspects Now: Untold Stories from Immi-
grant Communities after 9/11 by Tram Nguyen. 
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�  CRIMINAL JUSTICE  �

California spends more to keep people of color in jail
than to provide them with a higher education. Failed
criminal justice policies such as the War on Drugs,
Three Strikes (Proposition 184), and Youth Incarcera-
tion (Proposition 21) have led to an explosion in Cali-
fornia’s prison population growth. 

Incarceration over Education

• California spends $7,400 per pupil in K–12,91

compared to $60,000 for a juvenile ward.92

• The 2005–06 Budget Act allocates $11.4 bil-
lion for judicial and criminal justice, compared
to $8.9 billion for higher education.93

• Since 1982, the number of adult Californians
imprisoned grew by nearly 475 percent; more
than a quarter million youth and adults are
ensnared in the criminal justice system.94

Racial Disparities in Criminal Justice 

While the 2004 National Survey on Drug Use and Health
finds that Blacks and Latinos across all ages use drugs
at significantly lower rates than whites,95 Blacks and

Latinos are more likely to be arrested and convicted
for drug offenses.96

• The U.S. Department of Justice estimates that
32 percent of Black males and 17 percent of
Latino males will enter prison during their life-
time, compared to six percent of white males.

• In California, 71 percent of the adult prison
population are people of color.97

Barriers to Re-entry

California spends $31,000 per inmate, compared to
$3,400 per parolee.98 The estimated average lifetime
loss in income due to a felony conviction is nearly
$91,500—calculating for California’s currently incar-
cerated adults of color, this is a loss of $9.4 billion in
income for Black and Latino communities.99

• Only 35 to 40 percent of eligible inmates have
access to literacy programs.

• When released, ten percent of parolees are
homeless, half are illiterate, 70 to 80 percent
are unemployed.100
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Missed Opportunities

The California Legislature failed to pass any of the crim-

inal justice reforms reviewed for this report.

AB 125, FAIRNESS IN SENTENCING (DYMALLY): Cali-

fornia has longer sentencing and more punitive proba-

tion restrictions for users and sellers of cocaine based

“crack” than of cocaine powder, even though recent

research suggests little difference between the two.

Although Blacks are just over  six percent of the state’s

total population, they accounted for 75 percent of those

arrested and 71 percent of those convicted of crack

cocaine offenses in 2003.101 AB equalizes sentencing and

probation standards for both forms of the illegal drug.

Status: Went to “inactive file” before a floor vote, on the
request of the bill’s author; to be revisited in 2006 as a
two-year bill.

AB 50, AMEND THREE STRIKES (LENO): Under Three

Strikes in California, people are imprisoned for 25 years

to life for nonviolent crimes. Blacks and Latinos are

imprisoned under the Three Strikes law at far higher

rates than their white counterparts.102 In 2004, Proposi-

tion 66 to amend Three Strikes failed by a narrow mar-

gin after Governor Schwarzenegger led the opposition to

this initiative. AB 50 prevents a third strike sentence of

25 years to life for those who did not commit a serious

or violent crime, with some exceptions. It allows some

individuals currently serving 25 years to life under

Three Strikes to motion for resentencing.

Status: Rereferred to Committee on Public Safety.

SB 609, JUVENILE JUSTICE REFORM (ROMERO):

Eighty-five percent of wards of the California Youth

Authority (CYA) are youth of color.103 The Chaderjian

facility—known as CHAD—has become particularly

notorious for abuse. Over the course of four months in

2003, CHAD staff maced or used force 482 times in inci-

dents involving over 800 youth. In 2004, guards were

caught on tape beating two CHAD youth—that same

year two youth died in CHAD, one by ingestion of

chemical agents and one by “unknown natural causes.”104

SB 609 initially mandated closure of CHAD and pro-

posed sweeping reforms for the CYA but in final form

merely transfers control of Youth Authority parole

supervision and services from state to local government.

Status: Passed Senate to Assembly; the bill now serves as a
placeholder awaiting Administration Action on the CYA.

Drug Treatment or Incarceration?
Future Funding for Proposition 36 

In 2000, 61 percent of California voters approved
the Substance Abuse and Crime Prevention Act
(Proposition 36). Since then, 30,000 to 37,000 indi-
viduals convicted of nonviolent drug use or drug
possession charges each year receive drug treat-
ment instead of prison sentences. Fifty-five per-
cent of those receiving treatment under Proposition
36 are people of color.  Funding for drug treatment
under Proposition 36 will sunset in July 2006.

In 2005, the State Legislature began debate over
future funding for drug treatment programs.
Prosecutor and police groups threatened to defeat
any bill that did not include new exclusions that
would limit participation in drug treatment, family
counseling, and literacy programs, divert drug treat-
ment funding to drug testing, and lock up more
people in prison. A number of these demands were
adopted as amendments in SB 803 (Ducheny, D-
40), such as jail penalties for missed appointments. 

Despite broad-based opposition, such as the Cal-
ifornia Medical Association, the California Soci-
ety of Addiction Medicine, and the Drug Policy
Alliance, SB 803 passed out of the Senate and nar-
rowly passed the Assembly Committee on Health.
Although the bill is currently stalled in the Assem-
bly Committee on Public Safety, advocates fear the
bill will limit treatment for addiction and increase
incarceration in communities of color.
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SB 786, CRIMINALIZING POVERTY (MCCLINTOCK):

Prior to the 1970s, states across the country used puni-

tive rules involving home visits—such as “no man in the

house” rules enforced through home raids—to discrimi-

nate and deny assistance to poor women of color.

“Criminalizing poverty is nothing new,” says Marcia

Henry of the Sargent Shriver National Center on

Poverty Law. “Historically, home raids have been used

by states as a tool of discrimination to deny communi-

ties of color access to public benefits.” In a landmark

case, Benny Max Parrish v. The Civil Service Commis-

sion of the County of Alameda (425 P.2d 223—

Cal.1997), the California Supreme Court ruled against

the constitutionality of targeting home visits for those

welfare applicants not suspected of fraud.105 SB 786

would establish a statewide requirement for all welfare

applicants to participate in a home visit from a District

Attorney’s Office investigator within ten days of

application.

Status: Failed in the Senate Committee on 
Human Services.

AB 1670, PUNISHING THE UNINSURED (NATION/RICH-

MAN): Seventy-one percent of California’s 6.5 million

uninsured are people of color,106 and 2.5 million workers

of color are not offered or eligible for health care bene-

fits.107 Only six percent of Californians have private

insurance. Inappropriately named the Universal Health-

care Act, AB 1670 imposes an individual mandate to

have minimum health care coverage for themselves and

their dependents. In effect, this bill made it a crime to be

uninsured; the initial bill language included tax penal-

ties for being uninsured.

Status: Failed in the Assembly Committee on Health.

ACA 6, WRITING DISCRIMINATION INTO THE CONSTI-

TUTION (WYLAND): California’s immigrants pay

approximately $4.5 billion in state taxes per year and

contribute approximately $30 billion per year in federal

taxes. Immigrant-headed households contribute $2,679

per year to social security, which is $539 more than U.S.

citizen-headed households.108 Despite these contribu-

tions, ACA 6 attempts to write discrimination into the

constitution by barring all public benefits to anyone

who resides in California but is undocumented, unless

LEGISLATING 
INSTITUTIONAL RACISM

“Most people think of racism as intentional and overt acts between

individuals. But the most profound forms of racism are institutional

rather than interpersonal.”

TAMMY JOHNSON AND TERRY KELEHER, APPLIED RESEARCH CENTER
CONFRONTING INSTITUTIONAL RACISM, MARCH 2001

Institutional racism is evident when the actions and policies of major institutions—public or pri-

vate—have adverse outcomes for communities of color, regardless of intent. In 2005, a number of

policies were introduced that had explicit or implicit racist outcomes. Immigrants in particular were

targeted under these policies. Low-income families of color were also targeted by policies that would

criminalize poverty and being uninsured. None of these bills passed out of the legislature.
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the benefits are provided pursuant to federal law. This

would include all local and state assistance programs,

driver’s licenses, voting privileges, and in-state tuition.

Status: Failed in the Assembly Committee on Judiciary.

AB 589, TUITION DISCRIMINATION (EMMERSON): In

2001, California passed AB 540 to qualify long-term

California residents, regardless of citizenship status, for

lower “resident” fee payments at the California Commu-

nity Colleges (CCC) and the California State University

(CSU). AB 589 attempted to undermine AB 540 by

denying in-state tuition rates to California residents who

are undocumented. Only one in five non-citizens in Cal-

ifornia has a Bachelor’s degree or higher.109 “AB 589

attempts to deprive students that are attempting to give

back to the state and the nation,” testified U.C. student

Maria Rodriguez. “I came to the U.S. at the age of one

and have been part of the American education system

for the past 15 years. If this bill passes, I would be forced

to drop out of college with only one year to graduation.”

Status: Failed in the Assembly Higher Education Com-
mittee.

AB 332, PROMOTING RACIAL PROFILING (BOGH): AB

332 would make it illegal for cities and counties to pass

protections for immigrants with regard to law enforce-

ment and issues such as racial profiling. Numerous cities

and counties across California have adopted protections

against profiling based on race and perceived immigrant

status. Special Order 40 in Los Angeles, for example,

precludes LAPD officers from acting as immigration

officers. In 2002, Assembly Joint Resolution 57 resolved

that under existing California law, state and local law

enforcement lack the legal authority to stop, arrest, or

detain persons based upon suspected or alleged viola-

tions of federal immigrant laws.

Status: Failed in the Assembly Public Safety Committee.

Defining Racial Justice

Racial Justice works to eliminate racial disparities
resulting from interpersonal, institutional, and struc-
tural racism. Equitable outcomes for all are central
to racial justice efforts.  

Interpersonal Racism is the public expressions of
racial prejudice, hate, bias, and bigotry between indi-
viduals. Hate crimes are an example of interpersonal
racism. 

Institutional Racism is when racial disparities are
created and/or exacerbated by key societal institu-
tions such as hospitals, public schools, and private
corporations. Disparate outcomes are the meas-
ure of institutional racism—regardless of whether
there is racist intent by the institution or the indi-
viduals acting on behalf of the institution. Racial pro-
filing, predatory lending, and disparities in health
treatment are examples of institutional racism. 

Structural Racism is the normalization and legit-
imization of an array of dynamics—historical, cul-
tural, institutional, and interpersonal—that routinely
advantage whites while producing cumulative and
chronic adverse outcomes for people of color. Struc-
tural racism is the interaction of disparate outcomes
across institutions. California’s separate and unequal
schools, for instance, are a product of the interplay
of numerous factors such as historic employment
discrimination, housing segregation, and racialized
poverty. Structural racism is the most profound
and pervasive form of racism that is deeply embed-
ded in all aspects of society. 

© COPYRIGHT 2005, APPLIED RESEARCH CENTER
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H
as the Chief Executive of California lived up to
the aspirations he laid out in his 2005
State–of–the State address? In a word, no.

Governor Schwarzenegger vetoed eight of the 18 racial
equity reforms reviewed in this Report Card, a 56
percent rating equating to a D average. 

Are we saying that the Governor is a racist? We think
that his actions speak volumes on his own behalf. An
examination of Governor Schwarzenegger's veto list
reveals a disturbing pattern of resistance to address-
ing historical and persistent racial disparities. 

• For the second year in a row, Governor
Schwarzenegger has vetoed the Racial Mascot
Ban (AB 13). The bill simply required the state’s
public schools to phase out the use of the racist
term “Redskins” in reference to team mascots. 

• The Governor vetoed the California Healthy Kids
Insurance Program (AB 772) that may have
expanded health coverage to nearly 600,000 unin-
sured children of color. The Governor vetoed this
program stating: “I believe that children should
be insured, but this bill fails to address a criti-
cal question: How to pay for it?” While
Schwarzenegger vetoed health care for kids he

approved a $470 million increase for the Depart-
ment of Corrections and Rehabilitation as part
of the 2005–06 Budget Act—the approximate
cost of the CHKIP. 

• A recurring tactic used to deny racial dispari-
ties is the refusal to collect data that may expose
those very inequities. The Governor’s veto of the
Employer Health Coverage Disclosure bill (AB
89)—a bill that requires the state to track when
large numbers of employees from a single busi-
ness apply for public health care—leaves 2.5 mil-
lion eligible workers of color out in the cold. 

• The Governor’s veto of the Fair Minimum Wage
Increase (AB 48) is yet another example of a delay
tactic used to deny the correction of long-
standing institutional wrongs. While acknowl-
edging the need to raise the state’s minimum
wage, Schwarzenegger again yields to business
groups by rejecting the bill—using an inflation-
ary-adjusted annual increase as an excuse. As
a result, another year will go by where Califor-
nia’s one million workers of color and their
families will endure the deleterious effects of a
poverty wage.

REPORTING ON THE GOVERNOR

“Ask yourselves, what do they want from us

besides our political courage? They want

jobs so that they can support their families

and afford health care and a home of their

own. They want good schools where their

children are safe. They want an environment

that is clean. They want a society that cares

for the sick and needy. They want honest

and responsive government.”

GOVERNOR SCHWARZENEGGER’S STATE OF THE STATE ADDRESS 
JANUARY 5, 2005

�
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SUMMARY OF GRADES

The Assembly received a C grade and the Senate

received a D grade for support of racial equity for Cali-

fornia. This grade, however, masks disparities along

party lines and by the racial demographics of legislative

districts. Despite this party divide, five racial equity bills

received strong bipartisan support in the Assembly;

three of these bills were also strongly supported in the

Senate.

• Nine of ten legislators supported Senator Simit-

ian’s legislation (SB 687) to require more accurate

tracking of per-pupil spending by individual

schools and Senator Ortiz’s bill (SB 650) to estab-

lish a prostate cancer treatment program.

• Three of four legislators supported Assembly

Member Lieber’s landmark human trafficking leg-

islation (AB 22). While Assembly Member Yee’s

legislation (AB 800) requiring hospitals to collect

patient language data and Assembly Member

Chu’s bill (AB 378) to extend the time to seek civil

action for hate crimes received 100 percent sup-

port in the Assembly, slightly under two thirds

supported these reforms in the Senate.

• Thirty-three Assembly Members and seven Sena-

tors made the honor role for 100 percent support

for racial equity. Assembly Members Bonnie Gar-

cia (R-80) and Shirley Horton (R-78) and Senator

Abel Maldonado (R-15) deserve honorable men-

tion as the only Republicans to receive passing

grades for their support of racial equity legislation.

• The Governor received a D for 56 percent support

for racial equity bills. The Governor received a B

for his support of health equity, but Fs for his

vetoes on education equity and economic justice.

RACIAL COMPOSITION OF DISTRICTS

Data analysis indicates that the higher the percentage of

constituents of color, the higher percent support for

racial equity legislation. This corollary, however, does

not always hold true. Fifteen Assembly Members and

seven Senators in districts with majority white popula-

tions received an A for their support for racial equity—

including several districts with 25 percent or less

constituents of color. The report also found that some

legislators ignore the needs of communities of color,

even when they are the majority of a district. Assembly

Members Daucher (R-72), Huff (R-60), and Tran (R-68)

and Senators Margett (R-29) and Denham (R-12) were

the only five legislators representing districts with peo-

ple of color majorities to fail on this Report Card.

Districts with Majority Population of Whites: Whites are

the majority in 44 Assembly districts and in 20 Senate

districts. On average, districts with white majorities

voted for racial equity 51 percent of the time in the

Assembly and 43 percent of the time in the Senate.

SUMMARY

In2005, the California Assembly and Senate considered over 2,000 legislative bills, resolutions, and constitu-

tional amendments. Research for this Report Card tracked the progress of over 30 racial equity bills; the top

18 to reach the Governor’s desk are reviewed in this report. These bills had common themes of increasing access,

closing disparities, and protecting against discrimination and hate. While these policies would have a particularly

positive impact on communities of color because of the structural disadvantages they start with, all Californians

would benefit from these reforms.
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Twenty-seven Assembly Members and 12 Senators in

this category failed, with the vast majority receiving

scores well under 25 percent.

Districts with Majorities of People of Color : People of

color are the majority in 36 Assembly districts and in

half the Senate districts. An additional ten Assembly dis-

tricts and three Senate districts had 45 percent or more

people of color populations at the time of 2000 Census

and may soon become districts with a majority of peo-

ple of color. Seventeen Assembly districts and ten Senate

districts have 75 percent or more people of color popu-

lations. Assembly and Senate districts with 50 to 75 per-

cent people of color constituents received an average

score of 82 percent. Average scores for districts with 75

percent or more people of color were 97 percent in the

Assembly and 92 percent in the Senate.

DO LEGISLATORS OF COLOR 

SUPPORT RACIAL EQUITY?

There are 42 legislators of color in California. There are

six members of the Asian Pacific Islander Legislative

Caucus (APILC), six members of the California Legisla-

tive Black Caucus (CLBC), and 27 members of the

Latino Legislative Caucus (LLC) (Assembly Member

Alberto Torrico (D-20) is a member of both APILC and

LLC). There are also four Republicans of color—two are

Asian/Pacific Islanders; two are Latino. Assembly Mem-

bers Alan Nakanishi (R-10) and Van Tran (R-68)

recently joined with the APILC to form the Asian Pacific

Islander Joint Legislative Caucus. While it is important

that communities of color have elected representatives

that share their cultural experiences and ethnic back-

grounds, the voting patterns of those representatives

must also be a factor in measuring the effectiveness of

their representation.

TOTAL GRADE EDUCATION EQUITY ECONOMIC JUSTICE HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS

ASSEMBLY TOTAL 69% C 66% 59% 75% 77%

50-100% Whites
(44 Districts) 51% D 48% 37% 60% 62%

50-75% 
People of Color

(19 Districts) 
83% B 80% 75% 87% 90%

75-100%
People of Color

(17 Districts)
97% A 95% 98% 98% 99%

SENATE TOTAL 64% D 65% 59% 68% 66%

50-100%Whites
(20 Districts) 43% F 46% 36% 47% 43%

50-75% 
People of Color

(10 Districts)
80% B 78% 74% 83% 88%

75-100%
People of Color

(10 Districts)
92% A 91% 92% 94% 89%

GOVERNOR 56% D 25% 40% 80% 75%

Districts with Majority People of Color Provided Strongest Support for Racial Equity
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• APILC received a perfect score for 100 percent

support of racial equity.

• The Latino Legislative Caucus received an A for 96

percent support of racial equity.

• The California Legislative Black Caucus received

an A for 90 percent support for racial equity.

• Republicans of color received a cumulative failing

grade for 44 percent support for racial equity—

with passing grades in health equity and discrimi-

nation.

IN CONCLUSION

Whether or not public policy explicitly focuses on race,

the impact on communities of color should be consid-

ered to ensure equitable outcomes. We hope that the

2005 California Legislative Report Card on Racial Equity

will serve as a tool for California’s communities of color

and immigrants in determining whether policymakers

are representing their interests. We believe California

can lead a national effort to advance racial equity and

overcome the effects of individual, institutional, and

structural racism.

TOTAL GRADE EDUCATION
EQUITY

ECONOMIC
JUSTICE

HEALTH
EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS

Asian Pacific Islander Legislative Caucus 
(6 Legislators)* 100% A 100% 100% 100% 100%

Latino Legislative Caucus 
(27 Legislators) 96% A 95% 96% 96% 97%

Legislative Black Caucus (6 Legislators) 90% A 83% 97% 92% 89%

Republicans of Color
(4 Legislators)** 44% F 31% 13% 65% 72%

Did Legislators of Color Support Racial Equity?

Honor Role: 100% Support Racial Equity

* Assembly Member Alberto Torrico (D-20) is a member of both the Asian Pacific Islander Legislative Caucus (APILC) and the Latino Legislative Caucus.
Assembly Member Ted Lieu (D-53) was elected in September 2005 and did not vote on 2005 legislation. ** This includes: Assembly Member Bonnie
Garcia (R-80), Assembly Member Alan Nakanishi (R-10), Assembly Member Van Tran (R-68), and Senator Abel Maldonado (R-15).

ASSEMBLY
Joe Baca Jr. (D)
Karen Bass (D)
Patty Berg (D)
Rudy Bermúdez (D)
Ronald S. Calderon (D)
Wilma Chan (D)
Ed Chavez (D)
Judy Chu (D)
Joe Coto (D)
Hector De La Torre (D)
Noreen Evans (D)

Jackie Goldberg (D)
Loni Hancock (D)
Betty Karnette (D)
Johan Klehs (D)
Paul Koretz (D)
Leland Yee (D)
John Laird (D)
Mark Leno (D)
Lloyd E. Levine (D)
Sally Lieber (D)
Carol Liu (D)
Cindy Montañez (D)

Gene Mullin (D)
Pedro Nava (D)
Fabian Núñez (D)
Fran Pavley (D)
Mark Ridley-Thomas (D)
Ira Ruskin (D)
Lori Saldaña (D)
Simon Salinas (D)
Alberto Torrico (D)
Tom Umberg (D)

SENATE 
Elaine Alquist (D)
Wesley Chesbro (D)
Joseph Dunn (D)
Christine Kehoe (D)
Alan S. Lowenthal (D)
Jack Scott (D)
Neil Soto (D)
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LEGISLATIVE 
REPORT CARD
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REPORT CARD: ASSEMBLY
EDUCATION ECONOMIC JUSTICE

2005 ASSEMBLY DIST. GRADE TOTALS SB 687 AB 1531 SB 385 AB 13 AB 48 AB 124 AB 901 AB 89 AB 855

Greg Aghazarian R-26 F 28% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Juan Arambula D-31 B 86% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✘

Joe Baca, Jr. D-62 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Karen Bass D-47 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

John J. Benoit R-64 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | – ✘ ✘ ✘

Patty Berg D-1 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Rudy Bermúdez D-56 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Sam Blakeslee R-33 F 39% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Russ Bogh R-65 F 28% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Ronald S. Calderon D-58 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Joseph Canciamilla D-11 C 72% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘

Wilma Chan D-16 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Ed Chavez D-57 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Judy Chu D-49 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Dave Cogdill R-25 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Rebecca Cohn D-24 A 94% ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Joe Coto D-23 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Lynn Daucher R-72 F 31% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Hector De La Torre D-50 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Chuck DeVore R-70 F 22% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Mervyn M. Dymally D-52 A 97% ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Bill Emmerson R-63 F 22% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | – ✘ | – ✘ ✘ ✘

Noreen Evans D-7 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Dario J. Frommer D-43 A 97% ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Bonnie Garcia R-80 D 58% ✔ ✘ ✔ – ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Jackie Goldberg D-45 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
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HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE OF COLOR (POC)

AB 772 SB 12 SB 965 SB 650 AB 800 AB 22 AB 378 SB 645 SB 670 % POC LATINO BLACK ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER

AMER.
INDIAN

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 47.3% 32.6% 4.1% 7.9% 0.4% 1.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 77.5% 61.5% 5.8% 8.5% 0.1% 1.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 78.6% 59.8% 13.8% 3.4% 0.3% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 70.1% 26.0% 31.0% 11.5% 0.2% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 44.6% 29.2% 8.6% 4.9% 0.3% 0.9%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 21.3% 12.5% 1.3% 1.7% 0.2% 5.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 75.5% 52.5% 3.9% 17.5% 0.4% 0.6%

✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ – 35.6% 27.3% 2.7% 3.7% 0.2% 1.2%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 38.0% 26.7% 6.4% 2.7% 0.3% 1.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 81.4% 67.4% 1.1% 11.7% 0.1% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ 45.4% 21.5% 9.1% 12.2% 0.5% 1.1%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 71.5% 21.0% 29.7% 18.9% 0.6% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 80.0% 62.8% 3.7% 12.2% 0.2% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 87.3% 46.6% 0.8% 39.1% 0.1% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 28.5% 19.1% 2.7% 3.1% 0.3% 2.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 42.9% 17.5% 3.0% 20.3% 0.4% 0.7%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 79.7% 47.2% 3.7% 27.1% 0.4% 0.5%

✘ ✘ – ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ 53.2% 38.4% 2.0% 11.3% 0.3% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 88.9% 79.5% 5.5% 2.9% 0.2% 0.4%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 33.1% 13.1% 1.6% 16.8% 0.2% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 96.2% 65.0% 28.7% 1.4% 0.7% 0.2%

✘ – – ✔ ✔ ✘ | – ✔ ✘ ✘ 48.4% 30.1% 9.4% 6.9% 0.3% 0.9%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 40.1% 19.7% 8.2% 9.8% 0.5% 1.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 49.3% 28.9% 2.8% 12.3% 0.2% 0.4%

✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ 67.2% 60.0% 3.5% 2.0% 0.1% 1.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 87.6% 67.6% 2.3% 16.2% 0.1% 0.4%

✔ = support of racial equity  ✘ = vote against racial equity  – = no vote  
● = excused absence  ✔ | ✘ = change of vote  during concurrence
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EDUCATION ECONOMIC JUSTICE

2005 ASSEMBLY DIST. GRADE TOTALS SB 687 AB 1531 SB 385 AB 13 AB 48 AB 124 AB 901 AB 89 AB 855

Loni Hancock D-14 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Tom Harman R-67 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Ray Haynes R-66 F 11% ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | – ✘

Jerome E. Horton D-51 A 94% ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ ● | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Shirley Horton R-78 D 58% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ – | ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘

Guy S. Houston R-15 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Robert (Bob) Huff R-60 F 28% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Dave Jones D-9 A 97% ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Betty Karnette D-54 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Rick Keene R-3 F 31% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Johan Klehs D-18 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Paul Koretz D-42 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Doug La Malfa R-2 F 19% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Jay La Suer R-77 F 22% ✔ ✘ ✘ ● ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

John Laird D-27 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Mark Leno D-13 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Tim Leslie R-4 F 19% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Lloyd E. Levine D-40 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Sally J. Lieber D-22 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Carol Liu D-44 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Barbara S. Matthews D-17 B 83% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔

Bill Maze R-34 F 14% ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Kevin McCarthy R-32 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Cindy Montañez D-39 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Dennis Mountjoy R-59 F 11% – ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Gene Mullin D-19 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alan Nakanishi R-10 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | ✘ ✘ ✘

REPORT CARD: ASSEMBLY
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HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE OF COLOR (POC)

AB 772 SB 12 SB 965 SB 650 AB 800 AB 22 AB 378 SB 645 SB 670 % POC LATINO BLACK ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER

AMER.
INDIAN

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 47.9% 15.1% 15.8% 15.1% 0.3% 1.0%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ – 37.1% 18.5% 2.0% 14.6% 0.5% 0.8%

✘ ✘ – ✘ ✔ – |✘ ✔ ✘ – 43.4% 33.3% 3.9% 3.7% 0.4% 1.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 85.3% 43.8% 31.6% 8.4% 0.6% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ – 59.5% 27.8% 13.1% 16.6% 0.7% 0.7%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ – 26.4% 13.6% 2.3% 8.5% 0.3% 0.9%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 52.8% 24.0% 2.9% 24.5% 0.2% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 60.9% 23.3% 16.6% 17.8% 1.0% 1.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 49.2% 26.2% 8.8% 12.2% 0.5% 0.7%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 19.0% 10.0% 2.1% 3.3% 0.2% 2.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 56.3% 23.5% 12.9% 16.9% 1.2% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 24.6% 10.4% 3.8% 8.0% 0.1% 0.4%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 23.7% 14.8% 1.1% 3.7% 0.2% 3.4%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ● ✘ ✘ 24.9% 15.0% 3.4% 3.8% 0.4% 1.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 30.1% 18.4% 3.1% 6.3% 0.5% 1.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 50.0% 16.3% 10.1% 21.4% 0.6% 0.6%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✘ ✘ 20.1% 10.8% 2.5% 4.2% 0.3% 1.7%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 57.1% 38.8% 4.7% 11.6% 0.2% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 52.7% 14.2% 2.4% 34.3% 0.4% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 61.0% 29.7% 9.6% 20.1% 0.1% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 62.2% 43.3% 6.3% 10.2% 0.3% 1.1%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 47.4% 37.6% 3.5% 3.1% 0.2% 2.1%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 35.0% 24.0% 5.0% 3.3% 0.2% 1.9%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 86.3% 74.0% 4.0% 7.0% 0.1% 0.4%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ 34.7% 21.2% 4.9% 6.5% 0.2% 1.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 46.9% 17.7% 2.5% 23.8% 1.3% 0.5%

– | ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ – 35.3% 14.5% 6.9% 11.3% 0.4% 1.3%

✔ = support of racial equity  ✘ = vote against racial equity  – = no vote  
● = excused absence  ✔ | ✘ = change of vote  during concurrence
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EDUCATION EQUITY ECONOMIC JUSTICE

2005 ASSEMBLY DIST. GRADE TOTALS SB 687 AB 1531 SB 385 AB 13 AB 48 AB 124 AB 901 AB 89 AB 855

Joe Nation D-6 A 94% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Pedro Nava D-35 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Gloria Negrette McLeod D-61 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Roger Niello R-5 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Fabian Núñez D-46 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Jenny Oropeza D-55 B 89% – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Nicole Parra D-30 B 83% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘

Fran Pavley D-41 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

George A. Plescia R-75 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Keith Stuart Richman R-38 F 44% ✔ – | ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Mark Ridley-Thomas D-48 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Sharon Runner R-36 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Ira Ruskin D-21 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Lori Saldaña D-76 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Simon Salinas D-28 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Todd Spitzer R-71 F 36% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Audra Strickland R-37 F 17% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Alberto Torrico D-20 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Van Tran R-68 F 39% ✔ ✘ – ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Tom Umberg D-69 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Juan Vargas D-79 B 89% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Michael N. Villines R-29 F 19% ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Mimi Walters R-73 F 14% – ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Lois Wolk D-8 A 94% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Mark Wyland R-74 F 25% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Leland Yee D-12 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

TOTAL 92% 53% 62% 55% 62% 61% 59% 58% 56%

REPORT CARD: ASSEMBLY
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HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE OF COLOR (POC)

AB 772 SB 12 SB 965 SB 650 AB 800 AB 22 AB 378 SB 645 SB 670 % POC LATINO BLACK ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER

AMER.
INDIAN

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 21.7% 12.7% 2.4% 4.8% 0.7% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 45.6% 37.9% 1.8% 4.3% 0.2% 0.9%

✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 74.4% 59.3% 8.0% 5.7% 0.3% 0.6%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 23.9% 10.4% 5.4% 5.4% 0.4% 1.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 95.9% 85.4% 5.6% 4.3% 0.0% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ● | ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ 77.8% 44.5% 15.2% 15.3% 1.7% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 73.3% 61.3% 6.6% 3.6% 0.1% 1.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 32.6% 20.0% 3.1% 7.6% 0.2% 0.5%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 35.0% 12.5% 2.3% 18.4% 0.3% 0.6%

– | ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ 34.3% 20.2% 2.9% 9.4% 0.2% 0.7%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 94.6% 51.5% 30.5% 11.8% 0.1% 0.2%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 47.6% 29.7% 12.2% 3.4% 0.2% 1.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 35.3% 17.3% 3.6% 12.3% 1.0% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 37.3% 20.5% 6.4% 8.2% 0.5% 0.9%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 71.5% 59.0% 2.0% 9.0% 0.2% 0.7%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 37.0% 23.8% 3.3% 8.2% 0.3% 0.6%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ – – 32.8% 23.1% 2.0% 6.2% 0.2% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 60.8% 16.9% 4.3% 37.3% 0.6% 0.6%

– ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ 57.3% 28.7% 1.4% 25.3% 0.6% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 86.4% 74.0% 1.4% 9.9% 0.4% 0.4%

✔ – ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 75.5% 57.3% 7.7% 9.0% 0.6% 0.6%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 44.1% 30.2% 4.1% 7.3% 0.1% 1.5%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 34.6% 22.4% 4.1% 6.0% 0.7% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 41.6% 20.9% 8.1% 10.0% 0.6% 1.2%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ 34.6% 26.3% 2.1% 4.6% 0.4% 0.7%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 64.8% 14.2% 4.9% 43.9% 0.5% 0.3%

62% 62% 59% 90% 100% 83% 100% 58% 66% 52.6% 32.4% 6.7% 11.4% 0.4% 0.9%

✔ = support of racial equity  ✘ = vote against racial equity  – = no vote  
● = excused absence  ✔ | ✘ = change of vote  during concurrence
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EDUCATION ECONOMIC JUSTICE

2005 SENATE DIST. GRADE TOTALS SB 687 AB 1531 SB 385 AB 13 AB 48 AB 124 AB 901 AB 89 AB 855

Sam Aanestad R-4 F 8% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Dick Ackerman R-33 F 11% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Richard Alarcón D-20 A 97% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Elaine Alquist D-13 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Roy Ashburn R-18 F 11% ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

James P. Battin R-37 F 14% – ✘ ✘ – ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Debra Bowen D-28 A 94% ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

John Campbell R-35 F 8% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Gilbert Cedillo D-22 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔

Wesley Chesbro D-2 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Dave Cox R-1 F 17% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Jeff Denham R-12 F 36% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Denise Moreno Ducheny D-40 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ● ✔ ✔ ✔

Joseph Dunn D-34 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Robert Dutton R-31 F 12% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ● ✘ ✘

Martha Escutia D-30 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔

Liz Figueroa D-10 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Dean Florez D-16 B 89% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘

Dennis Hollingsworth R-36 F 0% ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Christine Kehoe D-39 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Sheila James Kuehl D-23 A 97% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Alan S. Lowenthal D-27 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Michael J. Machado D-5 C 72% ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – –

Abel Maldonado R-15 D 56% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ – ✘ ✘

Bob Margett R-29 F 24% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ – ✘ ✘

Tom McClintock R-19 F 6% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

REPORT CARD: SENATE
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HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE OF COLOR (POC)

AB 772 SB 12 SB 965 SB 650 AB 800 AB 22 AB 378 SB 645 SB 670 % POC LATINO BLACK ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER

AMER.
INDIAN

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ | ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ – | ✘ 21.7% 12.1% 1.2% 3.4% 0.1% 1.9%

✘ ✘ | – ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ 36.2% 20.2% 1.6% 11.2% 0.2% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – 77.0% 61.4% 4.5% 8.3% 0.1% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 67.7% 34.9% 3.0% 26.2% 0.4% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ | ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ 38.2% 27.2% 4.1% 2.8% 0.2% 1.2%

✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✘ – – – 44.8% 31.0% 7.0% 3.5% 0.2% 0.7%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 55.3% 30.4% 6.6% 14.2% 0.7% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ | ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ – | ✘ 35.5% 15.0% 1.2% 15.9% 0.3% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 92.1% 72.8% 5.1% 12.7% 0.1% 0.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 31.4% 16.2% 4.5% 5.4% 0.3% 1.8%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ 20.1% 9.9% 2.4% 3.8% 0.2% 0.9%

– ✘ | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ 60.3% 49.2% 2.7% 4.8% 0.2% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ 75.9% 60.5% 5.5% 7.1% 0.3% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 78.4% 58.5% 1.8% 15.6% 0.4% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ – | ✘ 46.2% 31.0% 6.3% 5.3% 0.2% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ● ✔ ✔ 84.4% 75.4% 1.8% 5.6% 0.1% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ 61.9% 20.6% 6.0% 29.8% 0.8% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 77.7% 63.2% 6.4% 5.5% 0.1% 0.7%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | – 28.1% 15.9% 2.9% 5.1% 0.3% 0.9%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 45.6% 19.4% 8.8% 12.7% 0.5% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – 35.5% 21.2% 2.9% 7.8% 0.1% 0.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 69.9% 45.1% 9.9% 11.7% 0.5% 0.3%

✔ – – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 51.9% 27.1% 8.0% 11.6% 0.4% 0.6%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 36.8% 24.4% 2.1% 6.9% 0.2% 0.5%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ● ✘ – | ✘ 51.4% 25.9% 3.3% 19.2% 0.1% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ | – – 30.8% 21.5% 1.6% 4.8% 0.1% 0.5%

✔ = support of racial equity  ✘ = vote against racial equity  – = no vote  
● = excused absence  ✔ | ✘ = change of vote  during concurrence
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EDUCATION ECONOMIC JUSTICE

2005 SENATE DIST. GRADE TOTALS SB 687 AB 1531 SB 385 AB 13 AB 48 AB 124 AB 901 AB 89 AB 855

Carole Migden D-3 A 97% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Bill Morrow R-38 F 11% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ – ✘ –

Kevin Murray D-26 D 57% ✔ ✔ – – ✔ ✔ ● ● –

Deborah Ortiz D-6 A 92% ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Don Perata D-9 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ● – ✔

Charles Poochigan R-14 F 17% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Gloria Romero D-24 A 97% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

George C. Runner R-17 F 14% ✔ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘ ✘

Jack Scott D-21 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

S. Joseph Simitian D-11 A 94% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Neil Soto D-32 A 100% ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Jackie Speier D-8 B 86% ✔ | – ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Tom Torlakson D-7 A 92% ✔ ✘ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

Edward Vincent D-25 B 88% ✔ | – ✔ ✔ | ● ● ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔

TOTALS 64% 91% 55% 58% 56% 65% 62% 59% 54% 55%

REPORT CARD: SENATE
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HEALTH EQUITY CIVIL RIGHTS PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE OF COLOR (POC)

AB 772 SB 12 SB 965 SB 650 AB 800 AB 22 AB 378 SB 645 SB 670 % POC LATINO BLACK ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER

AMER.
INDIAN

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – 37.8% 14.5% 6.6% 13.0% 0.3% 0.3%

– ✘ | – ✘ ✔ ✘ – ✘ ✘ ✘ 37.8% 25.7% 3.0% 5.7% 0.4% 0.4%

● ✔ | ● – | ● ✔ | – – – ✔ ✔ ✔ 78.7% 36.8% 27.8% 10.8% 0.1% 0.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 48.9% 18.3% 12.0% 12.3% 0.7% 0.8%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 62.1% 19.0% 23.4% 15.0% 0.4% 0.4%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✔ ✘ – – 36.7% 24.8% 2.8% 5.0% 0.1% 1.0%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 87.1% 64.7% 2.4% 18.2% 0.1% 0.3%

✘ ✘ ✘ ✔ | ✘ ✘ ✔ ✘ ✘ – | ✘ 43.0% 27.4% 7.4% 4.7% 0.1% 0.5%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 53.3% 26.0% 5.6% 16.6% 0.1% 0.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – ✔ ✔ ✔ 37.9% 17.0% 3.0% 13.8% 0.6% 0.3%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 77.3% 58.8% 11.6% 4.1% 0.3% 0.4%

✔ – | ✔ – | ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ – | ✔ ✔ 55.4% 15.6% 2.9% 32.1% 0.8% 0.2%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | – ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ 37.0% 15.4% 6.3% 10.8% 0.3% 0.4%

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ | ● ✔ ● – ✔ ✔ | – 84.0% 41.0% 31.6% 8.1% 0.8% 0.2%

64% 64% 64% 86% 60% 72% 61% 66% 63% 53.3% 32.4% 6.4% 10.8% 0.3% 0.5%

✔ = support of racial equity  ✘ = vote against racial equity  – = no vote  
● = excused absence  ✔ | ✘ = change of vote during concurrence
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