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Why is the Governor Insisting on Domestic Partner 
Protections for Same-Sex Couples Only? 

Gender-Neutral Domestic Partnership Legislation Is Supported 
by Religious Leaders, Labor Unions, Local Governments, 

Seniors' Groups, Women's Rights Advocates, Many Gay & 
Lesbian Groups, and a Majority of California Legislators 

San Francisco was the first municipality in 
California to consider a bill to give legal protections 
and economic benefits to domestic partners. A 
domestic partner ordinance was passed by the Board 
of Supervisors in 1982. 

It was vetoed by then-Mayor Diane Feinstein 
because no one had taken the time to study the 
potential fiscal effects of the bill. 

The mayor then established a Mayor's 
Advisory Commission on Health Benefits. After 
several months of study, the commission issued a 
report to the mayor recommending that a law be 
passed to give domestic partner health benefits to 
same-sex couples only. 

Feinstein rejected its proposal. The mayor 
said that she would not approve sexist domestic 
partnership legislation. 

Berkeley was the first city in the state to 
grant domestic partner health benefits to city em
ployees. In 1984, the city's Human Relations 
Commission and the City Council debated whether 
to limit benefits to same-sex partners or to pass a 
gender-neutral plan. They rejected sexism and voted 
to adopt a policy of inclusion. 

In 1985, West Hollywood became the first 
city to establish a domestic partner registry. It was 
gender-neutral. 

In the ensuing years, more than a dozen cities 
and counties have created registries and/or domestic 
partner benefits plans for municipal employees. All 
of these programs are gender-neutral. 

A domestic partner bill was first introduced 
into the state Legislature in 1994. Since then, 12 
bills have been debated by state legislators. All have 
been gender-neutral. Two of these bills passed both 
houses of the Legislature. They were vetoed by 
then-Governor Pete Wilson. 

Gray Davis was Lt. Governor when Wilson 
vetoed AB 1059 in 1998. Davis issued a press 
release criticizing Wilson for the veto. AB 1059 was 
a gender-neutral bill supported by religious leaders 
from several denominations, including Catholic, 
Episcopal, Lutheran, Methodist, and Presbyterian. 

All of the major seniors groups in California 

have supported gender-neutral domestic partner 
bills. As their letters of support have pointed out, 
many older adults have good reasons for living 
together as domestic partners rather than marrying. 

Since the National Organization for Women 
opposes sexism, it is understandable why NOW 
favors gender-neutral domestic partner laws. 

Many gay and lesbian rights leaders and 
groups have expressed support for inclusive domes
tic partner protections and opposition to sexist 
proposals that exclude opposite-sex couples. 

Not one organization in the state has de
manded that the Legislature limit domestic partner 
legislation to gay and lesbian couples. Many large 
businesses have adopted inclusive benefits programs 
and have found the added cost to be minimal. 

With this strong support for gender-neutral 
domestic partner laws and with no one - other than 
Gray Davis - insisting that such laws be restricted to 
same-sex couples, one wonders why the Governor 
has suddenly decided that he will only sign a "spe
cial interest" bill rather than an inclusive one. 

His solo position looks rather odd, especially 
considering that when he was running for Governor, 
Gray Davis specifically stated that he supported 
gender-neutral domestic partner laws and opposed 
any same-sex restriction in them. 

Maybe ifhe were to reconsider the facts, the 
Governor might decide that discrimination on the 
basis of sex, marital status, and sexual orientation -
which is what a same-sex only law perpetuates - is 
not the best policy for a diverse state as we enter the 
new millennium. 

There are 10 million unmarried adults in 
California. Most of them are heterosexual. 

If they are willing to assume the same family 
obligations as the Governor would have a same-sex 
couple do, then why should an opposite-sex couple 
not be protected by a domestic partner law? Or are 
the rights of single people - some 33% of the voters 
- not worthy of protection? 

- Thomas F. Coleman 
Executive Director 
Spectrum Institute 
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Candidate SUn'ey OD Family Divenity. 
Domestic Partnership. and Marital Status Discrimination 

Name of c.ndidate:-,-:G~RA..:,..-Y!......,~~~",,:,U_'5____ Di!trid, __ 
(Please Priat Clnrly) GtDUE~~ 

Questions about Flmily Divenity: (Seloet only aile answer for each question.) 

\. In a natioaa15UlVCy done by Massach\I£C1tS MUMI Life mSllmlal Co., 1.200 adults 
were asked to ,elc~l a dWnilion of family. A minority (22%) selectld a rescri~ve 
definition: "a group of people related b)' blood. mIllTi8~e, or adoption.n The majority (74%) 
selec1ed arl inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other," 

If you bad to make a choice, which one gf1hese c!efinitions would ~~ select? 
~ ." :';' . 

v' A "family~ is a group of people related by blood. marriage, or a'i!opUOI1. 

V A "fJJni1y" is a group of pea pIc who love 111111 care forea;h other. 

2. After a two-year study completed in 1988, the 38-member LoI Angeles City Tiik 
Fon;: on Family Dillmity recommended thBt lawm'akers, such as the CiEy Co.unci] .me! state 
Legislatun: should be sensitive to !he fact thal "family" is !lOW a 1etm of an, '~Ie or m&DY 
variable definitiOllS. The Task Force recommended tbat wben tbe terrn "'amily" i. Ided in 
propascd legl.l.dun, pubI~ officials should <:.Onsider rrlcvant dcfill~tiOna1 options lind u.~e 
an inclusive rlllher than IlIIitriclive definitIon of"famiJy.n . I 

__ ~~ vl'1 support legi$latoT$ defining "family" in U\ im:II,ISIIlfl ~ in propgnd laws. d:.,.i~-
_ I support legi~la!Ors using a re$lriCI~ c!efi~tio!l oC"r""ily" in prvposed laws. 

3. The fi~.year rqx>rt oCthe state Legislature' s 26-~ber Joint Select Taslc F<JrCe on 
the Cluutsi1l2 Funily, issued in 1989, ot"erved·t/m no sin!,lle dCscriptiGn of Califomia', 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity. TIle Task Forte finmd the 
fonowin8 mtemem: of me Califomia Supreme Coil1'\', 1l11Id.e in 1921, still relevant today: 
"Family may mean d!ft'eIcnt 1hin9i \ll\der different cin;umsta~J. The f'lblily, for insll!Ilee, 
may be IS group ofpeOllle related by blood or marriase. or not rclamd at all, who :n'e living 
t~ in the intimas. and ll'IulUaI interdependence o~ I slagle home or hou5ehold." In this 
spirit. the T.uk Force il8W unmarried long-Ie.". partnen lIS pUt of'd!~ mo~a!c affamily 
di~jty, rccomrnemiing thai "if those couples II$SUrne the ~ibiJiti~ of a family, public 
pol i cy .bould recogn;"" them a~ a familie5 Ir.d pl'ohfbit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their family members." 

~ belisw that if unmarried pllrtne~ function as a famil)( · ~----
unit, then the law should treat [hem as a family. 

_ I beliavc that lIle law mould not treat tmma"ied coUples 
as a fanrily unit. 

o 
Ib 
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QuestionJ about Domestic Pal1nership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. D<n.ens of municipalities and scllool disnicts Ilnd bundrods of private employers 
throughout the natiOl1 now provide helltra. dental. and leave bellCfits UI the domuti~ 
pal'\Mn oflheiT employees. The term "domcsti, paItncrshipn has cWltomllrily been defined 
as: (I) cwo unmanied adults; (2) living mgether as a fa.mily unit; (3) mann: the cornmon 
n~l)$stties of life; and (4) Uimning rMpOnsibility for the general.weIfare of cach other. 
Same I:~eat and pri~te empIoyen restrict domesti<: pannershtp bencfi~ 10 same sex 
couples. Mo$t allow an unnwrled couples. resll'dlm of sender. to apply for tlome$tic 
partncT5hip bel'lefitl. Oroup, INCh lIS the NaliOllaJ Otpnization for Women lind the CDJIgre5S 
ofCalifomia SeNoR, oppose dte exclusi01l of opposltHex. pAt'ttIm from dp benefit!: plans. 
The California Laber Cemmissioner rul.d !NI! it is inegai sexu2.1 orientlti01t disaimination 
fOf' government employcl'1 to exclude opPQsite-sex partners from dp benefits prosnms· 

_ I support me extension of employment benefits to domestic JlirU'len, but [ 
believe that domestic partner beneiilS should be lim/led to ;ame·sex couples. 

~ support domestic partner employment benefIts. but [ oppose the " S;!Ilt<O-5eX only" ~--_ 
limitation. I believe dlat all domestic partn= should be eli;ihle for benefits, 
regardll!SS o/fhe gande, of the pArtners. 

_ J oppose iIl1 domestic parmer benefi1!l progmns. 

S. Bills have been introduced in me past few years [0 protect the rlgh~ of domestic partnm 
(r'gardt"" oC Sender). The followinG If. cwo examples. Please indicate whetber you 
support or oppose the objective of each ofw following bills. (Sel~t one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2110) 11995 (AB 627) /1997 (AB 5'1) ['Re!Jm.,. ;and Bssic Protoceillll') 
Would create a procec:Jure for domcstio partners Ie rt!!lisler with the S~ry orStll!!. 

Would extelld buio humaIIituian prOlec:tiCln5 to ~istmld pann0r5 (a place 10 dGignate a dp on the 
.laMory wm form, lIosplt;! vfsitation rlabtt. nOlice or eoftller\lator.hlp proc~in~ priarity III be 
appoirl!ed "'. conaervalor). The bill passed bOlh hoyses in 19<)4 but ....-as vetoed by the G"""""or. 

v1 support ;realion of ~ rcaiSlration p~ and buie llurnenilarilll'l proteCtions. 

_I oppose a rell~\Iy and oppOSl: any leQa! recognitio~ gr dOIl1e5lic panners. 

B. 1994 (SB 206!) 1\997 (AB 2001) I~"erd$ for lute and local workil"J 
Would e:neacIllealth and dllltal bcnefllli 10 !he c!ameI!lc pamers ofst41:e empJO)"'eI (such 

as New York, Venncm. and Oreson ~ve done). Would also ~utltorlze the Public Emplaycc 
Ihrircment S)'SIeIT110 u1minlster such a benent. program fOT munlcipaiili"" thaI 'panil:jpalc in PE1t.S 
I(sucll municipalities want to extend h~(h benefits to the domestic pllJ1ncn of their employees. 

V"i' ~ e:lC!eIIding dp benefits to Irate ~ and IIlOwmg PI1RS to adminllter such 
benefits fCl' ",.",;.;;p.lI!leS,Mt wam III gi~ bo:nefi~ to domestic pannetS of their worXCI'3. 

_! oppo!e =<Iet'.dint! benefits 10 domestic ~ ofl~ or local !Oycmmel\t employee.. 

o 
Ie 
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M.rita' 5111111 Dbcrimination: (Select ofll1 one answa- tor each question.) 

'f _I!J.! 1", o,J I J • aL' .. ' .. AIA.- ""'-1 ... 6. 11acrc are more chan ~ unmarTied adu Is 1ft Califo",,~ mUiln, II ... ~ IDIJ argc:st mmotlly 
il ..... ("'women an a numerle ~). ltdernoataphio trend. contIlI.Ie, williG' few years 
die m*rity olldultt in califOrnil may bo unlDllTied. Doqite their ... numbers. widespread 
ruri1aI DIU. dilCrimination hal ... cIccurnIntC by sovemrneftt study oammiRiona such .. the Los 
An.I. City Task 'oree OIl "unity Diversity, 1he San Praadlco ~s Advilaly TIlle Forese on 
'amity Policy. me Legilillltt.lteis JoInI Sele Task Pene oa til, Changfna Family, Ike L08 Mecl. 
Chy Attorney·s Consumer's Task Porce 011 Mariul Swus Discrimination, and the Jnsunmce 
Commiuianer's AftIi.DlaI:rimiMdon Task Fon:e. Please answer the fbllcwina questlolll aboul JOur 
pDSitIan on marital staN! diGrimin81ian ill California. (SoICGt Gnly one 1IUWeI" tbr eacb ClUIOIY.) 

A. Geaentl PhQuopl'J 

_ 1 believe th.~ married peopl. deserve more rr .... ' than sil'gJ. people. 

~ beiicm: In oq"aJ nshll for an people. regardleas af1heir marital status. 

'I. Koui", DilcriminltiGD 

_ I believe char laftdlarda should have 1IIe rlpl to reAlse to lIN co l.Iftmanied cOUples. 

~believe that housing di$Crimination against unmerrled couples sboIaJ4 ba urqal. 

c. Eraployee B.ents DllcriminatioD 

"'i' WI .... ia «lIS! pay fOr eQ1.III work. BmpIoyeet 'YJho are sinslc or wllo l\rve a. domestic 
partfter should not re;eiw less ,ay (in wms otbeaefitB compensation) thaa IIIIIriod 
wDrters if tlwy perform the IBmc: work.. Suc:h clilcriminacion lhould be mega!. 

_ J bsfN!Ne that married workers should receive pealet _eli" c:orapeuaticm INn liftaIe 
workers or those with domesdc: palUM. Such ditcriminaticn should ftOl be outlawed. 

D. Int.rlMe Dilcrlminadon 

_I believe that insurance campaaies should be cndtIed to discritlinue qIiuc iftdMdIlIIs 
on dte buill or If'CGp cbaracleriltica. suc12 II race. Nlision. ... or mariaI_ if 
actuarial data. shaws tlw Dne BtOUP is • hisher risk than another. 

"" I bcrteve d1at mpOMibll •• bldividual. sho\lld GOlba". CO ,., hi ...... ~ms 
jusI because they are not manic. DlalrnJnadon on che bait bf8fDUP chsraruriltics. 
auch as race. reUalon. ~ or rnarltal •• atu$. should he illegal. sa dtat iadWidual merie. 
telpDosibiJity. and past conduct, Ire ehe primary basis tor dcb:rminid8 preaillma. 

'£. Con.amer DiHeuiu 

~rbuainesses Sive discounts and miter perks tD "5pou!1!S'~ and ~ rrIfIftbets." rhn 
-the IIW should roquire rhom '0 ,;vo NOh dls=unta to cIomClli; J*UICO. 

8uslncues shcurct nen be required ~o treat dom_ia pann .... ~ ..... at Chty treat 
- family membt=rs Ot SpOUaOI. Buslne .. should have the f'i8ht ta dlscrimirw. h"ko Ibis. 

Id 



State Officials Who Have Voted 
in Favor of Gender-Neutral 
DODlestic Partnership Bills 

Governor Gray Davis: 

When he was Lt. Governor in 1996, Davis cast a vote on AB 1982. As President of 
the Senate, he voted to opposed a motion that would have deleted a gender-neutral domestic 
partnership provision from the bill. Davis voted to support the gender-neutral provision and, 
as a result, that provision remained in the bill. Frontiers news magazine reported that when 
he cast his vote in favor of the domestic partnership provision, Davis told the Senate, "I've 
always supported domestic partnerships. It was an easy vote for me." (Frontiers, September 
6, 1996.) 

Lt Governor Cruz Bustamante: 

When he was a member of the California Legislature, Bustamante cast three votes in 
favor of gender-neutral domestic partnership bills: AB 1059, AB 2810, and SB 2061). 

Attorney General Bill Lockyer: 

When he was a member of the California Legislature, Lockyer cast four votes in favor 
of gender-neutral domestic partnership bills: AS 2810, SB 841, SB 1506, and SB 2061). 

Current Legislators (1999): 

A majority of both houses of the California Legislature voted in favor of gender
neutral domestic partnership legislation in 1999. Three bills passed one house by close 
margms. 

Several of the legislators who voted in favor of these gender-neutral bills have 
indicated in writing that they favor gender-neutral domestic partnership legislation and 
that they oppose domestic partnership bills that are limited to same-sex partners only. The 
ultimate fate of domestic partnership legislation in California would be called into question 
if these legislators stand by their stated principles and refuse to go along with the Governor's 
demand to pass legislation limited to gay and lesbian couples. 

A list of legislators who have voted this session in support of gender-neutral domestic 
partner legislation is found on the following pages. 

1 



Current Legislators Voting in Favor 
of Gender-Neutral Domestic Partner Bills 

Assembly: . Assembly: Senate: Senate: 
(AB 26: 41 votes) (AB 107:42 votes) (SB 75: 23 votes) SB 118: 21 votes) 

Alquist * Alquist * Alarcon Alarcon 

Aroner * Aroner * Alpert Alpert 
Bock Bock Bowen Bowen 
Calderon Calderon Burton Burton 
Cardenas Cardenas Chesbro Chesbro 
Cedillo Cedillo Dunn Dunn 
Corbett Corbett Escutia Escutia 
Davis Correra Figueroa * Figueroa * 
Ducheny Cunneen Hayden Hayden 
Dutra Davis Hughes Hughes 
Firebaugh Ducheny Johnston Johnston 
Floyd Dutra Karnette Karnette 
Gallegos Firebaugh Murray Murray 
Hertzberg Floyd O'Connell O'Connell 
Honda Gallegos Ortiz Ortiz 
Jackson Hertzberg Peace Peace 
Keeley Honda Perata Perata 
Knox Jackson Polanco Polanco 
Kuehl * Keeley Schiff Sher 
Lempert Knox Sher Solis 
Longville Kuehl * Solis Spier 
Lowenthal * Lempert Spier 
Mazzoni Longville Vasconcellos 
Migden * Lowenthal * * These legislaton 
Nakano Mazzoni have specifically 
Papan * Migden * stated in writing 
Romero Nakano that they support 
Scott Papan * gender-neutral 
Shelley Romero domestic partner 
Steinberg Scott bills and that they 
Strom-Martin * Shelley are opposed to bills 
Thomson Steinberg limiting domestic 
Torlakson Strom-Martin * partner protections 
Vmcent Thomson to same-sex couples 
Washington Torlakson only. 
Wayne Vincent (Source: 
Wesson Wayne Survey conduded by 
Wiggins Wesson Spectrum Institute, 
Wildman Wiggins released on October 
Wright Wtldman 21,1998) 
Vtllaraigosa Wright 

Villaraigosa 

3 



Year 

1994 

1994 

1995 

1996 

1997 

1997 

1997 

1998 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

1999 

An Unbroken History of Gender-Neutral 
Domestic Partnership Legislation 

in California - Until Now 

Gender-Neutral Same-Sex Only Comments 
Bills Bills 

AB 2810 (Katz) passed both Houses; was vetoed 
by Gov. Pete Wilson 

SB 2061 (Hart) passed Senate; failed in Assembly 

AB 627 (Katz) 

AB 3332 (Kuehl) 

AB 54 (Murray) 

SB 841 (Hayden) 

AB 427 (Knox) 

AB 1059 (Migden) passed both Houses; vetoed by 
Gov. Pete Wtlson; the veto was 
criticized by Lt. Gov. Gray Davis 

AB 107 (Knox) 

SB 75 (Murray) 

SB 118 (Hayden) 

AB 26 (Migden) passed Assembly 

AB 26 (Midgen) passed Senate Judiciary 
(as amended on Committee (must pass Senate and 
July 7, 1999) return to Assembly for 

concurrence in amendments) 
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Groups Supporting 1999 DP 
Bills That Are Gender-Neutral 

SB 75 Supporters: 

American Association of Retired Persons 
California Professional Firefighters 
Board of Supervisors of San Francisco 
California Alliance for Pride and Equality 
United Transportation Union, AFL-CIO 
California Federation of Teachers, AFL-CIO 
East Bay Municipal Utility District 
California School Employees Association 
Gay and Lesbian Center of Los Angeles 
Southern California Women for Understanding 
AIDS Healthcare Foundation 
California Nurses Association 
Asian Pacific Gays and Friends 
Friends Committee on Legislation of California 
California Child, Youth and Family Coalition 
Older Women's League of California (OWL) 
Congress of California Seniors 
National Organization for Women (NOW) 

AD 26 Support: 

California Alliance for Pride and Equality 
Academic Senate of the Cal. State University 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
California Child, Youth and Family Coalition 
California Federation of Teachers 
California National Organization for Women 
California Nurses Association 
California Professional Firefighters 
California School Employees Association 
California State Employees Association 
Congress of California Seniors 
East Bay Municipal Utility District 
Friends Committee on Legislation 
Kaiser Permanente 
Los Angeles Gay and Lesbian Center 
Older Womens League of California 
People for the American Way 
Santa Barbara Stonewall Democratic Club 
Service Employees International Union 

Groups Insisting that 1999 DP Bills 
Be Limited to Same-Sex Partners 

No groups are on record with the Legislature 
as supporting domestic partner legislation that 
is limited to protections for same-sex partners. 
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Groups Supporting 1999 DP 
Bills That Are Gender-Neutral 

SB 118 

AIDS Project Los Angeles 
American Cancer Society 
American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) 
California Alliance for Pride and Equality 
Cal. Assn. for the Education of Young Children 
California Catholic Conference 
California Church 
California Amalgamated Transit Union 
California Conference of Machinists 
Cal. Federation ofBusiness & Professional Women 
Cal. Independent Public Employees Leg. Council 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO 
California Professional Firefighters (CPF) 
California School Employees Association 
California State Association of Electrical Workers 
California State Pipe Trades Council 
California Teachers Association 
California Teamsters Public Affairs Council 
Coalition of University Employees (CUE) 
CW A, District 9, AFL-CIO 
Election Committee of the County of Orange 
Employment Law Center, Legal Aid Society of SF 
Engineers and Scientists of California, Local 20 
Equal Rights Advocates 
Friends Committee on Legislation of California 
Gay and Lesbian Center 
Hotel & Restaurant Employees International Union 
Los Angeles Gay and Lesbian Center 
Parents, Families and Friends of Lesbians and Gays 
Pilgrim Congregational Church 
Region 8 State Council, United Food Workers 
Rolling Hills United Methodist Church 
Tower Records 
United Teachers of Los Angeles (UTLA) 
Western State Council of Sheet Metal Workers 
Westin Bonaventure Hotel and Suites, LA County 

Groups Insisting that 1999 DP Bills 
Be Limited to Same-Sex Partners 

No groups are on record with the 
Legislature as supporting domestic partner 
legislation that is limited to protections for 
same-sex partners. 
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Groups Supporting 1999 DP 
Bills That Are Gender-Neutral 

AD 107: 
(partial listing) 
City of West Hollywood 
California Professional Firefighters 
Academic Senate of the Cal. State University 
American Civil Liberties Union 
Amer. Federation of State, County & Muni Employees 
Association of Bay Area Governments 
California Alliance for Pride and Equality 
California Church IMPACT 
California Federation of Teachers 
Cal. Independent Public Employees Legislative Council 
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO 
Califomia Nurses Association 
California Organization of Police and Sheriffs 
California School Employees Association 
California State Employees Association 
California Teachers Association 
Center for Occupational & Environmental Health 
Center for Social Services - San Diego County 
City of Oakland 
Communications Workers of America, District 9 
Community College League of California 
East Bay Municipal Utility District 
Friends Committee on Legislation of California 
Orange County Gay and Lesbian Community Center 
Gays & Lesbians Initiating Dialogue & Equality 
San Francisco Human Rights Commission 
Los Angeles Gay & Lesbian Center 
Lambda GLBT Community Services 
LAMBDA Letters Project, Boyce Hinman 
Lesbian & Gay Men's Community Center of San Diego 
Marin Municipal Water District 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
National Organization for Women 
Older Women's League of California 
Parents, Families and Friends of Lesbians & Gays 
People For the American Way 
Planned Parenthood 
Public Law Center 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Union of American Physicians & Dentists 
United Transportation Union, AFL-CIO 
West Hollywood Municipal Employees 
West Hollywood Presbyterian Church 

Groups Insisting that 1999 DP Bills 
be Limited to Same-Sex Partners 

No groups are on record with the Legislature 
as supporting domestic partner legislation that 
is limited to protections for same-sex partners. 
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CALIFORNIA MUNICIPALITIES WITH 
DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP REGISTRIES 

Opposite-Sex and Same-Sex 
Partners Can Register: 

Berkeley, California 
Laguna Beach, California 
Long Beach, California 
Los Angeles County, California 
Marin County, California 
Oakland, California 
Palo Alto, California 
Petaluma, California 
Sacramento, California 
San Francisco, California 
Santa Barbara, California 
Santa Monica, California 
West Hollywood, California 

Only Same-Sex Partners 
Can Register: 

None 

CALIFORNIA MUNICIPALITIES EXTENDING 
HEALTH BENEFITS TO DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

Opposite-Sex and Same-Sex 
Partners Included in Plan: 

Berkeley, California 
Laguna Beach, California 
Los Angeles City, California 
Los Angeles County, California 
Oakland, California 
Sacramento, California 
San Diego, California 
San Francisco, California 
San Mateo County, California 
Santa Cruz City, California 
Santa Cruz County, California 
Santa Monica, California 
West Hollywood, California 

Same-Sex Partners Only: 

None 

STATE AGENCIES EXTENDING HEALTH 
BENEFITS TO DOMESTIC PARTNERS 

Opposite-Sex and Same-Sex 
Partners Included in Plan: 

California Legislature 

SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 

Same-Sex Partners Only: 

University of California 

Research Division of the American Association for Single People 
P.O. Box 65756, ~s Angeles, CA 90065 I (323) 258-8955 I coleman@singlesrights.com 
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Some of the Larger Companies 
Offering Domestic Partner Benefits 
to Same and Opposite-Sex Partners 

Utilities 

Edison International 
Nevada Bell 

Pacific Gas & Electric 
Pacific Telesis 

Pacific Bell 

Oil Companies 

Amoco 
Chevron 
Mobil 
Shell 

News 

Bureau of National Affairs 
Hearst Corporation 
New York Times 

Reuters 

Health InsurerslProviders 

Blue Cross of Massachusetts 
Kaiser Pennanente of California 

Kaiser Pennanente of Hawaii 

Banks 

American Savings Bank 
Bank of America 

Bank Boston 
Bank of Hawaii 

Nations Bank (1999) 

Northern Trust 
Wells Fargo 
Union Bank 

Others 

Boreland International 
Digital Equipment Corp. 

Eastman Kodak 
Hewlett Packard 

Levi Straus 
Outrigger Hotels 

Xerox 
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EMPLOYERS PROVIDING DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS 

TO SAME-SEX AND OPPOSITE-SEX PARTNERS: COST ANALYSIS 

Employer Year Tot.1 Number % Information Reported Regarding Costs 
DP in Signed signed including portion paid by employer. and 
Plan Workforce Up Up experience wi th DP benefits plan 
Bct!8n as DPs as DPs 

Blue Cross of Mass. (MA) 1994 6,000 78 1. 3% Cost information not reported by research sourcc 

Cambridge City (MA) 1993 500 4 .8% Cost infonnation not reported by research source 

internal. Data Group (MA) 1993 1,600 14 .9% Cost information not reported by research source 

King County (WA)" 1993 11 ,400 300 2.6% Pays 100010 of basic plan~ no adverse effects 

Levi Straus & Co. (CA) 1992 23,000 690 3.0% Costs are same as or less than spouses 

Laguna Beach City (CA) 1990 226 6 2.7% Costs are same as spouses 

Los Angeles City (CA)" 1994 34,500 448 1.3% Costs are same as spouses; no adverse effects 

Los Angeles County" 1996 75,000 1,347 1.8% Costs arc same as spouses; no adverse effects 

Multnomah County (OR)" 1993 4,000 132 3.3% Cost information not reported by research source 

New York City·· 1994 497,210' 2,790 .6% Pays 100% of basic plan; no adverse experience 

New York Statc·· 1995 320,000' 2,000 .6% Pays 25% of cost I no adverse experience 

Olympia (WA)" 1995 530 12 2.3% Pays portion for dependents; nothing adverse 

Pima County (AZ) 1998 6,000 81 1.4% Cost information not reported by research source 

Rochester (NY)** 1994 2,900 100 3.4% Costs are same as spouses I no adverse effects 

Sacramento City (CA)" 1995 4,000 15 .4% City doesn' t pay for Drs; worker gets group rate 

San Diego City (CA)" 1993 9,300 50 .5% City doesn' t pay for Drs; worker gets group rate 

San Francisco City (CA) 199 1 32,900 296 .9% City doesn' t pay for DPs~ worker gets group rate 

San Mateo County (CA)" 1992 4,200 138 3.3% Cost information not reported by research source 

Santa Cruz City (CA)" 1986 800 23 2.9"10 Costs are same as s~uscs I non-union ineligiblc 

Santa Cruz County (CA) 1990 2, I 00 33 1.6% Costs arc same as spouses 

Santa Monica (CA·· 1994 I, I 00 34 3.1% City pays for Drs; costs are the same as spouses 

Seattle City (WA)** 1990 10,000 500 5.3% 2.5% of total health costs~ less than spouses 

Vermont State" 1994 9,000 280 3.1% State pays 80% for depedents; nothing adverse 

Xerox Corporation 1995 47,000 100 0.2% Pays $ 1,000 per year toward Dr health coverage 

Ziff Communications (NY) 1993 3,500 75 2.1% Cost information not reported by rcsearch source 

Total 1, 102,726 9,546 0.9% Costs are same or less than for spouses. No 
adverse consequences reported by any employer. 

•• Benefits managers at these employers were interviewcd by Spectrum Institute during March and April 1997. 
Other data was gathered from employee benefits publications, e.g., Hewitt Associates. Bureau of National 
Affairs, Commerce Clearing House, international Foundation of Employee Benefits rlans, etc. 

• Includes retirees . 

(Revised 2-9-99) 

Spectrum Institute 
Research & Policy Division of the American Association for Single People 

P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 900651 (323) 344-95801 e-mail : mailbox@aasp.cc 
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fieldpol.htm 

,'. 

hltp:l/www.public.asu.edul-jdbudgclcalifomia.html 

Excerpts from 

FIELD POLL 

Done in February 1997 

asking 1,045 California adults 

questions about domestic partnership rights 

• Two thirds (67%) of the public would favor a law granting legal recognition to domestic partners 
living together in a loving relationship to have such family rights, such as hospital visitation rights, 
medical power of attorney and conservatorship. 

• Almost six in ten (590/0) would grant financial dependence status ·to domestic partners, whereby 
partners would receive benefits such as pensions, health and dental care coverage, family leave and 
death benefits. 

• However, only a 38% minority would approve of a law that would permit homosexuals to marry 
members of their own sex and to have regular marriage laws apply to them. A majority (56%) 
disapproves of such a law and 6% have no opinion. 

• the public is almost evenly divided (49% in favor and 43% opposed) on the question of whether 
there should be legislation which would mandate that California not recognize same-sex marriages 
performed legally in other states. 
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Table 2 

Grant Financial Dependence Status to Domestic Partners to Receive Benefits Such as 
Pensions, Health, and Dental Care Coverage, Family leave and Death Benefits 

I Favor II Oppose II No Opinion I 
I STATEWIDE II 590/0 II 35 II 6 I 
I PARTY IDENTIFICATION I 
I Democrat 

11 
68% II 27 

11 
5 I 

I Republicans 
11 

47% 
11 

48 II 5 I 
I Other 

11 
58% II 29 II 13 I 

I GENDER I 
I Men II 530/0 II 41 II 6 I 
I Women II 64% II 30 II 6 I 
I RELIGION I I Protestant/Christian II 50% II 46 II 4 I 
I Roman Catholic 

11 
65% II 28 II 7 I 

I Other Religions II 670/0 II 28 II 5 I I No Religious Preference II 67% II 24 II 9 I 
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RESEARCH-BAsED STRATEGY 

MassMutual American Family Values Study 

Results of Focus Group and Survey Research 

See other side 
for results of survey in which 

the overwhelming majority of people reject a 
definition of "family" that is limited to blood 

marriage, or adoption, but instead define family 
as a group who love and care for each other. 

MELLMAN &. LAZARUS, INC., Ino N ST, NW. SUITE 210, WASHINGTON. C.C. 20036, 1202. n"'~36 .~ 
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The Study: 

The Mass Mutual American Family Values Study integrates two complementary research techniques. 

To gain an overview of Americans' views on family and family values, we conducted four focus groups, two 

in Baltimore, Maryland, and two in Denver, Colorado. The focus groups were followed by a statistically 

valid survey E~dOm1Y selected American· ad~~nducted by telephone between June 20 and TI, 

1989. Results for the sample as a whole are accurate to within 3 lJ2 percentage points. 

Executive Summary 

Americans are familv centered: 

Family is the central element in the lives of most Americans. ~Iost Americans (81%) listed the 

family as one of their top two sources of pleasure in life. "Providing for myself and family" was also listed 

by more than half of our sample (51%) as one of their two greatest causes for worry. Others worry about 

declining family values (17%) and declining moral values (23%). 

Further, many Americans accept the view that the root cause of our nation's pressing social 

problems can be found in the family. When asked to explain the incidence of crime and other social 

problems in the U.S., the largest group _of respondez:tts (20%) selected "parents failing to discipline their 

children." The next most frequent answer, "declining family values," was the choice of 17%. 

What familv means: 

Family is defined by Americans in emotional, rather than legal or structural terms. When offered 

three choices, only about one in five (22%) chose to define family in a legalistic way as "a group of people 

related by blood, marriage, or adoption." Nearly three quarters (74%) define family as "a group who lov~ 

and care for each other.1f In the eyes of our respondents, the family performs two principal functions: 

1) family is the base for caring and nurturing, and 2) family is the place where values are taught and 

learned. 
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DEFINITION OF FAMILY 

Which of the following statements comes closest to your 
definition of family: 

A group of people that is related by blood, marriage, 
or adoption ................................ 22% 

A group of people living in one household ......... 3% 

A group of people who love and care for each other . 74% 

I'm not sure about this ....................... 1 % 

(i\tlelbnan & Lazarus, Jy/ass. N[lltua~ 19B?, Nati01Za~ 1,200 Adults, #14) 

Discrimination/Equal Pay 

Do you think that people who do the same job should receive the same 
pay rewgardless of their age, sex, race, or anything else -- that is, should 
there be equal pay for equal work? 

Yes 88% 

No 7% 

Depends .............................. 4% 

No Opinion ............................ 1 % 

(Roper Organ., Opinion Research Corp., 1986, Nationa, 1,009, Adults, #279) 

15 



... , - MAY-29-1997 eS:56 

TRINITY CATHEDRAL CHURCH 
2G20 CAPITOL AVENUE SACltAM~NTO. CALIFORNIA '95816 

(916) 44~.251~ • fAXlTTY (91()) 44G·2589 • WEB: hlt.p:/lWWW.trini'YCathe~rjll.Ors 

THE RIGHT REVRRl!ND JERRY ~ LAlrt5. BISHOP OF NORTHERN CAUFOaNIA. 
THE VERY REVSR.E..,I\fD DONA.LD G. BROWN, DEAN 

Assembly Member Carole Migden 
State Capitol 
SaCramentO, CA 95814 
Fax: 916-324-2936 

Re: AB 1059 • Support 

Dear Assembly Member Migden. 

April 10, 1997 

P.Bl/02 

We write as members of the religious community in support of AB 1059 - H~Ch Benefits 
for Domestic 'Partners. 

We recognize that there are some individuals and groups in the corrununity 'of falth who 
would deny health benefits to domestic partners on moral grounds. However, we rep~esent a large 
number of Christiang who hold another point of view on this matter. 

The biblical concept of family is a much brosder vision than the modern family which is 
chnracterized as husband, wife and a couple of children. The biblical concept centers around the 
obligation one had to one"s "household." A "household" included tho$e Who were related by 
marriage, genetics, or through affiliation with the household (for example Genesis 36:6, "then Esau 
took his wives. his sons, his daughters. and all the members of his household •••. and moved to a land 
some distanc.e from his brother Jacob.") 'There are close to thirty different icons of what constitutes 
family presented in the Hebrew and Christian Testaments. ~ 

. . 
Those who are living together in domestic partnerships are eectainly one ic~n of what it 

means to be a family. On the3e grQunds, as well as on the basis of the fact that it is j~st and right 
for all in our society to have access to health insurance, we the undersigned clergy or Sacramento 
support AB 1059. ! 

Sincerely, 

QiiUiWtWJ 
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SENIORS' GROUPS SUPPORTING 
GENDER-NEUTRAL DOMESTIC 
PARTNERSHIP LEGISLATION 

1994 - 1999 

American Association of Retired Persons 
(1994: AB 2810 /1997-98: AB 54/1998-99: SB 75) 

Area Agency on Aging 
(1997-98: AB 54) 

California Commission on Aging 
(1994: AB 2810 / 1995: AB 647/ 1997-98: AB 54) 

California Senior Legislature 
(1994: AB 2810/1995: AB 647 / 1997-98: AB 54) 

Coalition of California Seniors 
(1994: SB 2061, AB 2810) 

Congress of California Seniors 
(1994: AB 2810 /1995: AB 647/1997-98: AB 427, AB 54, AB 1059 

1998-99: SB 75, AB 26) 

Gray Panthers 
(1994: AB 2810/1995: AB 647) 

Triple-A Council of California 
(1994: AB 2810 / 1995: AB 647/1997-98: AB 54) 

Older Women's League 
(1994: AB 2810 11995: AB 647/1996: AB 3332 

1997-98tAB 54, AB 1059/1998-99: SB 75, AB 26, AB 107) 
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What Seniors' Groups Have Said 
About Domestic Partnership Proposals 

American Association of Retired Persons 

"The AARP State Legislative Committee, representing over 3 million members in California, 
voted to support AB 54 (Murray), as introduced December 2, 1996; an act relating to 
domestic partnership; registration and termination .... 

"This is an issue of importance to the senior community due to the large number of senior 
citizens who gain companionship, security, and independence by living with a partner, but 
choose not to marry due to laws and regulations governing Social Security benefits, pensions, 
and family obligations." 

Older Women's League of California 

"The Older Women's League is pleased to be able to respond to your request for support for 
AB 54 . . . [M]any seniors find a domestic partnership the only alternative to deal with 
establishing a permanent relationship with another senior. Some seniors are widowed and 
their social security would be cut if they remarried . . . We also have women who find 
joining with another woman preferable to living alone for both social and economic reasons. 

"We are concerned with older men and women who need a close support system to take care 
of such matters as hospital visitation and conselVatorships. We believe that a domestic 
partnership would be a great advantage to such people." 

California Commission on Aging 

"Over 145,000 older and disabled persons in California are living together and are unmarried 
(1994 - California Department of Finance) .... Creating a statewide registry for domestic 
partners will provide enhanced emotional and economic security for many of California's 
seniors. Registration will also provide for hospital visitation rights when a partner becomes 
ill, conselVatorship rights if a partner becomes incapacitated, and the transfer of property to 
the surviving partner." "[AB 54] is an important bill to seniors." 
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Area Agency on Aging 

"[ AB 54] regards the rights of domestic partners. Older persons are clearly one of the prime 
beneficiaries of this bill. As you may know, some older persons live together to avoid 
financial penalties imposed by retirement pensions for married couples. This in no way 
decreases their commitment to each other but does simplify their lives. 

"We believe that this bill presents a realistic view of today , s family and indeed promotes the 
value of family. It would also give domestic partners conservatorship rights and a domestic 
partner option on the official State Will form." 

California Senior Legislature 

"The California Senior Legislature (CSL) supports AB 2810 . . . relating to domestic 
partnerships. Recognizing domestic partnerships and providing various benefits for those 
partners, acknowledges what many older people have already discovered. Senior citizens 
have long been aware of the benefits of cohabitation and mutual dependence (whether 
financial" emotional, physical or otherwise) in order to improve the quality of their lives." 

Congress of California Seniors 

"The legislative committee of the Congress of California Seniors unanimously adopted a 
support position on AB 2810 ... This bill would allow rights given to other relationships to 
be extended to domestic partners. This legislation is right and is long overdue." 

Gray Panthers 

''We are writing in support of your Assembly Bills, AB 2810 and AB 2811. The provisions 
in these bills recognize changing lifestyles and a sensitivity to those changes. Too 
frequently, we have found, that when a significant other is hospitalized, it is not possible to 
be there to comfort. Your measure would assure that other than blood relatives have a right 
to be at the bedside of a sick or dying friend. 

"Although some of the issues are marred by unfeeling and intolerant persons, we believe that 
it is time to acknowledge alternatives in living. Civilized society must advance and throw 
off prejudices which are unfitting in the modem world." 



CONGRESS OF CALIFORNIA SENIORS 
CALIFORNIA'S VOIC E FO R THE NATIONAL COUNC IL OF SENIOR CITIZENS 

March 11 , 1998 

Honorable Elihu Harris 
Mayor of Oakland 
One City Hall Plaza - 3'd Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Dear Mayor Harri s: 

1 am writing on behalf ofthe Congress of Ca li fornia Seniors to urge that the City of 
Oakland change it 's Domestic Part ners Poli cy to end the di scrimination against benefits 
to opposite-sex domest ic partners. It is ironi c that the current Oakland policy will not 
permit opposite-sex domest ic partners to receive health benefit s while permitting same 
sex partners to receive the same benefits. 

The Congress of Cal iforn ia Seniors, which is a statewide organizat ion with over 500,000 
affiliated members, opposes discrimination against any domestic panners. We believe 
that access to healt h care is basic and should be availab le to the broadest possible 
groupings in our society. 

Many people choose nontraditional relat ionship s for a variety of reasons. They should 
not be punished for sllch choices. We strongly urge you implement changes in your 
policy to correct this unfortunate situation. 

Sincerely, 

K ' r.,i.c...U_ 

Bill Powers, Chair 
Legislative Committee 

o 
1228"N" STREET, SUITE 29, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 (9 16)442-4474 (800)5 43-3352 FAX (9 16)44 2-1 8i7 
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CONGRESS OF CALIFORNIA SENIORS 
CALI FORN IA'S VO ICE FOR THE NATI ONAL COUNC IL OF SEN IOR CITIZENS 

March 11 , 1998 

Richard Atkinson, President 
University of California 
300 Lakesi de Drive 
Oakland, CA 94612-3 550 

Dear Mr. Atkinson: 

J am writing on behalf of the Congress of California Seniors to advise vou of our deep 
concern regarding the University ot'California's recently announced policy on e'(tending 
health benefits to some domestic partners ot' employees and retirees It is ironical that the 
Universi ty system is proposing to discrimi nate against opposite sex partners in provid ing 
these benefit s. 

Our organization believes in universal hea lth care coverage and we strongl y oppose any 
discrimination in the provision of these benetits. t-. lany people choose nontraditional 
relationships for a va riety of reasons They should not be pun ished fo r such choices, 
especially when it invo lves health care coverage. We strongly urge you to implement 
changes in your policy to correct this unfortunate situation. 

Sincerely, 

(i,-cC 
Bill Powers, Chair I'.L 

Legis lative Committee 

1228 "N" STREET, SUITE 29, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 (916)442-4 474 (800)543 ,3352 FAX (916)442-1877 
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Fax:213-878-0329 Sep 25 '97 13:15 P.01 

National Organization for Women, Inc. 
1000 18th Sfreec. NW. Suite 700. Washington. CC 20036-5705 (202) 331-0066 FAX (202) 785-8576 

Mr. Lloyd Rigler 
Lawrence E. Deutsch Foundation 
P.O. Box 828 
Burbank, CA 91503-0828 

Dear Mr. Rigler: 

September 17, 1997 

Thank you for your letter regarding domestic partnership. Let me assure you that NOW suppons 
fair domestic pannership laws that do not discriminate based on sex. Our very successful 
Women-Friendly Workplace campaign includes a can for employers to eliminate all discrimination 
in the workplace - including discrimination based on marital or family status. 

Thank you very much for the Spectrum Institute materials. Please have Mr. Coleman call the 
NOW office so that we can make time to meet with him. He also should feel free to forward any 
additional materials to my office. 

For your information7 I have enclosed some information on NOW's Women-Friendly Workplace 
campaign. Please help us further our work on these important employment issues by signing the 
pledge and joining the campaign. I have also enclosed a membership application so that you 
might join NOW. (lfyou are a1ready a member, please pass it on to a supportive friend.) 

Ag~ thank you for the materials and your letter. Thanks also for your ongoing support of 
NOW and the feminist movement. 

Enclosures 

.~. 

Yours for NOW, 

Patricia Ireland 
President 
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How SEXIST DOMESTIC PARTNERSHIP LAWS AND BENEFITS 

PROGRAMS VIOLATE PRINCIPLES ENDORSED BY NOW 

1. NOW is pro-choice. 

NOW supports and defends the freedom of choice protected by the right of privacy. In the 
field of procreation, it is the freedom of choice to bear a child or not which is protected. In the 
area of maniage, it is the freedom of choice to many or not which the right of privacy safeguards. 
The same principle of independence in making family-related decisions should protect the freedom 
of choice of an unmarried couple to become domestic partners rather than married spouses, 
without fear of discrimination or penalty. 

2. NOW is anti-sexism. 

NOW has been a champion when it comes to the passage of statutes and constitutional 
provisions prohibiting sex discrimination by the government and by private businesses. This 
principle lies at the core of NOW's participation in lawsuits and legislative efforts to remove 
gender restrictions from marriage laws which currently exclude same-sex couples. The same 
principle should stimulate NOW to oppose domestic partnership laws and benefits programs that 
exclude opposite-sex couples. Silence by NOW will only encourage the new legal institution of 
domestic partnership to become as sexist as the institution of marriage is and has been. 

3. NOW promotes women-friendly workplaces. 

NOW is promoting a "Women-Friendly Workplace Campaign." The principles underlying 
the campaign include: (1) providing a workplace free of discrimination based on sex, sexual 
orientation, and mruital status; (2) adopting workplace policies that are genuinely family friendly; 
(3) providing all employee benefits without discrimination based on sex; and (4) so as not to 
discriminate based on matital status or sexual orientation, providing the same benefits to same-sex 
and opposite-sex domestic paltners as are provided to spouses. Domestic partner benefits 
programs that exclude opposite-sex couples from participation are a fonn of sex discrimination. 
Such programs are not "wotnen friendly" inasmuch as they disrespect the rights of unmarried 
women employees who would rather be domestic partners with their male life mates, and deny 
medical benefits to the female life mates of male employees who choose domestic partnership 
rather than marriage. 

4. NOW is committed to ending marital status discrimination. 

In its 1998 Declaration of Sentiments, NOW reaffirmed its commitment to ending marital 
status discrimination. "Same-sex only" domestic partner benefits programs have the effect of 
reinforcing and perpetuating marital status discrimination by requiring opposite-sex couples to 
become married in order to obtain equal compensation with married employees and unmarried 
same-sex domestic partners. 
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CFC# 2622 

National Gay and Lesbian 
Task Force 

October 23, 1 99~ 

Thomas Colcman 
Exccuti\'c Dircc tor 
Spcctrum Institu tc 
PO 8m 65756 
Los Angc lcs , CA 9()()65 

Mr. Colcman: 

I alll IITitin2 to COnIT\' thc National Ga\' and Lcsbian Task Forcc 's support 1'0 1' non
discriminat~on in dllnics ti c partncrship bcnci'its l)I'o\'ision, The bcnci'its or domcstic 
partncrship should not bc rcstri ctcu to gay. Icsbian. bisc\ual anu transgcndcrcd 
pcoplc, Instcad , uomcstic parlncrship shoulu be a \'Chiclc through lI 'hich thc 
traui ti ona I rami 1\' ucrini ti ons arc rcucri ncu to i ncluuc a lI 'iuer I'arict\' rami I ics. 
including hctcn;,cx ualunmarried coupl cs, • 

Just as di scrimination bascu on scxual oricntation is l\Tong, ui scrimination bascd 
on marital Slatus is also IITong, Thc National Gay anu Lcsbian Task Forcc is 
commillcd to cnuing all rorms or ui scrimination and rostcring thc opportunity ror 
C\'cryonc to participatc cquall y in socicty and, as thc casc is hcrc, thc \\'orkplace. 
While companics that C\tend domcsti c partncrship benci'its to samc-sc\ partncrs 
onl y may be \\'ell -intentioncd and dcscr\'e somc commenda tion. cq uality shoulu not 
bc a picccmeal proccss, and onc group should be not barrcu rmm thc bencrits 
\\'hich anothcr group rccei\'es, 

Thc Nati onal Gay and Lesbian Task Force \\'orks to e1iminatc prej udicc, I'iolencc 
anu injusti cc aga inst gay, lesbian, bisexual and tr.!nsgcndcrcd people atthc local , 
sta te and nationallcl'Cl. As part or a broader social justi ce mOl'ement for freedom, 
justi ce and equality, NGLTF is crcating a \\'orld that respects and celebrates the 
diversity of human express ion and iden tity anu lI 'here all people may full y 
participate in society, 

We support your continuing efforts to ensure that domestic partnership definitions 
arc as broad and inclusive as poss ible. T hank you for your l'Cry hard \\'ork, 

Si lleerel \' 

tiv~iZ VaJ 
Urv,Lshi Vaid 
Director of the Poli cy Institute 
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Gay and Lesbian Activists 
and Organizations 

What they have said about the 
need to respect all family choices, 

and the need to include all unmarried 
couples, regardless of gender, in 
domestic partnership programs. 

* * * 
Professor Arthur S. Leonard 

New York Law School 

Paula Ettelbrick, Esq. 
Empire State Pride Agenda 

New York State 

James Levin, Esq. 
New York City Attorney 

Rudolph Serra, Esq. 
Detroit Human Rights Commissioner 

William B. Kelley, Esq. 
Chicago Attorney 

Zeke Zeidler 
Califoria Assembly Candidate 

Supervisor Tom Ammiamo 
San Francisco 

Dr. Christopher Carrington 
San Francisco State University 

Lesbian Rights Project 
San Francisco 



Statement of 
Professor Arthur S. Leonard 

New York Law School 

"If we are serious about the proposition that all people should be free 

to decide whether to many or to structure their family life in some alternative 

way, and we are also serious about the concept of equal pay for equal work, 

then we should be supporting inclusive domestic partnership plans that do not 

discriminate based on the sex of the participants and their partners." 

* * * 

Professor Arthur S. Leonard is one of this country's most eminent 

authorities on sexual orientation and the law. He is the editor of Lesbian and 

Gay Lmy NOles, a monthly publication which surveys and analyzes national 

legal and political developments involving personal privacy, sexual 

orientation, domestic partnership, and AIDS related issues. He is the author 

of several legal books and law review articles on these subjects, and is a 

respected and learned presence wherever law and ethics conjoin. 
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Statement of 
Paula L. Ettelbrick, Esq. 

Empire State Pride Agenda 

"The primary goals of domestic partnership have always been two-fold: first, 

to achieve workplace equity in the distribution of critical economic benefits, and 

second, to recognize the reality of how many people structure their family lives. 

''Not all of us fit neatly into the formalized structure of family as defined by 

maniage or blood. Most families are much more free-fonn and diverse than these 

structures allow for. 

"But what we share -- gay or straight, married or not, with children or 

without -- is a commitment to love and care for each other which keeps the fabric 

of American society together." 

* * * 

Paula Ettelbrick is one of the nation's foremost advocates for lesbian and gay 

family recognition. However, she does not believe that such recognition must come 

at the expense of other family configurations. As a result she supports inclusive 

domestic partnership programs and opposes "gays only" plans. 

As the Legislative Counsel for New York's statewide lesbian and gay 

political group, Paula advocates in the state and local legislatures on a range of gay 

and lesbian issues. She was the prime architect and advocate for the recently 

introduced New York City domestic partnership bill that would grant status, access, 

and benefits to domestic partners at all levels of city government. Paula teaches 

Sexuality and the Law at both NYU Law School and the University of Michigan 

Law School. 

She is the fonner Legal Director for Lambda Legal Defense and Education 

Fund, where she pioneered many of the policies, legal cases and advocacy efforts 

related to expanding the definition of family beyond the traditional guidelines. She 

has written and spoken extensively as a proponent of family diversity. 
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Statement of 
James Levin, Esq. 

New York City 

"Domestic partnership benefits should be made available to anyone who 

is living in a relationship that varies from those which are allowed under the 

obsolete maniage laws in the United States. Every American citizen benefits 

from the extension of domestic partnership protection because it helps relieve 

potential financial distress and increase worker productivity. 

"Interpersonal relationships in post-industrial society are undergoing 

vast changes, and relatively few people still live in the traditional nuclear 

family. However, as long as conservative religious groups continue to oppose 

changes in marriage laws which would incorporate these social changes, we 

must look to alternative legislation to secure the new relationships. 

"I cannot believe there is any logical rationale for limiting the domestic 

partnership protections on the basis of sexual orientation." 

* * * 

Attorney James Levin has a private law practice in New York. He is 

Emeritus Professor of Social Science of the City University of New York. Mr. 

Levin fonnerly served as a New York City Human Rights Commissioner. He 

has been involved in the struggle for equal rights for gays and lesbians for 

many years. 
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Statement of 
Rudolph A. Serra, Esq. 

City of Detroit Human Rights Commissioner 

"When most people hear that one cannot discriminate based upon 'marital 

status' they think that it means that you cannot discriminate against people because 

they are single, engaged, married, separated, divorced, or widowed. 'Marital status' 

applies to everyone because every human being has a marital status. 

"Likewise, 'sexual orientation' applies to everyone because every human 

being has a sexual orientation. 

"Domestic partnership benefits should be available without regard to marital 

status or sexual orientation. Male-female couples who choose not to change their 

marital status, but who have family obligations together, should be able to secure 

such benefits. 

"Domestic partnership benefits should recognize extended families that 

include close blood relatives, Wlrelated adults of the same or opposite-sex, and other 

combinations that exist in our modern, diverse society." 

* * * 

Attorney Rudy Serra currently serves on the Human Rights Commission of 

the City of Detroit. He is an Officer-at-Large of the Michigan Democratic Party and 

President of the Gay and Lesbian Caucus. Serra is a former congressional aide and 

a fonner staff attorney for the Michigan Court of Appeals. He is president of the 

Stonewall Bar Association of Michigan, an association of gay and lesbian attorneys. 
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Statement of 
William B. Kelley, Esq. 

Chicago, Illinois 

"Because marriage and domestic partnership are separate issues, the fact that 

unmarried opposite-sex partners can but do not many is not a good reason to deny 

them the same type of fringe benefits [as married couples or same-sex partners]. 

Nor should they be compelled to many in order to obtain such benefits. 

"To deny fringe benefits to unmarried but not to married opposite-sex 

partners, while offering them to same-sex partners, can plausibly be viewed as 

illegal marital status discrimination. 

"The omission can also be viewed as sexual·orientation discrimination, to the 

extent of its intended effect or disproportional impact on heterosexuals who belong 

to unmarried opposite-sex couples. 

"Third, there seems no reason to believe that including unmarried opposite

sex partners would be especially costly. The commonly cited statistics on minimal 

« 3%) registration for such benefits are apparently derived from municipalities, 

most OflVhich already cover both opposite-sex and same-sex partners." 

* * * 

Attorney William B. Kelley has been a leader in the gay rights movement for 

over 35 years. Currently, he is the chairperson of the Cook County Human 

Relations Commission. He fonnerly served as national co-chair of the Lesbian and 

Gay Law Association, a group whose membership includes hundreds of lesbian and 

gay attorneys and law students. 
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Statement of Zeke Zeidler 
Candidate for California State Assembly 

"1 support inclusive domestic partnership policies which are not limited 

to same-sex couples. We have fought for years against discrimination based 

on marital status and based on sexual orientation. I believe that policies which 

are limited to same-sex couples are discriminatory and inconsistent with our 

previous work. 

"A large percentage of couples who wish to utilize domestic partnership 

benefits are seniors on fixed incomes which would be jeopardized if they 

married. Although I believe that domestic partnerships should be open to 

them, I would also lobby for the federal government to change the social 

security restrictions which discourage these couples from being married." 

* * * 

Attorney Zeke Zeidler has been involved in gay and lesbian rights for 

many years. He is a member of the board of directors of Life Lobby, a 

statewide organization lobbying in Sacramento on sexual orientation, domestic 

partnership, and AIDS related issues. He is actively involved in the California 

Democratic Party. Mr. Zeidler is the president of the Redondo Beach School 

Board. He is currently running for California State Assembly. 
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Member 
Board of Supervisors 

City and County of San Francisco 

Mr. Thomas Coleman 
Spectrum Institute 
PO Box 65756 
Los Angeles~ California 90065 

Dear Mr. Coleman; 

TOMAMMIANO 

April 14, 1997 

We agree completely on the Committee on Jobs proposals to dilute my 
Domestic Partners in City Contracts Ordinance. I do not and never have 
supported this proposal. 

I believe that it is dead. Only two supervisors have expressed any interest 
in it. 

It is absolutely correct that domestic partnerships were always intended 
as an alternative to marriage, not a second class imitation just for lesbians and 
gay men. Anti-discrimination legislation should not discrir:ninate. 

San Francisco voters expressed this very clearly by a more than 700/0 vote 
in support of Proposition K, creating our inclusive gender neutral system for 
domestic partnerships in 1990. 

Please continue to keep me informed about issues of importance to you. 

TAlmhl. 
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Subject: Copy of Letter to Oakland Council 
Date: Thu, 09 Apr 1998 10:54:11 -0700 

From: Christopher Canington <topher@sfsu.edu> 
To: tomcoleman@earthlink.net 

Dear Thomas Coleman: 

Here is a copy of a letter I wrote to the Oakland City Council as per 
your request. Fill free to distribute this if you wish. 

April 8, 1998 

Honorable Mayor Elihu Harris 
and Oakland City Council Members 
One City Hall Plaza 
Oakland, CA 94612 

RE: Domestic Partnership Benefits 

Dear Mayor and Council Members: 

Over the next few weeks you will take under consideration a staff report 
recommending that the City of Oakland extend to unmarried, opposite-sex 
partners equivalent compensation benefits as those now extended to 
same-sex partners. I strongly encourage you to accept the staff report 
and create equal access for all employees, regardless of marital status. 

I am a sociologist studying lesbian, gay and bisexual families with a 
particular focus on the impact of paid work upon family life and vice 
versa. My research, soon to be published by the University of Chicago 
Press with the title: We Are Family: Domesticity and the Formation of 
Family in Lesbian and Gay Relationships argues that the most effective 
strategy that currently exists in public policy for the purpose of 
strengthening 'lesbigay' family life is through broadly-defined and 
inclusive domestic partnership policies. I argue that these policies 
should not be viewed as stepping stones to legal marriage. Rather, such 
policies should be viewed as an effort to provide employees with the 
freedom to choose who will be the recipient of an employee benefit that 
they earn as part of their compensation, as well as an effort to provide 
needed social benefits (like medical insurance) to a wider range of 
persons living within a diverse array of family formations. 

Social policy should not treat marriage as the focus of pro-family 
policy. Families come in a multitude of forms and public policy should 
emphasis the effort to make those families happy, durable and equitable, 
regardless of the forms those families take. Let employees decide with 
whom they wish to share their employee benefits. And realize, that 
regardless of who that employee chooses, the extension of those benefits 
to another person will have the net effect of contributing to the 
employee's happiness, the happiness of her/his chosen family and to the 
public well being. Those are the noble goals of public policy and you 
have the opportunity to contribute to them in a meaningful way through 
expanding your domestic partnership policy to include opposite-sex 
partners. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Christopher Carrington 
Department of Sociology 
San Francisco State University 
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Quotes from 

"Recognizing Lesbian & Gay Families: 
strategies for extending employment benefit coverage" 

A publication of the 
LESBIAN RIGHTS PROJECT 

San Francisco, California 

EXCERPTS FROM PAGE 23 

"One question that will inevitably arise is whether 
unmarried heterosexual couples should be able to qualify for 
family partner benefits." 

"(M]ost individuals and groups which have been involved in 
the attempt to extend benefit coverage have eventually 
concluded that coverage should not be limited to same-sex 
couples." 

"It seems excessively judgmental to refuse to include those 
heterosexuals who have rejected the traditional marriage 
relationships. Heterosexual employees who are in stable and 
committed relationships should qualify for benefits for their 
partners for the same reasons that gay employees should. 
Succumbing to the institution of marriage, with its centuries
old cultural, religious and often oppressive overlays should 
not be necessary in order to provide for one's loved one." 

"Including unmarried heterosexual couples in benefit 
schemes averts charges of discrimination, and makes a 
proposal more palatable to unions, fellow employees and the 
public." 

35 



SUPERVISORS SHOULD" JUST SAY No" TO PROPOSAL 

CUTTING STRAIGHT COUPLES OUT OF DOMESTIC PARTNER LAW 

Before a new city contractor law has even 
taken effect, a major business lobby wants to have it 
watered down. Under the new law, which will take 
effect in June, corporations that have contracts with 
the city must give domestic partners the same 
employee benefits that they give to married spouses. 

Supervisors Leslie Katz and Susan Leal 
caved in to the lobbyists when they introduced a 
proposal last week to cut unmarried straight couples 
out of the contractor law. A third openly gay 
supervisor, Tom Ammiano, has refused to endorse 
the measure. 

The mayor and the other supervisors should 
'just say no" to the Katz-Leal proposal. Civil rights 
should not be sacrificed at the altar of financial gain 
- and it is surely money that lies at the heart of the 
plan to eliminate straight couples from the contractor 
law. 

The price of compliance would be minimal 
anyway. Studies show that medical costs increase 
only by about one percent when employers provide 
coverage to same-sex and opposite-sex couples. 

Amending the law to permit the city to give 
taxpayer money to businesses that discriminate on 
the basis of sex and marital status, or that engage in 
reverse sexual orientation discrimination, would be 
a major step backwards. It would also be a slap in 
the face to thousands of unmarried heterosexual 
adults who live or work in San Francisco. 

More than 60 percent of adults who reside in 
San Francisco are unmarried - and most of them are 
straight. Only one-third of the city's households 
contain a married couple. 

After being bombarded by protests from city 
residents when the Katz-Leal proposal surfaced last 
week, supervisors put the measure on hold. Maybe 
now the proposal will quietly fade into oblivion 
where it belongs. 

The city has always included both same-sex 
and opposite-sex couples in its domestic partnership 
policies. Attempts to exclude straight couples have 
consistently been rejected. 

For example, when a "gays only" benefits 
plan was suggested by a Health Benefits Task Force 
in 1984, then-mayor Diane Feinstein vetoed the 
proposal, explaining: "It clearly suggests the creation 

of a special interest category of employees, and 
would deny benefits to others with similar needs. I 
cannot, in good conscience, accept a recommenda
tion that does not provide fair treatment for all." 

In 1989, the city's Human Rights 
Commission proposed a domestic partnership law 
that would "offer protection to all parties involved." 
It said that any definition of domestic partnership 
should be "inclusive in its letter and intent." 

Then-mayor Art Agnos signed the measure 
into law that year, proclaiming: "Today marks an 
important milestone in San Francisco to adopt 
policies that recognize the diversity of families and 
extend to all people in our city the basic human right 
to form families of their own choosing." Unmarried 
opposite-sex couples are part of that family diversity, 
and nearly 40010 of their households contain children. 

When voters approved a domestic partner
ship registry in 1990, it was not just for same-sex 
couples. Unmarried straight couples were included. 

It would be strange at this juncture, and 
especially under the mayoral tenure of Willie Brown, 
for the city now to give its stamp of approval to 
marital status discrimination. During his many years 
as a state legislator, Willie Brown always had an 
inclusive vision when it came to civil rights. 

If the mayor gives the business lobby what it 
wants, he will be telling straight workers who seek 
equal benefits to "get married or get lost." This 
would undermine respect for family diversity and put 
a gaping hole in the city's broad civil rights agenda. 

Making benefits -- about 30% of the total 
compensation package -- binge on marital status also 
undermines the constitutional right of privacy which 
protects the freedom of choice to marry or not to 
marry. An employee's compensation should not 
vary depending on how that choice is exercised. 

Equal pay for equal work is one of the prime 
goals of the domestic partnership movement. Un
married straight employees work just as hard as their 
married or gay counterparts. They deserve equality 
in the benefits they receive, even if their family units 
don't fit the traditional "Ozzie and Harriet" model. 

- ThomasF. Coleman 
April 9, 1997 



San Francisco's Tradition of Inclusiveness 
in Defining Domestic Partnership and 

Its Commitment to End Marital Status Discrimination: 

Will the Board o/Supervisors and the Mayor end that tradition in 1997 by 
authorizing businesses to discriminate against opposite-sex domestic partners? 

1. San Francisco Demographics (1990 Census): 

* 61 % of the city's adults are not married 

* 66% of the city's households do not contain a married couple 

* 58% of the city's households consist of: 
one adult living alone (39%) 
or 
a multiple-person unit containing unrelated adults (19%) 

2. San Francisco's history of using an inclusive definition of domestic partnership: 

1982 * The original domestic partnership ordinance would have allowed two adults of 
either gender, who were not closely related by blood, to register as domestic partners and 
thereby gain family benefits. 

1982 * Mayor Feinstein vetoed the ordinance, because the benefits it conferred were 
not spelled out in detail, and because the ordinance did not require partners to assume 
binding obligations for each other's general welfare. 

1984 * The Mayor's Health Benefits Task Force recommended that the city extend 
health benefits to city employees who have a same-sex partner, but not to extend such 
benefits to employees with an opposite-sex partner. 

1984 * Mayor Feinstein rejected the proposal, stating: "It clearly suggests the creation 
of a special interest category of employees, and would deny benefits to others with 
similar needs .... I cannot, in good conscience, accept a recommendation that does not 
provide fair treatment for all." 

1989 * The Human Rights Commission held a hearing on Domestic Partnership, 
Marital Status, and Extended Family Policies, and then issued a report with its findings. 
The hearing focused on family diversity, the need for public policies recognizing the 
validity of non-traditional families, and the need to end discrimination against those 
families. It recommended the enactment of legislation "rectifying discrimination on 
account of domestic partnerships, marital status, or extended family status." It said the 
new law should "offer protection to all parties involved" and that any definition of 
domestic partnership be "inclusive in its letter and intent." (continued on next page) 
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1989 * A domestic partnership proposal was introduced into the Board of Supervisor 
in May 1989. It was open to any two adults who were not closely related by blood. The 
parties were required to be jointly responsible for basic living expenses incurred while 
they lived together. In return, the city offered the partners various benefits, including 
some employment benefits such as family sick leave and bereavement leave. The 
proposal passed on June 5, 1989. 

1989 * Mayor Agnos signed the domestic partnership ordinance in to law, stating: 
"Today marks an important milestone in San Francisco's effort to adopt policies that 
recognize the diversity of families and extend to all people in our city the basic human 
right to form families of their own choosing." He added: "Supervisor Britt's legislation 
has created a framework that clarifies the serious nature of family relationships in the 
lesbian and gay community and for other couples in committed relationships." The 
mayor created a Task Force on Family Policy to study: (1) whether the employment 
benefits provided to city workers should be expanded to include health coverage for 
domestic partners, and (2) whether the operation of city government should be altered 
in an effort to be more supportive of the diverse family structures found in the city. 

1990 * The Task Force on Family Policy issued its report and recommendations on 
June 13, 1990. The Task Force recommended that the city adopt a broad and flexible 
definition of "family" in its policies, laws, and programs, that would include persons who 
are not related by blood, marriage, or adoption, but who are socially and economically 
interdependent. In the context of employment, it specifically recommended that health 
benefits be extended to domestic partners (same-sex and opposite-sex) based on the 
principle of "equal pay for equal work for similarly situated persons." 

1990 * The voters approved a domestic partnership registry for city residents in 
November 1990. The registry is open to same-sex and opposite-sex couples who live 
together and who have agreed to be jointly responsible for basic living expenses incurred 
during the domestic partnership. 

1991 * The Health Service Board approved a plan to give health benefits to city 
employees with domestic partners (same-sex and opposite-sex) on May 7, 1991, and 
Mayor Agnos signed the measure into law on June 21, 1991. 

1994 * The Board of Supervisors voted on May 31, 1994, to exempt registerd 
domestic partners from real estate transfer taxes if they end their partnerships, thus giving 
them the same exemption offered to spouses when they divorce. 

1996 * The Board of Supervisors voted to stop doing city business with firms that fail 
to offer the same benefits to domestic partners -- same-sex and opposite-sex -- as they 
do to spouses. Mayor Willie Brown signed the measure into law on November 8, 1996. 

1997 * Mayor Willie Brown and three members of the Board of Supervisors 
(Ammiano, Katz, and Leal) met with a major lobbying group for corporations in San 
Francisco on February 20, 1997. The Committee on Jobs, asked the city to exclude 
unmarried opposite-sex domestic partners from the new city contractor law. 

Spectrum Institute, P. O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065/(213) 258-8955 
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© 1997 San Francisco Examiner 

In other business Monday, the Board of Supervisors, with Supervisors Amos Brown 
and Mabel Teng absent: 

* DOMESTIC PARTNERS : Were set to consider a proposal to remove unmarried 
straight couples from The City's new domestic partners law. But after a story on the 
proposal appeared in Friday's Examiner, the supervisors were bombarded with calls 
against the plan, and it has been put on hold. San Francisco's domestic partners law 
requires entities doing business with The City to offer the same benefits to workers 
in domestic partnerships as are provided married workers. The law now only applies 
to workers who have registered their domestic partners with a government entity. 
Corporate lobbyists want to amend the ordinance to allow companies to create their 
own internal domestic partners registries, and give them the right to include only 
same-sex couples. Backers of the amendment say that although straights could be 
excluded, it would expand the opportunity for gay and lesbian employee 
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FAIRNESS AND THE DISTRIBUTION OF EMPLOYEE BENEFITS: 

WHAT'S WRONG WITH EXCLUDING OPPOSITE-SEX 

COUPLES FROM DOMESTIC PARTNER BENEFITS PROGRAMS? 

by Thomas F. Coleman 
© 1999 American Association for Single People 

As more employers consider extending 
domestic partner benefits to their workers, ques
tions arise as to whether any such plan should be 
limited to same-sex couples or be open to all 
couples regardless of gender. Matters such as 
mandatory marriage, cost, morality and legality are 
the central issues in this discussion. 

The fact that "same-sex couples can't 
marry" is an argument used by some gay and 
lesbian activists as well as some politicians who try 
to justify same-sex only benefits. However, more 
people in both of these categories now believe that 
it is wrong for an employer to force opposite-sex 
couples to marry in order to receive health and 
other job benefits. 

There are many valid reasons why people 
choose domestic partnership over matrimony. 
These involve philosophical, political, economic, 
religious, and personal considerations. 

Some feminists believe that marriage is an 
institution which historically has oppressed 
women. They favor bonding in a nonmarital 
family unit free of perceived domination. Domestic 
partnership serves that purpose. 

There are married women who have di
vorced due to domestic violence against them or 
their children. When they find another mate, they 
may be reluctant to marry, at least for a few years. 
For them, domestic partnership is a means of re
establishing a family unit without surrendering 
themselves to a spouse through marriage. 

Many seniors who are widowed, and many 
people of all ages with serious disabilities, do not 
marry because, if they do, they may lose their 
pension survivor benefits or government subsidies. 
Other seniors are fearful that a new marriage may 
create estate problems for their adult children. 

There are also religious reasons. Some 

people whose spouses have died, or who have been 
divorced against their will, have vowed never to 
marry again. To them, marriage is a religious 
experience they will have only once in a lifetime 

Domestic partnership is another matter 
entirely. It is a truly secular relationship that does 
not require a sexual element as matrimony presum
ably does. Widows or divorcees may want domes
tic partnership for purposes of companionship and 
security without any sexual overtones, and that 
should be their prerogative. 

One may disagree with this premise on the 
theory that the law provides for 'civil' marriage. 
F air enough, but let's examine this. 

Many people believe that marriage is 
essentially a religious sacrament. That is why so 
many religious organizations are up in arms over 
the movement to legalize gay marriage. 

The religious nature of matrimony is not 
removed when a government functionary performs 
a so-called "civil" marriage ceremony, any more 
than the sacrament of baptism would become a 
secular ritual simply if the government were to 
pass a law creating an initiation procedure called 
"civil" baptism. 

"Marriage" carries religious implications 
which are at odds with a truly secular environment. 
Domestic partnership is intended to meet the needs 
for interpersonal bonding between persons who are 
members of a secular society. 

Cohabitation has now become a common 
form ofinterpersonal bonding. Whether a man and 
a woman cohabit is none of an employer's concern. 

Simple equity requires equal pay for equal 
work. Compensation should not depend on 
whether employees are married, single, divorced, 
or widowed, or whether their domestic partner is a 
man or a woman. 
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Many gay and lesbian groups now include 
bisexuals and transgendered persons in their cause, 
and hence the acronym "GLBT" has emerged. 

Should not a bisexual person have the right 
to register as a domestic partner if his or her pri
mary partner is someone of the opposite-sex? Or 
will domestic partnership be turned into a ghetto 
institution open to homosexuals only? 

What happens when a transgendered man 
who is already receiving domestic partner benefits 
for his male partner goes through sex reassignment 
surgery and thereby becomes a female? Should the 
couple be removed from the benefits plan and be 
told they must marry before they may reapply for 
benefits? And who mows whether the surgical 
change in his gender would entitle the couple to 
marry or would other legal procedures be required? 

Another point needs to be considered. 
Opposite-sex couples may have a strong political 
reason for rejecting matrimony. Some men and 
women stand in solidarity with gay and lesbian 
couples and have refused to marry until gays are 
also legally allowed to marry. Should they be 
denied domestic partnership benefits in the mean
time? 

Again, even if same-sex marriage were 
legalized tomorrow, many if not most gays and 
lesbians would probably select domestic partner
ship rather than legal marriage. Should we there
fore create two classes of same-gender couples, 
those who marry and receive benefits and those 
who register as domestic partners but are denied 
benefits? 

Despite the foregoing, some people resist 
the notion of domestic partner benefits for straight 
couples, arguing that if they are unwilling to make 
a commitment, such couples are not deserving of 
any benefits. 

In order to obtain domestic partner benefits, 
an employee and his or her partner must sign an 
affidavit in which they agree to share the common 
necessities of life and to be responsible for each 
other's common welfare. This is not a free lunch. 

If opposite-sex couples are willing to sign 
that same affidavit and assume the same responsi
bilities as same-sex couples are, then why should 
they not be entitled to the same benefits? 

There are conservatives who say that 

"living in sin" is immoral. These folks claim that 
giving benefits to unmarried cohabitors promotes 
behavior contrary to religious values. 

The principle underlying this argument 
merits further examination. 

Many people hold that a person who has 
divorced and remarried or that a unmarried woman 
who has a child have both engaged in sinful behav
ior. Under such a "morality" theory of employee 
benefits compensation, a worker would not receive 
health benefits for his or her second or third spouse 
and the unmarried mother would not be entitled to 
receive benefits for her child. 

If the same "morality" standards were to be 
applied across the board to all employees who may 
be leading so-called "sinful" lifestyles, then em
ployers would only reward a few "virtuous" em
ployees, giving benefits to a single worker with no 
partner, or to the first spouse of a married em
ployee or children born in a first-time marriage. 

Finally the issue of cost. Reliable studies 
demonstrate that inclusive plans are surprisingly 
affordable, with enrollment increasing by only one 
percent on a national average when opposite-sex 
and same-sex partners are covered. This is one of 
the reasons why nearly all government employers 
and most private companies with domestic-partner 
plans have rejected the "same-sex only" approach. 

Besides these issues, there is the ever
present risk of litigation. Federal lawsuits are 
already pending against both Bell Atlantic and the 
City of Chicago alleging that "same-sex only" 
plans violate federal civil rights laws prohibiting 
sex discrimination. In addition, California's Labor 
Commissioner recently ruled that same-sex only 
plans violate that state's civil rights laws. 

With this in mind, I return to the basic 
premise. Compensation should be based on merit 
and productivity, not on factors irrelevant to job 
performance such as gender, sexual orientation, 
marital status, or one's personal moral viewpoint. 

¢ ¢ ¢ 

Thomas F. Coleman is executive director of the American 
Association for Single People. AASP protects the rights 
of all single people and domestic partners with or withom
children. hhas a web site at www.singlesRiGHTS.com. 
and can be reached bytelephotie at (800) 993-AASP, or 
by mail at P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065. 
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Domestic Dispute 
Benefits Should Not Be Denied to Opposite-Sex Partners 

By Thomas F. Coleman 

T he University of California regents recently decided 
to extend health benefits to some domestic 1>.1rt· 
ners of employees ;mel retirees but not to others. 

By adopting":i"plan that excludes \IIlrclaicd opposite-sex 
partners. little did the regents know what a legal mess 
they were creating. 

The new plan gives domestic-partner health benefits 
only to "competent adults over the <lge of 18 in a long-Ierm, 
commiued domestic reLltionship who arc precluded from 
marriage bcc:lusc they arc of the s:unc sex or incapable 
under California law of a valid marriage bcc.'luSC of family 
relationship." 111e omission of opposite-sex partners (rom 
the new plan has two m.ljor legal flaws. 

FU'St, the last-minute advice of the uni~'ersity's attorney 

this manner. Most unmarried employees would not want 
to chan~e the nature of their relationship .... ith a relati ... e to 
that of a husband or a \\ire. And why should they have to 
do so in order to obt.1.in health bene6ts? Imposing such a 

. requirement violates the right of pri.vacy of employees and . 
retirees, not to mention the right to equal protection of the ."" 
law. 

T he exclusion of twre/alcd opposite-sex p.1.rtnerl also 
violates their right of pri ... acy, in addition to being 
sex and sex ual-orientation discrimination. Many 

di ... orced or widowed re tirees live with an unrelated 
domestic partner of the opposite sex. For a variety of rca
sons, they may want to be domestic partners mther than 
m.11'ricd spouses. 11lat is why many seniors groups - the 
American Association of Retired Persons, the Older 

Women's League, the Cali· 
fornia Senior Legislature 
and the Gray Panthe rs -

to add close blood relati ... es 
'to a "same-sex only~ pl.m 
proposed by the university's 
p resident is an ob ... iou s 
smoke screen intended to 
cover Ull sexual·orientation 
discrimination. Cour ts can 
see t h roug h such camou
flage. But more important 
than that, the plan violates 
t he constitutional p rivacy 
rights of unmarried employ· 
ees and retirees. 

regents have 
no business intruding into 
private family relationships 
of university employees or 
retirees in this manner. 

support domestic partner
ship benefits for same-sex 
and opposite-sex couples. 

It is irrational 10 recog
nize a same-sex couple as a 
fam ily unit fo r pUTlloses of 
uni ... ersity health benefi ts, 
but to exclude an unmar
ried man and woman who 
have a child. If the uni ... ersi-

The right 01 pri ... acy not 
only protects people from 
the unwarranted collection or dissemination of confidential 
information, it ruso protects the freedom of choice of indio 
viduals in making highly personal decisions, such as those 
involving marriage, family, procreation and child rearing. 
The plan approved by the regents violates this freedom of 
choice aspect of the right of privacy. 

The university is now telling employees and retirees 
that if they have the legal option of marrying their domes
tic partner, they must do so or the p.1.rtner won't be added 
to the uni ... ersi ty's heath plan. It apl)arenlly docs not matter 
to the regents Illat unmarried employees or retirees m.1.y 
have strong personal, philosophical, politic.1.l, economic or 
even religious reasons lor 1101 wanting to marry a house
hold member. 

A
re the regents aware that. under C.1.lifomia law, a 
male employee may legally marr y his widowed 
stepmother or his unmarried stepsister? Or that a 

female retiree may marry her stepson or stepbrother? Do 
the regents know that an adopted male may marry his 
adopti ... e mother who is di ... orced or .... idowed? Or that a 
reti ree may marry her adopted grandson? Did anyone 
advise the regents th.1t brothers and sisters in a foster fam
ily arc legally allowed to marry in California? 

The absurdity of the situation is made more e ... ident 
when one considers Ole s,1mc-sex ... s. opposite-sex criteria. 
A m .. 1.le employee must nl.1rry a stepmother in order to put 
her on the uni ... ersity health plan, but a stepfather could be 
a domestic partner because he would be of the 5.1.111e sex 
as the employee. A female retiree would have to marry hrr 
adopled grnndson in order 10 enroll him in the new plan. 
but her adopted grnnddauRhter would qualify as a 5.1.111e
sex domestic p.vtner. 

The regents ha ... e no business intruding into private 
family relationships of university employccs or retirees in 

Thom as F. Cole ma n, a Los Angeles attorney focusing 
on right of ¢.'acy Issues and marilsl status and sexual 
orientatlon discrimination, has been executive directOl" 
of the ~tllC)('s Commission on Personal Privacy and 
a member of the California legislature's Joint Select 

I Task Forte on the Changing Family. 

the latte r? 

ty considers the former to 
be a family, then why not 

Perhaps the man wishes to marry, but the woman is 
reluct.'lI1t to do so because her previous marriage "''3S abu· 
si ... e and she has not fully recovered from the trauma of 
that relationship. Or maybe the couple plans to marry bUI 
has dclibemtely chosen an engagement period of two or 
more years. 

Possibly the woman wants to marry, but the man is 
an atbeistand belie ... es that socalled civil marriage 
is a quasi-religious rite. Nter all, marriage is a reli

gious g"cmmenL Statc-created civil marriage is really no 
different t.han would be an attempt by the government to 
institute ~civil baptism~ or ~civil confession,~ labels that 
would carry religious o ... ertones despite use of the term 
~civil." 

In Ule long nm. the only sensible and legal approach for 
the regents to take would be onc similar to Olat used by 
Bank of America in which each emplo)'ee can sel~ one 
adult member of h is or her household - a spouse, a 
domestic partner of the same or opposite sex, or a close 
blood relati ... e who is dependent on the cmployee. 

Such a plan would satisfy the principle of equal pay for 
equal work. giving each employcc the same health-bene
fits C0ll1pcTlSo1tiot1, regardless of his or her family configu. 
muon. It would also avoid implicating the uni ... ersity in dis
crimination of the basis of sex, sexual orientation or mari
tal status. And, abo ... e all, it would end the absurdity of 
telling employees or retirees that, to get health benefits for 
their lovcd ones, they mtlst marry their stepparent, adopt
ed grandchild. fosler sibling or other relative whom they 
arc tcchllic::!.lly able to marry. 

Lt_ Go .... Grny Davis and Regent Ward Connerly have 
So,id lhatthcy \~ill introduce a proposal at the ncxt meeting 
of the regents to eliminate the cloud of illegality hovering 
over the current plan. 

One simple way oul of this mess would be (or the 
regents to allow any two single persons living together as 
domestic partners to qualify, as long as they satisfy other 
legitimate and gender-neutral eligibility oiteria. 

Moving blindly forward with the current defutition will 
not only lead to absurd results, it will trigger costly law
suits. 
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Well-Tied Knot 
AB 1982 Remains Wedded to Domestic Partnerships 

ByTRACYSYPERT 
Ca lifornia Asse mblyma n Pe te r 

Knight's divorce petition has been 
denied by the state Senate. 

Knight, R-Palmdale, had sought to 
undo the wor k of Democrats, who wed
ded domestic partner la nguage to AB 
1982, his bill to ban recogni t ion of same
gender ma l'l'i ages. 

But a rt.c r an e motion a l fl oo r flight 
t hat cu lm inated Aug. 19 wi lh 
Democratic Lt. Gov. Gray Davis casting 
a tie-breaking vute-the firs t t i me a 
lie utenant gove rn or has used tha t 
authority in 21 yea rs-the Sena t.e 
a pproved AB 1982 with the domestic 
pa rtne r la nguage intact. 

His divorce denied, the Pa lmdale 
Hcpublican is opting fo r annu lment. 

"As fa r as I'm concerned, the bi ll is 
dead," Kn igh t s aid a fte r t he vote, 
add ing that he would abandon attem pts 
lo move the bill out of the Senate. 

Befo re Davi s' intervention, l he 
Senate had been deadlOt:ked 20-20, with 
i 6 Hepublicans, lhree Democrats a nd 
one Inuependent voting to remove the 
domest.ic partner la nguage. 

Tha t. language wou ld estab lish a 
do mes tic partnership sys tem 111 

California . Registe red couples wuuld 
receive hospi t.a l vis it.ation righ t.s, s tand
ing to act on Lheir lovers' beha lf in lega l 
ma t.ters, and health insurance benefi ts, 
if they or their lovers a re employees of 
t.he staLe or have policies covered by 
s tate law. (Most California insura nce 
poii (; ies a rc covered by federa l law.) 

"I've a lways opposed sa me-sex 
I 

LIFE Lobby DirecJor La",.;(, Mc/J,.ide 

Senat e. "Il wa an easy vole Ii,,· me:' 
No lieutenan t governur has caSl a 

tie- brea king vote in the Senate s ince 
1975, when De mocra t Mervyn DYl1l a lly 
d id so to move f'on vanJ a bill that would 
end state proh ibitions on a va riety of 
sex acts belween consenti ng adults. 
Technicall y, Gray's vole ws nol needed 
because remova l of tbe a mendments 

required a majority vote. 
Knight's bill , as origina lly written 

a nd as passed by the state Assembly in 
J anua ry, would declare any ma rriages 

'Our relationships 

are not second 

class. They 

deserve more 

than second-class 

standing.' 
- LIFE Lobby Executive Director 
Laurie McBride 

perfurmed in uther states between per
sons of t he sa me gende r invalid in 
Ca lifurnia. Currently, a ll marriages pcr
lurmcd in other s ta tes are recognized. 

When Kni ght's bill got to the 
Scnnte Juuiciary Commi tlee in July, 
Nick Petris, D-Berkley, introduced t he 
domestic pa rtner a mendments, which 
were eve nt ua lly a pproved by t he 

Democratically controlled committee. 
A week before the Senate's Aug. 19 

vote, Knight had attempted to salvage 
hi s bill before the Sena te 
Appropria tions Commi ttee by first 
req uesting that the a mendments be 
str ipped, then attempting to subs t itu te 
his own domestic pa rtner la nguage. 
Both motions were denied. 

Knight sa id t.he a mendments arc 
a n attempt by Democrals to kill the bill 
because they know Republican Gov. 
Pete Wilson won't s ign domestic pa rt
nership in to law. 

"If the Democrats a re unwilling to 
accept my compromise, it will be very 
clea r lo a ll that their on ly in tention in 
attach ing the domestic partner a mend
ments was lo dera il the bill and lega li ze 
sa me-sex marriage," Knight sa id . 

Under Knight 's vers ion of domestic 
pa rtnership, a ny two people who live in 
the same house could be cons idered 
domeslic partners and would receive 
hospital vis itation, inheri tance a nd con
servatorshi p righls . There would be no 
s ta te registry. 

State Sen. Steve Peace, D-EI Cajon, 
sa id Kn ight's proposal was so loosely 
wri tten , it would cover any couple, "two 
men, a man and a woman, a dog a nd a 
cat. 

''You took a bad idea and made it 
worse," Peace said. "You will ba nkrupt 
the state a nd every employer. This is a 
bla nk check." 



DC Regents Defy 
Wilson, OK Gay 
Partner Benefits 
• Policy: Measure passes 13·12 even though governor 
appointed three new board members in effort to block it. 
Backers say change is needed to recruit, retain faculty. 

By KENNElli R. WEISS and DAVE LESHER, TIMES STAFF WRITERS 

The University of California Board of Regents handed Gov. Pete Wilson 
a major political defeat Friday with a cliffhanger vote extending health 
benefits to the partners of gay employees-an action the governor made 
an all-out attempt to block. 

Wilson went so far as to hastily 
appoint three new regents this 
week-two on Friday-to shore up 
the number of opponents to the 
benefits proposal. which he con
demned on legal and moral 
grounds. saying it "will devalue the 
institution of marriage." 

But in the end, Wilson fell one 
vote short and was undone by one 
of his own appointees. Regent 
Velma Montoya, whom he named 
to the board in 1994. Clearly con
flicted over the issue. she hemmed 
and hawed and then decided to 
abstain from voting. thus allowing 
the proposal to pass 13-12. Without 
commenting, she quickly left the 
UCLA conference room where the 
regents were meeting. 

Wilson was viSibly upset after 
the vote. "I don't think we've 
heard the last of this at all," he 
vowed, though not speCifying what 
moves he might take. 

He also took on critics who have 
accused him of using the university 
ior political gain. "I'm always ac
cused of playing politics," the gov
ernor said, angrily dismissing the 
idea. "Cynicism is one of the 
smaller problems you encounter in 
public life." 

The board's decision was met 
with sustained applause from gay 
and lesbian UC employees and 
student activists who had jammed 
~nto meetings over the past twc 
days of debate. University faculty 
and staff have been pushing for 
such extended benefits since 1981. 
arguing that it is only fair to give 
same-sex couples the same health 
coverage as married ones, because 
gay coup-les cannot legally 
marry - which until now has been 
a ,requirement to win coverage for 
a.partner. 
;.;For some, it was a bittersweet 
Victory. 

,"My partner of 11 years died of 
breast cancer last year," said Dr. 
Rose Maly. an assistant professor 
of family medicine at UCLA. "She 
spent the last year of her life 
commuting an hour in traffic [to 
her own job] to keep her health 
benefits. She wouldn't have had to 
do that if we had domestic benefits. 
It didn't work out for her. but I'm 
hoping that it will be different for 
others." 

Friday's vote means that by 
the middle of next year, an 
unknown number of univer

sity employees who live with 
same-sex partners will be able to 
Qbtain medical, dental and vision 
care at an estimated cost of $1.9 
million to $5.6 million a year-on 
top of the $400 million the univer
~ity now spends on employee 
health care. 

'The new policy, UC officials said, 
will help them recruit and retain 
faculty that they were losing to 
Stanford University, Harvard Uni
versity, MIT, the University of 
Mich!gan and other schools that 
offer such benefits to same-sex 
partners. 
-·The regents decided to order 
further study of a related proposal 
to open married student housing to 
gay and lesbian couples. 

For the governor, the vote on 
benefits was a setback made all the 
more significant by his aggressive 
and bare-knuckles attempt to de
feat the measure. Wilson bent 
some legislative rules, his critics 
said. and applied all of the force he 
could muster from his office Fri
day. 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 22, 1997 

Opponents said the fact that he 
came up short will open him up to 
charges that he is losing power as a 
lame duck and that he is once again 
attempting to gain a boost in his 
popularity by using the university 
as a high-profile political platform, 
as he did in 1995 in pushing for an 
end to affirmative action in admis
sions. 

The governor also used up some 
valuable goodwill with Democrats 
in the Legislature, who had urged 
!lim not to seat the three new 
regents before legislators had more 
tiffie to consider the selections. 

Senate President Pro Tern Bill 
Lockyer (D-Hayward) said he 
views Wilson's action as an at
tempt to seek favor with conserva
tive Republicans for a possible 
presidential race in 2000. But he 
predicted that the governor will 
pay a price when his new appoint
ments come before the Senate for 
confirmation. The appointees are 
allowed to sit as voting regents for 
as.long as a year without approval 
of the Legislature. 
'''The single most important 

characteristic we look for when 
e'vatuating appointees to the Board 
of Regents is independence from 
political pressure." Lockyer said. 
"All three of the members hastily 
appointed by the. governor this 
week promptly failed to demon
:3trate any. So I am very skeptical 
about their chances of winning 
Senate confirmation." 

In Republican circles, some con
servatives downplayed the gover
nor's loss and said he will still 
achieve a political boost by having 
taken a strong stand for family 
values. "Pete Wilson's colors shone 
brilliantly," said the Rev. Louis P. 
Sheldon, leader of the Orange 
County-based Traditional Values 
Coalition. 
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DC: Wilson Defeated on Benefits for Gays 

"He has drawn a line in the sand 
and defined the issue in a moral 
way like nobody else." 

Friday's meeting opened with 
the surprise announcement that 
Wilson had made two appoint
ments to the 26-member board 
that oversees the nine-campus UC 
system: John Hotchkis, a 65-year
old Republican and mutual fund 
manager from Pasadena who has 
contributed handsomely to Wil
son's political campaigns over the 
years, and Carol Chandler, a 52-
year-old former schoolteacher and 
farmer from Selma, who served as 
a delegate to the Republican Na
tional Convention. 

Earlier in the week, he appointed 
Ralph Ochoa, a Sacramento lobby
ist who in 1994 headed a group of 
Democrats supporting Wilson for 
governor. 

Wilson's last-minute appointees. 
who filled the only vacancies on 
the board, all voted against extend
ing benefits to gay partners. 

Highlighting the escalating fight 
over the issue, every regent 
showed up for Friday's vote, in
cluding three statewide Demo
cratic leaders who automatically 
sit on the board: Lt. Gov. Gray 
Davis, Assembly Speaker Cruz 
Bustamante and Supt. of Public 
Instruction Delaine Eastin. All 
three voted in favor of the benefits. 

Much of Friday's discussion fo
cused on the potential legal fallout 
from extending health benefits to 
same-sex couples but not to un
married heterosexual couples. 

Wilson and other conservatives 
argued that the policy invited 
costly lawsuits because it violates 
state law that prohibits discrimina-
tion on the basis of sexual prefer
ence. Although unmarried homo
sexual couples would qualify, they 
noted, their heterosexual counter
parts would not. 

They pointed to a recent decision 
by the state labor commissioner, 
who sided with a heterosexual 
couple's complaint that the city of 
Oakland's health coverage for 
same-sex couples should be ex
panded to include them. 

The New Regents 
Just before the University of California Board of Regents 

considered a controversial measure to extend health benefits to gay 
partners, Gov. Pete Wilson announced the appointment of two new 
regents. Although they still must go before the state Senate for 
confirmation, they have full voting power. 

Carol Chandler John Hotchkls 

a Age: 52 

• Residence: Selma 

a Party affiliation: Republican 

• Background: Co-owner of Chandler 
Farms~ past president of the Central 
Valley chapter of the Califomia 
Women for Agriculture; member of the 
Fresno County 4-H Sponsoring 
Committee. 

a Age: 65 

• Residence: Pasadena 

• Party affiliatIon: Republican 

,a' Background: Chairman of Hotchkls 
& Wiley in Los Angeles, which 
manages portfOlios of penSion, profit 
sharing and endowment funds for tax 
exempt institutions, such as colleges 
and universities; previously worked for 
Everett Harris & Co. and Dean Witter. 

• Education: Graduated from UC 
Berkeley in political SCience and has a 
master's degree in business 

II Education: Bachelor's degree in ' 
physical education from UC Davis and 
a master's degree In physical 
education from Fresno State. . administration from UCLA. 

James E. Holst. the university 
system's top attorney, agreed 
that the proposal carried some 

legal risks. Following his recom
mendation' the regents expanded 
the proposal so that health benefits 
will also cover an employee's fi
nancially dependent sister, brother 
or parent who lives with that 
employee. 

That way, Holst said, UC's policy 
is making a distinction not on the 
basis of sexual preference, but on 
the basis of who can legally marry. 

That would rule out heterosexual 
couples because they can legally 
marry and qualify for the benefits 
that way-while gay and lesbian 
couples do not have that option. 

UC officials said that adding 
dependent family members will 
cost the state only a small amount. 

Regents Ward Connerly, Gray 
Davis and others said they plan to 
resolve the legal issue completely 
by asking the board in January to 
furtlier JAJ)and its health benefits 
to inclu e unmarr-ied heterosexual 
couples. In all-With the extra 
cOsts 01 Friday's action included
the university would be paying out 
an extra $10.4 million to $20.3 
million per year in benefits, offi
cials said. 

Los Angeles Times 

UC officials stressed that the v 
have no real way of determinin~ 
• 0 
now many of their 126.000 em-
ployees will opt for such benefits. 

. In order to qualify under the 
proposal adopted Friday, gay and 
lesbian partners-or the blood 
relatives-must have lived to
gether for at least 12 consecutive 
months, show proof of mutual fi
nancial support and sign a docu
ment that they are committed to a 
long - term relationship. 

{)A"i.s -re 1.L. S Il ef",eTe.(l. 
,.,.e. yAU olt,S .e.tJlJ.eA--

Ne.vrn-IIL. I>? ae.tJefaf.r 
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Year 

1994 

1996 

1997 

1998 

1998 

Public Office 

Track Record of 

Gray Davis 
Supporting Gender-Neutral 

Domestic Partner Laws 

Action for Gender-Neutral Domestic Partner Law 

State Controller As Controller, he was a member of the CalPERS Board. 
Davis voted to support SB 2061 (Hart) which was a 
gender-neutral dp bill, with provisions similar to this 
year's AB 107 (Knox). 

Lt. Governor 

UC Regent 

Lt. Governor 

Candidate for 
Governor 

As Lt. Governor, he was also President of the Senate. 
Davis cast a tie-breaking vote to retain a gender-neutral 
dp provision in AB 1982 (Knight). The provision was 
similar to this year's SB 75. 

As Lt. Governor, he was a member of the UC Board of 
Regents. Davis told the Los Angeles Times that he 
would ask the board to change its same-sex dp benefits 
program to make it gender neutral. 

AB 1059 (similar to this year's AB 26) passed the 
Legislature and was vetoed by then Governor Pete 
Wilson. Davis issued a press release, criticizing Wilson 
for not signing the gender-neutral bill into law. In the 
press release, Davis also said: "As Governor of 
California, 1 will lead the battle for domestic partner 
health care legislation." 

Responding to a survey conducted by Spectrum 
Institute, Davis said in writing: "I support domestic 
partner employment benefits, but 1 oppose the "same
sex only" limitation. 1 believe that all domestic partners 
should be eligible for benefits, regardless of the gender 
of the partners." He also said: "I support legislation 
defining "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws." 
He added: "I believe that if unmarried partners function 
as a family unit, then the law should treat them as a 
family." 

Spectrum Institute ¢ P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065 ¢ (323) 258-8955 ¢ www.singlesrights.com 
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Candidate Survey on Family Diversity, 
Domestic Partnership, and Marital Status Discrimination 

Assemblywoman Ca~ole Higdeu 
Name ofCandidate~ _______ --------

(Please Print Clearly) 

Distrlct-...:w13 ___ -

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

1. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,,200 ~d~ts 
were asked to select a definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restnc:tlve 
definition: "a group of people relaled by blo~ marriage, or adoption.'" The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, whi~h one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A ··family" is a group of people related by blood. marriage, or adoption. 

-..!. A cefamil)," is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study completed in 1988, the 3S-member Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family Diversity recommended that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the fact that "family" is now a tenn of ~ capable of many 
variable definitions. The Task Force recommended that when the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation. public officials should cor.sider relevant defini~or.al options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of , 'family.'· 

..!... As a Jawm~er, I would define "family" in an Inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_As a Jawmaker. Twawd use a reslrictlve defmition ofll~family'" in proposed laWs. 

3. The first-year report of the state Legislature's 26-member Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single description of California's 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity~ The Task Force fOWld the 
following statement of the California Supreme Court, made in 1921 J stiD relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstanoes. The family~ for instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or marriage, or not re1ated a.t all, who are living 
together in the intimate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household. n In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long-term partners as part of the mosaic offamily 
divcrsi1¥. recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a familY9 public 
policy should recognize them as a families and prohibit d;scnmination that impedes the 
economic well .. being of their family members." 

...!- I believe that ifunmarried partners function as a family 
unit, then the law should treat them as a family. 

_ I believe that the law should not treat unmanied couples 
as a a family unit. Re'TVA.J n: Sle~~ JNs'T,ruf-c 

p" e"x 6S-'7.rt. 
"tiS A..IHUJ, ~ 94~'~ ;:1' 
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wer for (Oath question.) 
Questions about DOMestic Partnership: (Select only one ans r 

.. .. I di 'cts and bundreds of private employers 
4. DoZCZIS of mU~l\clpahties ~: s~o:h ::tal. and Jea~e benefits to the domestic 
throughout the nation noW prOVt e ca '.. ft!!lll'Mersbipn bas customarily been defined 
partl\US o(tbeir employees. The ~ "domesnc r-~ ramit unit. (3) maring the common 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) ~ toge~ ~ theY 'en~ welfaTe of each other. 
necessities of life: IIIId ~4) assummg respol1S;1b~ ::uc ~p benefits to same-sex 

somelgo",::!:!p~v:~1:\l~~~less of gender. to apply for eodOtnesnc 
coup es. h th N": nal n--n;~ti01lforWomen and the ogress artnershi benefits Groups sue as e auo V'~---· fj 1 
p . p.. ... 0 the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from. dp ~e ,its .. p ~. 
~~:r~:: C:ssioner Nled th~ it is megal sexual orientation discrmnnation 
for government employers to exclude oppOSIte-sex panners from dp benefits programs. 

I support the extension of employment benefits to domestic: partners, but 1 
- believe that domestic partner benefits should be limited to same-sex couples. 

-X..- I support domestic partner employm~t benefits, but I oppose ~~ "same--sex only" 
limitation. I believe that an domestiC pariners should be ehgIble for benefits, 
regardless of the gende,. of the partners. 

_ I oppose all domestic partner benefits programs. 

5. Bills have been introduced in the past few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following are two examples. PleasCilindicate whether you 
support or oppose the objeetive of each of the following bills. (Select one answer fot each.) 

A. 1994 (AS 2810) 11995 (AS 621) 11997 (AB 54) (Registry atld Basic: Protedions) 
Wou.ld create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretaly of State. 

Would extend basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory will form., hospital visitation riahts, notice of consetvatorship pr~ceedingBw priority to be 
appointed. as a consc:rvator). The bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Govemor . 

...Jt-.l support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

_ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal recognition of dorne:!;tic partner5. 

B. 1994 (SB 2061) /1997 (AB 2061) (Benefits for state aDd lotaJ workers] 
Would ~end health and dental benefits to the domestio partners ,of state employees (such 

as Nf;\V York, Vermont, and Qreson have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirement System 10 administer such a benefits program for municipalities that participate in PElS 
if such municipalities want to extend health benefits to the domestic part~~ of their employees. 

!-.. I support extending dp benefits to state employees and allowing ?ERS to administer such 
benefits tor munieipalities chat want to give benefits to domeStic f.anners altheir workel'$, 

_ I oppose extending benefits to domestic; panners or state or local. government employees. 
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Candidate Survey on Family Diversity, 
. Domestic Partnership, and Marital Status Discrimination 

Name of Candidate S:f4€"( LA- ku, l-\L District 4 \ 
(Please Print Clearly) 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

1. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
were asked to select a definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restrictive 
defmition: "a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption." The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, which one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A "family" is a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

~ A "family" is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study cOlllpleted in 1988, the 38-member Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family Diversity recolllmended that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the fact that "fanlily" is now a tenn of art, capable of many 
vatiable definitions. The Task Force recOllltllended that when the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation, public officials should consider relevant definitional options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of "'family." 

lAS a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_ As a lawmaker, I would use a restrictive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The first-year repol1 of the state Legislature's 26-member Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single description of California's 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity. The Task Force found the 
following statement of the Califoll1ia Supreme Coul1, made in 1921, stilI relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstances. The family, for instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or marriage, or not related at all, who are living 
together in the intitnate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household." In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long-term partners as part of the mosaic of family 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a family, public 
policy should recognize them as a families and prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their, fafllily melnbers~" '. 

Return to: dI believe that ifunmanied paltners function as a family 
unit, then the law should treat them as a family. 

Spectrum Institute 
P.O. Box 65756 

I believe that the law should not treat unman-ied couples 
as a a family unit. 

Los Angeles, CA 90065 

or fax back to: 
(213) 258-8099 50 



Questions about Domestic Partnership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private employers 
throughout the nation now provide health, de}1t~l~ and leave .benefits to the domestic 
partners of their employees. The tenn "domestic partnership" has' customarily been defined 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
necessities of life; and (4) assuming responsibility for the general welfare of each other. 
Some government and private employers restrict domestic partnership benefits to same-sex 
couples. Most allow all unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply for domestic 
partnership benefits. Groups such as the National Organization for Women and the Congress 
of California Seniors, oppose the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from dp benefits plans. 
The California Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
for government employers to exclude opposite-sex partners from dp benefits programs. 

_ I support the extension of employment benefits to domestic partners, but I 
believe that domestic partner benefits should be Iinlited to same-sex couples. 

j I support domestic partner employment benefits, but I oppose the "same-sex only" 
limitation. I believe that all domestic partners should be eligible for benefits, 
regardless of the gender of the partners. 

_ I oppose all domestic paltner benefits programs. 

5. Bins have been introduced in the p~st few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following are two examples. Please indicate whether you 
suppOl1 or oppose the objective of each of the following bills. (Select one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) / 1995 (AB 627) / 1997 (AB 54) [Registry and Basic Protections] 
Would create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretary of State. 

Would extend basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory will form, hospital visitation rights, notice of conservatorship proceedings, priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). The bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Governor. 

/r support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

_ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal. recognition of domestic partners. 

"I1r.r 
B. 1994 (SB 2061) / 1997 (AB~) [Benefits for state and local workers) 

Would extend health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 
as New York, Vermont, and Oregon have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirement System to administer such a benefits program for municipalities that participate in PERS 
if such municipalities want to extend he~1th Qenefits to the domestic partners of their emg)oyees. -J b all S 

/ 1lL ().J9d'f(,. dUC¥". f'1io'r- drJ8Sn H- CIJ r /'1..& +'1 t t.t I-/U}- (y. J:(,., I1C £(/l I • 

V I support extending dp benefits to state employees and allowing PERS to administer such ~.r.hJ 
benefits for municipalities that want to give benefits to domestic partners of their workers. (. ) 

fVIA rSIS • 

_ I oppose extending benefits to domestic partners of state or local government employees. Howtvir 
/J 
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. Candidate ~urvey on ~amily Diver~ity,.. • for ~ 

Domestic PartnershIp, and Marital St~tus DiscrImInation J.1/t.-) 

I ~~ V 
Name of Candidate 12i QYl /t(Oyl.e/ District it{ 

(Please Print Clearly) ~a·~ . 0 
lfi sfvl ()- -, 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

1. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
were asked to' select a' definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restrictive 
definition: "a group of people related by bl~ maniage, or adoption." The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive definition: ·'a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, which one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A "familyn is a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

~ A "family" is a..group ofpeoplc who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study completed in 1988, the 38-member Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family·Diversity recommended that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legistatureshould be sensitive to the fact that "family" is now a tenn of art, capable of many 
variable definitions. The Task Force recommended that when the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation, public officials should consider relevant definitional options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of "family." 

,.,/ As a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_ As a lawmaker, I would use a restrictive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The ftrSt-year report of. the state Legislature~s 26-member Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single descriptjon of Califomia's 
families adequately captutes their breadth and complexity. The Task Force found the 
following statement of the Califomia Supreme Court, made in 1921, still relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstances. The family, fOJ instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or marriage, or not related at all, who are living 

. together in the intimate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household. n In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long-term partners as part of the mosaic offamily 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a family, public 
policy should recognize them as a families and prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their family members." 

~ believe that if.unmarried. partners function as a family 
. unit, then·the law should treat them as a family. 

_ I believe that the law should not treat unmarried couples 
as a a family ~nit 
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Questions about Domestic Par~nership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private employers 
throughout the nation now provide health, dental, and leave benefits to tbe domestic 
partners .of their employees. the tenn "domestic partnership" has customarily been defmed 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
necessities of life; . and (4) assuming responsibility for the general welfare of each other. 
Some government and private employers restrict domestic partnership benefits to same-sex 

'couples. Most allow all' unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply for domestic 
partnership benefits. Groups ~uc~ as the National Organization for Women and the Congress 
of California Seniors~ o]>p9se the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from dp benefits plans. 
The California Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
for government employers"to exc1ude opposite-sex partners from dp benefits programs. 

_ I support tbe extension of employment benefits to domestic partners, but I 
believe that domestic partner benefits should be lin1i1ed to same-sex couples. 

£ 1 support domestic partner employment benefits, but I oppose the "same-sex only" 
limitation. I be~ieve that all domestic partners should be eligible fot benefits, 
regardless of the gender of the partners. 

_ I oppose all' domestic partner benefits programs. 

5. Bills bave been introduced in the past few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following atOe two examples. Please indicate whether you 
support or oppose the objective of each of the following bins. (Select one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) /1995 (AB 627) 11997 (AB 54) [Registry and Basic Protections) 
Would create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretary of State. 

Would extend' basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory will fonn, hospital visitation tights, notice of conservatorship proceedings~ priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). The bin passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Governor. 

V'" I support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

__ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal recognition of domestic partners. 
, , 

B. 1994 (SB 2(61) 11991 (AB 2061) (Benefits for state and local workers] 
, Would ~end health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 

as New York,' Ver.mont, and Oregon have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirem~ System to a~minister ,such a benefits program for municipalities that participate in PERS 
if such municipalities wanf to extend health benefits to the domestic partners of their employees. 

/1 support extending dp benefits to state employees and aJlowing PERS to administer such 
, benefits tor ~unicipalities that want to give benefits to domestic partners of their workers. 

_ I oppose ext~ndin8 benefits to domestic partners of state or local government employees. 
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Candidate Survey on Family Diversity, 
Domestic Partnershill, and Marital Status Discrimination ~ 

Name of Candidate Assemblymember Virginia Strom-Martin District AD1 

(Please Print Clearly) 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

1. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
were asked to select a definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restrictive 
definition: "a group of people related by blood, man'iage, or adoption." The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, which one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A "family" is a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

~ A "family" is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study cOlnpleted in 1988, the 38-lnel11ber Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family Diversity recol11mended that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the fact that "fmnily" is now a tenn of art, capable of many 
variable definitions. The Task Force recol1ltnended that \vhen the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation, public officials should consider relevant definitional options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of "'family." 

1L- As a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_ As a lawmaker, I would use a restrictive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The first-year repolt of the state Legislature's 26-melnber Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single description of California's 
fatnilies adequately captures their breadth and cotnplexity. The Task Force found the 
following statement of the California Supretne COUlt, made in 1921, still relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstances. The family, for instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or marriage, or not related at all, who are living 
together in the intitnate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household." In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long-term partners as part of the mosaic of family 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a family, public 
policy should recognize them as a families and prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their fatnily metnbers." 

X- I believe that if unman'ied paltners function as a family 
unit, then the law should treat them as a family. 

_ I believe that the law should not treat unman'ied couples 
as a a family unit. 
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Questions about Domestic Partnership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private employers 
throughout the nation now provide health, dental, and leave benefits to the domestic 
partners of their employees. The term "domestic partnership" has customarily been defined 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
necessities of life; and (4) assuming responsibility for the general welfare of each other. 
Some government and private employers restrict domestic paltnership benefits to same-sex 
couples. Most allow all unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply for domestic 
partnership benefits. Groups such as the National Organization for Women and the Congress 
of Cali fomi a Seniors, oppose the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from dp benefits plans. 
The California Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
for government employers to exclude opposite-sex partners from dp benefits programs. 

_ I support the extension of employment benefits to domestic partners, but I 
believe that domestic partner benefits should be !ifnited to same-sex couples . 

.lL I SUppOlt domestic partner employment benefits, but I oppose the "same-sex only" 
limitation. I believe that all dotnestic paltners should be eligible for benefits, 
regardless 0.( the gender of the pattners. 

_ I oppose all dotnestic pattner benefits progratns. 

5. Bins have been introduced in the past few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following are hvo exatnples. Please indicate whether you 
SUppOlt or oppose the objective of each of the following bills. (Select one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) / 1995 (AB 627) / 1997 (AB 54) [Registry and Basic Protections] 
Would create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretary of State. 

Would extend basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory will form, hospital visitation rights, notice of conservatorship proceedings, priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). The bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Governor. 

lL I support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

_ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal recognition of domestic partners. 

B. 1994 (SB 2061) / 1997 (AB 2061) [Benefits for state and local workers] 
Would extend health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 

as New York, Vermont, and Oregon have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirement System to administer such a benefits program for municipalities that 'participate in PERS 
if such municipalities want to extend health benefits to the domestic partners of their employees. 

lL I support extending dp benefits to state employees and allowing PERS to administer such 
benefits for municipalities that want to give benefits to domestic partners of their workers. 

_ I oppose extending benefits to domestic partners of state or local government employees. 
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Candidate Survey on Family Diversity, S).".,..D$ 
Domestic PArtnership, and Marital Status Discrimination ~ y P~dlJ 

Name of Candidate ?far n'C./ At..,@y I s..,-- Distriet 2- "2... 
(Please Print Cl_rly) 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select ollly one answer for each question.) 

1. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
",·ere asked to select a definition of family. A millority (22%) selected a restrictive 
definiti01'l! 44a group of people related by blood, maniagc, OT adoption." The majority (74010) 
selected an inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If YOll had to make a choice, which on' of these definitions would you select? 

_ A ""family" is a group of people related by blood. marriage, or adoption. 

~ ·&family'· is a group of people Who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two~year study completed in 1988, the 38-member Los Angeles City Task 
Foree on F amity Diversity recommend.ed that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the tact that "family" is now a term of an, capable ofmany 
variable defmitions. The "Cask Foree recotnnlendeu that when the term 64famlly" is used in 
proposed legisladon. public ofltcials should consider relc\o'ant defin;tional options. and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of"'f'amily." 

~s a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed law&. 

_ As a lawmaker, I would u.c;e a re.~/rlClive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The first-year report oCtile state Legislature's 26-member Joint Scl~ Task Force on 
the Changing Family. issued in 1989, observed that no sitlgle ~ription of California's 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity. The Task Force fOWld the 
following state1nent of the CaliConlia Supretne Court. made in 1921, still relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things undet' different circumstances. The family, fot ins~ 
may be a. group of people related by blood or Jnaniage, 01' not related at al~ who arc livinS 
to.8ether in the intimate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household." In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long·term partners as part of the Inosaic of family 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities ofa family. public 
policy should recognize mean as a families atld prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
eCOl\O~l-being of their family members." 

_ 1 believe that if urunalTied partners function as a family 
unit, chen the law should trent them aA a family. 
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QUe5tlODssbout »Omatic Partnership: (Select only one answer tor each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private empJoyers 
throughout the nation now provide health, dental, And leave benefits to the domestic 
pa.,nen of their emp\oy~s. The te1m "domestic purmenhip·' has customarily been defined 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
ne~cssitjcs of life; alld (4) assuming responsibility fot' the aeneral welfare or each other. 
Some SOwmment and private employers restri~t domestic partnership benefits to same-sex 
couples. Most allow all unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply tor domestic 
partnership beneflts. Groups such as the National Organization for \\'omen and the Congress 
of Cali fomi a Seniors. oppose the exclusion of opposite-se" partners from dp benefits plans. 
The Califolnia Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
fOT go~nunetlt employers to exclude oppositc .. sex partners frotn dp benefits program,. 

_ I support the extension of employment benefits to domestic p8l'tDcrs. but I 
believe that domestic parmer benefits should be limited to same-sex couples. 

~upport domestic:: parmer employment benefit •• but I oppose the "same-sex ollly" 
limitation. I believe that all domestic partners should be eligible for benefits. 
regardless of/he gende, of the partners. 

_ 1 oppose all domestic paltncr benefits programs. 

~. Bills naYe been introduced in the pail few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(reg8rdlcN of sender). The following arc two eomples. Please indicate whether yOIl 

support or oppose the objective of each of the following bills. (Select one answer for eadt.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) 11995 (AB 627) 11997 (AD .54) [Reaistry and Basie Protections) 
Wou1d create a procedure for domestic pal'1nen to register with the Secretary of State. 

Would extend basic ~manitariM protections to registered partnel's (a place to designate a dp OD the 
statuto,," win form. hospital visltation rights, notice of CDJlRrVatorship proceedings. priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). Tbe bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Govemor. 

V;::pport creation of' a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protectio.", 

_ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal rcc:osnition of domestic partners. 

B. 1994 (SB 2061) /1997 (AS 2061) IBenefils for .tate and local workcnJ 
Would extend health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 

as Ncw York. Vermont,. and Oregon have done), Would also authorize the Publie Employee 
Rairement System to administer such a benefits program for municipal ides that participate in PEl\S 
ifsueh munieipatities want to extend health benefits to tbe domestic partners ortheir employees. 

~ support e~endina 4p benefits to state employees and allowing PE'RS to administer !UCh. 
~efits for Inunicipaiitie9 lhat want to give benefits to domesti~ partners of the it workers. 

_ I oppose extending, benefit! to domestic partnerS of state or local SOVetnment employees. 
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Candidate Survey ~n Family Diversity, 
Domestic Partnership, and Marital Status Discrimination 

Name of Candidate L 0 "I l' q /J q J? 

(Please Print Clbrly) 
District / 0; 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

I. In a national survey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
were asked to select a definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restrictive 
definition: "a group of people related by blood, malTiage, or adoption." The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive definition: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, which one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A "family" is a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

X A "family" is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study cOlnpleted in 1988, the 38-member Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family Diversity reconlmended that lawnlakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the fact that "farnily" is now a tenn of art, capable of many 
valiable definitions. The Task Force recolnlnended that \vhen the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation, public officials should consider relevant definitional options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of "'family." 

2{. As a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_ As a lawmaker, I would use a restrictive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The first-year repol1 of the state Legislature's 26-member Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single description of California's 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity. The Task Force found the 
fonowing statement of the Califoll1ia Supreme COUI1, made in 1921, stin relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstances. The family, for instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or mmTiage, or not related at all, who are living 
together in the intilnate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household." In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unmarried long-term partners as part of the mosaic offamily 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a family, public 
policy should recognize them as a families and prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their family melnbers." 

X I believe that if unmalTied palmers function as a family 
unit, then the law should treat them as a family. 

_ I believe that the law should not treat unman·ied couples 
as a a family unit. 
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Questions about Domestic Partnership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private employers 
throughout the nation now provide health, dental, and leave benefits to the domestic 
partners of their employees. The tenn "domestic partnership" has customarily been defined 
as: (1) two unmarried adults; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
necessities of life; and (4) assuming responsibility for the general welfare of each other. 
Some government and private employers restrict domestic partnership benefits to same-sex 
couples. Most allow all unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply for domestic 
partnership benefits. Groups such as the National Organization for Women and the Congress 
of California Seniors, oppose the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from dp benefits plans. 
The California Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
for government employers to exclude opposite-sex partners from dp benefits programs. 

_ I support the extension of employtnent benefits to domestic partners, but I 
believe that domestic partner benefits should be Iinli1ed to same-sex couples. 

)( I suppOtt domestic prutner employment benefits, but I oppose the "same-sex only" 
limitation. I believe that all domestic partners should be eligible for benefits, 
regardless of the gender of the pattners. 

_ I oppose all donlestic pattner benefits progratns. 

5. Bills have been introduced in the past few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following are two exanlples. Please indicate whether you 
sUPPOtt or oppose the objective of each of the following bills. (Select one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) / 1995 (AB 627) / 1997 (AB 54) (Registry and Basic Protections] 
Would create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretary of State. 

Would extend basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory wiII form, hospital visitation rights, notice of conservatorship proceedings, priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). The bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Governor. 

X I support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

_ I oppose a registry and oppose any legal recognition of domestic partners. 

B. 1994 (SB 2061) / 1997 (AB 2061) (Benefits for state and local workers] 
Would extend health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 

as New York, Vermont, and Oregon have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirement System to administer such a benefits program for municipalities that participate in PERS 
if such municipalities want to extend health benefits to the domestic partners of their employees . 

.x I support extending dp benefits to state employees and allowing PERS to administer such 
beneflts for municipalities that want to give benefits to domestic partners of their workers. 

_ I oppose extending benefits to domestic partners of state or local government employees. 
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CANDID~TE NAME: 
PARTY AFFIUATION: 
OFFICE BEING SOUGHT: 
PHONE: 

CANDIDATE ADDRESS: 
CITY, STATE, ZIP: 

CAMPAIGN ADDRESS: 

PHONE: 

CAMPA~GN MANAGER: 

COMMIlTEE NAME: 

TREASURER'S NAME: 

CAMPAIGN ID#: 

Alan Lowenthal 
Democrat 
California State Assembly; 54th District 
(562) 590-8400 ~ (562) 590-9195 

2809 East First Street 
Long Beach, CA 90803 

203 Argonne Avenue, STE 158 
Long Beach, CA 90803 
(562) 590-8400 FX: (562) 590-9195 

Mike Or1ito PH: (562) 688-7449 

Alan Lowenthal for Assembly 

Mary Ellen Padilla 

FPPC# 980544 

CAMPAIGN CONSULTANTS: SG&A CAMPAIGNS 

1) A "family" is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2} As a lawmalcer, I would define Ufamily" in an inclusive way in proposed 
laws. 

3) I believe that if unmarried partners function as a family unit, then the law 
should treat them as a family. 

4} I support domestic partner employment benefits, but oppose the u same-
sex only" limitation. I believe that all domestic partners should be efigible 
for benefits, regardless of the gender of the partners. 

5) 
a) I support creation of a registered procedure and basic humanitarian 

protections. 

ALAN LOWENIHAL 'OR ASSIMBLY 

203 ARGONNE AVENUE. SUITE 158 • LONG BEACH. CA 90803 • 10#980544 • (562) 439-2939 
.~.,. 
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PHONE NO. Jan. 31 1997 07:40AM P2 

Candidate Survey on Family Diversity, 
Domestic Partnership, and Marital Status Discrimination 

I. _ 

Name of Candidate II ~ f- J (, u 1:./ZC A District 5 ) 0 
(Please Print Clearly) 

Questions about Family Diversity: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

I. In a national swvey done by Massachusetts Mutual Life Insurance Co., 1,200 adults 
were asked to select a definition of family. A minority (22%) selected a restrictive 
definition: "a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption." The majority (74%) 
selected an inclusive defmirion: "a group of people who love and care for each other." 

If you had to make a choice, which one of these definitions would you select? 

_ A ufamilyu is a group of people related by blood, marriage, or adoption. 

2C A "family" is a group of people who love and care for each other. 

2. After a two-year study completed in 1988, the 38-member Los Angeles City Task 
Force on Family Diversity recommended that lawmakers, such as the City Council and state 
Legislature should be sensitive to the fact that "fanlily" is now a tenn of art, capable of many 
variable definitions. The Task Force recommended that when the term "family" is used in 
proposed legislation, publi~ officials should consider relevant definitional options and use 
an inclusive rather than restrictive definition of "family." 

.X As a lawmaker, I would define "family" in an inclusive way in proposed laws. 

_ As a lawmaker, J would use a restrictive definition of "family" in proposed laws. 

3. The first-year report of the state Legislature's 26-member Joint Select Task Force on 
the Changing Family, issued in 1989, observed that no single description of California's 
families adequately captures their breadth and complexity. The Task Force found the 
following statement of the Califo11.1ia Supreme Court, made in 1921, still relevant today: 
"Family may mean different things under different circumstances. The family, for instance, 
may be a group of people related by blood or marriage, or not related at all, who are living 
together in the intimate and mutual interdependence of a single home or household." In this 
spirit, the Task Force saw unma rricd long-term pa rtners as part of the mosaic of family 
diversity, recommending that "if those couples assume the responsibilities of a family, public 
policy should recognize theIn as a families and prohibit discrimination that impedes the 
economic well-being of their family members." 

X I believe that if unmarried paI1ners function as a family 
unit, then the law should treat them as a family. 

Retum to: 
Spedrum Institute 
P.o. Box 65756 

.' --

Los Angeles, CA 90065 
_1 believe that the lavy..sh.Q)Jld-llQl treat U111!t@:i~.d c.Q.Ull.le..s_. 

as a a family unit. . __ . _ ..... _. or (ax back to: 
(213) 258 .. 8099 
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Questions about Dome..4itic Partnership: (Select only one answer for each question.) 

4. Dozens of municipalities and school districts and hundreds of private employers 
throughout the nation now provide health, dental, and leave benefits to the domestic 
partners of their employees. The tenn 4O'domestic partnership" has customarily been defined 
as: (1) two unmarried aduhs; (2) living together as a family unit; (3) sharing the common 
necessities of life; and (4) assuming responsibility for the general welfare of each other. 
Some government and private employers restrict domestic partnership benefits to same-sex 
couples. Most allow all unmarried couples, regardless of gender, to apply for domestic 
partnership benefits. Groups such as the National Orgallization for Women and the Congress 
of California Seniors, oppose the exclusion of opposite-sex partners from dp benefits plans. 
The California Labor Commissioner ruled that it is illegal sexual orientation discrimination 
for government employers to exclude opposjte-sex partners from dp benefits programs. 

_ I support the extension of employment benefits to domestic partners, but I 
believe that domestic partner benefits should be limited to same-sex couples. 

L I support domestic partner employment benefits, but I oppose the "same-sex only" 
limitation. I believe that all domestic partners should be eligible for benefits, 
regardless of the gender of the partners. 

_ I oppose all domestic partner benefits programs. 

5. Bills have been introduced in the past few years to protect the rights of domestic partners 
(regardless of gender). The following are two examples. Please indjcate wheth~r you 
support or oppose the objective of each of the following bills. (Select one answer for each.) 

A. 1994 (AB 2810) 11995 (AB 627) 11997 (AB 54) [Registry and Basic Protections1 
Would create a procedure for domestic partners to register with the Secretary of State, 

Would extend basic humanitarian protections to registered partners (a place to designate a dp on the 
statutory will form, hospitaJ visitation rights, notice of conservatorship proceedings, priority to be 
appointed as a conservator). The bill passed both houses in 1994 but was vetoed by the Governor. 

'/< I support creation of a registration procedure and basic humanitarian protections. 

_ I oppose a registry 'and oppose any legal recognition of domestic partners. 

B. 1994 (SB 2061) /1997 (AB 2061) [Benefits for state and local workers] 
Would extend health and dental benefits to the domestic partners of state employees (such 

as New York Vermont, and Oregon have done). Would also authorize the Public Employee 
Retirement System to administer such a benefits program for municipalities that participate in PERS 
if such municipalities want to extend health benefits to the domestic partners of their employees. 

X I support extending dp benefits to state employees and allowing PERS to administer such 
-benefits for municipalities that want to give benefits to domestic partners of their workers. 

_ I oppose extending benefits to domestic partners of state or local government employees. 
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SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 
Research and Policy Division 

American Association for Single People 

The American Association for Single People 
(AASP) is a nonprofit membership organization 
dedicated to protecting the rights of single adults 
and domestic partners with or without children. 
Donations to AASP are tax-deductible under section 
501 (c )(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 

There are 80 million unmarried adults in the 
United States, making single people one of the 
largest groups in the nation. Unmarried people 
already constitute a majority of the adult population 
in most major cities and soon will be a majority in 
many states. 

Despite their large and growing numbers, 
unmarried adults often face unjust discrimination as 
employees, tenants, consumers, and as ordinary 
citizens. Single people -- whether they live alone, 
with a partner or roommate, or with relatives -
deserve respect, dignity, and fair treatment. 

AASP uses educational methods to dispel 
myths and stereotypes about single people. We 
work to end the stigmatization of unmarried couples 
and their children. We also promote fair treatment of 
single people and their families by government 
agencies and private businesses. And when it is 
necessary, we file legal briefs in court cases involv
ing marital status discrimination. 

In order to be successful, the work of AASP 
must be based on accurate information, whether the 
issue at hand involves economic facts, demograph
ics, public opinion, or legal precedents. This essen
tial function is provided by Spectrum Institute, the 
research and policy division of the American Associ
ation for Single People. 

Spectrum Institute has been conducting such 
research and providing advice to public officials, 
corporate leaders, educators, attorneys, unions, and 
others since 1987. In 1999, the corporation for
merly known as Spectrum Institute renamed itself as 
the American Association for Single People and 
began to recruit members. Spectrum Institute is now 
a division of this nonprofit tax-exempt corporation. 

During the past 12 years, Spectrum Insti
tute has issued a variety of publications, including 
policy reports, position papers, and legal briefs. 
Some were the product of independent research. 
Others were done in collaboration with govern
ment officials or agencies. 

This booklet contains a list of publications 
available from Spectrum Institute. It also contains 
excerpts from some of the letters we received over 
the years from those who benefitted from our 
research and educational services. 

Spectrum Institute is proud to continue its 
important work as the research and policy division 
of the American Association for Single People. A 
''think tank" of this nature is an essential compo
nent of the multi-faceted approach that AASP uses 
to protect the rights of unmarried adults. 

Ta.x-deductible donations to support the 
work of Spectrum Institute should be made pay
able to AASP. 

How to Order Publications 

To order a publication, we request a donation 
to cover our copying and binding costs, as well as the 
cost of shipping and handling. The amount of the 
suggested donation is listed for each pUblication. 

The additional shipping and handling cost (4th 

class book rate) varies depending on the length of the 
document (e.g., $2.00 for 50-1 00 pages, $3.00 for 101-
200 pages, $4.00 for 201-300 pages, and $5.00 for 
301 + pages). Please call us for the cost of arranging 
for a more expedited fonn of delivery. 

Checks or money orders should be made 
payable and sent to the address listed below. 

American Association for Single People 
P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065 

(323) 258-8955 I fax (323) 258-8099 

www.singlesrights.com 
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Publications A vailable From 

SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 
Research and Policy Division 

American Association for Single People 

Cleaves v. City of Ch icago: A Federal Lawsuit 
Challenging the Dismissal of a Police Officer 
Who Took a Day of Leave When the Father 
of His Female Domestic Partner Was Dying 

Brieffiled by Spectrum Institute arguing that 
the exclusion of opposite-sex couples from the city's 
domestic partner benefits program is illegal sex 
discrimination under Title VII and the Equal Pay Act 
(November 1998; 41 pp; $10.00) 

Positions of California Candidates in the 
General Election on Family Diversity, 
Domestic Partnership, and Marital Status 
Discrimination: A Survey by Spectrum 
Institute 

Summary of Findings (October 1998; 65 pp; 
$10.00) 

Tabulations of Data (October 1998; 138 pp. 
$20.00) 

Informational Briefmg for California 
Candidates in the General Election on Family 
Diversity, Domestic Partnership, and Marital 
Status Discrimination 

Demographics, Public Opinion, Legal 
Precedents and More (September 1998; 147 pp.; 
$25.00) 

The American Civil Liberties Union and the 
Rights of Single People 

A Proposal for the ACLU to Make the Issue 
of Marital Status Discrimination a Priority 
(September 1998; 89 pp; $12.00) 

National Organization for Women and 
Domestic Partnership Rights 

A Proposal for Now to Promote Gender
Neutral Domestic Partner Laws and Benefits 
Programs and to Oppose Sexist Domestic Partner 
Restrictions (September 1998; 72 pages; $10.00) 

Biaz v. Hoffius: An Appeal Challenging the 
Denial of Housing to an Unmarried Opposite
Sex Couple by a "Religious" Landlord 

Brief filed by Spectrum Institute and others 

in the Michigan Supreme Court (June 1998; 53 
pages; $10.00) 

Foray v. Bell Atlantic: A Lawsuit to End Sex 
Discrimination in Compensation and to 
Provide Gender-Neutral Benefits to Domestic 
Partners 

Brief in opposition to motion to dismiss 
(August 1998; 50 pp; $10.00) 

Press Packet (May 1998; 50 pages; $10.00) 
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Philadelphia City Council: 
Hearing on Domestic Partnership BilIs 

Testimony and Background Materials on 
Religious Support for Inclusive Definitions of 

"Family" and "Domestic Partnership" (April 1998; 
56 pages; $10.00) 

California Seniors Support Domestic Partner 
Benefits for AU Couples Regardless of Gender 

Proposed Bills, Support Letters, Policy 

Studies: 1994 to 1998 (March 1998; 98 pp; $13.00) 

University of California Regents: Extending 
Employee Benefits to Domestic Partners 

Resource Materials (Nov. 1997; 43 pp; 
$10.00) 

Tumeo v. University of Alaska: A Lawsuit 
Challenging the Denial of Benefits to 
Domestic Partners of State Employees 

Brief filed by Spectrum Institute arguing that 
giving benefits to spouses but denying them to 
domestic partners of employees is illegal marital 

status discrimination (October 1995; 35 pp; $5.00) 

The Hawaii Legislature Has Compelling 
Reasons to Adopt a Comprehensive Domestic 
Partnership Act 

Law review article by Thomas F. Coleman, 
Executive Director of AASP, and published by 
Tulane University School of Law, Volume 5, Law 
and Sexuality. (1995; 40 pp; $10.00) 

A Can to End Unfair Insurance Dis
crimination Against Unmarried Consumers 

Report of the Anti-Discrimination Task Force 

of the California Insurance Commissioner (July 
1993; 87 pp; $10.00) Supplement and Background 

Materials (186 pp; $25.00) 

Strengthening Family Relationships in Long 
Beach: An Assessment of Family Diversity in 
Community Life 

Report of the Long Beach Human Relations 

Commission (February 1991; 106 pp; $15.00) 

Unmarried Adults: A New Majority Seeks 
Consumer Protection 

Report of the Los Angeles City Attorney's 
Consumer Task Force on Marital Status 

Discrimination (March 1990; 126 pp; $15.00) 

Background Materials (331 pp; $30.00) 

Planning a Family Policy for California 

Report of the California Legislature's Joint 
Select Task Force on the Changing Family (June 
1989; 147 pp; $15.00) 

Team Report on California Couples (October 
1988; 44 pp; $6.00) Supplement to Couples Report: 
Background Materials (330 pp; $25.00) 

L.A. City Task Force on Family Diversity 

Final Report (May 1988; 120 pp; $15.00) 
Public Hearings Transcript (329 pp; $25.00) 
Reports of Research Teams (570 pp; $50.00) 
Student Research Papers (353 pp; $25.00) 



SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 
Research and Policy Division 

American Association for Single People 

Comments About Our Work 

"Your organization is the only one we found that 
has extensively documented the treatment of 
nontraditional families under public policy. We 
found the studies in which Spectrum Institute 
participated to be well-researched and well
written, and we relied on several of them in our 
research report. Please keep up the fine work 
you do to document and advocate for diversity in 
family and living. arrangements." 

Deborah Chalfie 
Women's Initiative 
American Association 
of Retired Persons 

"Your family diversity report and the work are 
right on target! Congratulations on great work 
that's really needed.?' 

Hon. Patricia Schroeder 
House of Representatives 
United States Congress 

"The attendees at your session - 'Will Domestic 
Partner Benefits Be In Your Future' - rated your 
presentation, content and handout material very 
high. . . We also heard a lot of comments from 
attendees, that this session was one of the best. . 
" 

James A. Kinder 
Chief Executive Officer 
National Employee Benefits 
& Workers' Compensation 
Institute 

"As we patiently await the Georgia Supreme 
Court's decision regarding the legality of the City 
of Atlanta's domestic partnership legislation, let 
me again thank you for your wonderful amicus 
brief written on the city's behalf. . . Your legal 
analysis was excellent ... I believe your brief will 
be an invaluable resource for the Court in deter
mining the outcome of the case ... Your partici
pation in our case greatly enhanced our chances 
of victory. " 

Robin Joy Shahar, Esq. 
Assistant City Attorney 
City of Atlanta 

"Just a note to say that I was well pleased with 
the amicus curiae brief on Braschi v. Stahl Asso
ciates, and with your excellent representation of 
the FSA position. We hope it helps to retain 
flexibility in family definition." 

Robert M. Rice, Ph.D. 
Executive Vice President 
Family Service America 

"Thank you very much for the assistance you 
have provided the Municipality of Anchorage in 
its defense of its anti-marital status discrimination 
ordinance concerning renting of residential hous
ing ... The materials you have provided and the 
conversations we have had have been invaluable 
to the Municipality in this litigation." 

Cliff John Grob, Esq. 
Assistant Municipal Attorney 
City of Anchorage 
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"Your organization has had extensive experience 
in all areas of family issues and understands the 
potential ramifications of legislation of the magni
tude of this bill. I would appreciate your expert 
testimony on ACA 28 and how it will affect 
California families." 

Hon. Marguerite Archie-Hudson 
Assemblywoman 
California Legislature 

'We very much appreciate how helpful you have 
been in graciously providing the ACLU Founda
tion of Southern California with copies of public 
policy studies, articles, and other information 
about family diversity . . . Your activism that led 
to these studies and the good work you have 
done gathering materials will prove invaluable as 
we evaluate what role the ACLU might play in 
expanding the concept of 'family.'" 

Harold Gunn 
Director of Gift Planning 
ACLU of Southern California 

"I would like to thank you for helping make our 
Seventh Annual Third Party Administrator Execu
tive Forum and Eighth Annual MGUlExcess 
Insurer Executive Forum such successes. Our 
attendees seemed surprised and very interested in 
the information you presented ... SIIA strives to 
meet all of our members educational needs and to 
bring them conferences and forums that are both 
informative and interesting. Your presence added 
greatly to meeting those goals." 

Judi Dokter 
Director, Continuing Educa
tion, Self-Insurance Institute 
of America 

"My judicial thesis is completed, approved and I 
have been conferred the Master of Judicial Stud
ies degree. Indeed, without your cooperative 
effort in submitting research materials and infor
mation, it is unlikely that I would have been able 

to complete this ambitious undertaking. The 
topic and dissertation represents the cutting edge 
of family law and an important development 
under the New Jersey Prevention of Domestic 
Violence Act." 

Hon. Mac D. Hunter, J.S.C. 
Judge 
Superior Court of New Jersey 

"Thank you very much for the information on the 
Alaska case and for explaining to me the intrica
cies of , de publishing' opinions of the California 
Court of Appeal. I have put this very helpful 
information into a letter to the ~1assachusetts 
Supreme Judicial Court. Hopefully, it will make 
a difference. Thanks again." 

Judith E. Beals 
Assistant Attorney General 
Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts 

''KCET's 'By the Year 2000' series has had a 
program on 'Family Diversity' on the burner for 
some time ... I couldn't be more grateful that you 
and your project exist. I hope that the producer 
and research staff assigned to 'Family Diversity' 
can mine the wealth of information that you have 
amassed over the last three years. I can't imagine 
doing this project without your cooperation and 
the contacts you have developed among both the 
political infrastructure and those people who 
represent the extraordinary number of diverse 
families affected." 

Trace Percy 
Coordinating Producer 
KCET Public Television 

'~nclosed please find three copies of your seg
ment that ran on 'The 0 'Riley Report.' It was a 
pleasure working with you. Hopefully you'll 
come back very soon." 

Makeda Wubneh 
Fox News Channel 
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"Thanks very much for the time you spent talking 
to me about the Family Diversity Project and the 
future of families in California. The sources you 
gave me were invaluable." 

Lynn Smith 
Orange County Edition 
Los Angeles Times 

"Just a quick letter to let you know how much I 
appreciated your assistance to the City of 
Bloomington. We did implement health insur
ance, bereavement leave, and FMLA coverage to 
domestic partners. Thanks again." 

Keith G. Dayton 
Employee Services Director 
Bloomington, Indiana 

"Let me thank you very much for your part in our 
recent victory in Turneo v. University of Alaska. 
I think it is the first published appellate court 
victory for domestic partner benefits, without 
regard to the sex of the partners. As such, it was 
great that it came out right. All this would not 
have been possible without the assistance of the 
amici, and especially Spectrum ... My clients and 
I were proud to be sitting at the same table with 
Spectrum and you." 

William B. Schendel, Esq. 
Civil Rights Attorney 
Fairbanks, Alaska 

"After reviewing the proposal from Spectrum 
Institute,. I am pleased to inform you that Kaiser 
Permanente has decided to contribute $10,000 to 
launch this innovative study to document exten
sive changes in family life in Long Beach and to 
assist the Human Relations Commission in devel
oping public policy recommendations." 

Abelardo de la Pena, Jr. 
Director of Public AtTairs 
Kaiser Permanente 
Southern California Region 

"During my first six months in office I introduced 
a motion to adopt a policy of extending health 
and dental care benefits to domestic partners and 
dependents of all City employees. I am very 
grateful to Henr,y Hurd, of the Personnel Depart
ment, and Thomas Coleman, Executive Director 
of the Spectrum Institute, for providing invaluable 
research material and analysis that enabled me to 
bring forward the legislation much earlier than I 
thought possible. Without their assistance, many 
City employees would still be denied the peace of 
mind enjoyed by employees whose families have 
been covered by health benefits all along." 

Hon. Jackie Goldberg 
City Council Member 
City of Los Angeles 

"I respectfully request your assistance regarding 
AB 54 (Domestic Partners). . . Your expert 
assistance is needed in responding to technical 
questions from committee members regarding 
domestic partnerships." 

Hon. Kevin Murray 
Assemblyman 
California Legislature 

''I would greatly value your help regarding AB 
1059 ... It would be particularly beneficial for 
you to outline the legal issues surrounding domes
tic partnership and health insurance and how AB 
1059 would greatly benefit California citizens." 

Hon. Carole Migden 
Assemblywoman 
California Legislature 

''Thank you for the packet of infonn~tion you 
sent on domestic partnership benefits. It was 
wonderful to receive such in-depth, thorough 
material. " 

Anne Guilfoile 
Equality Colorado 

''Los Angeles County has now extended dental 
benefits to the domestic partners of county em-
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ployees and to their dependents. Your assistance 
to Local 535 was invaluable in achieving this 
victory." 

Phil Ansell 
Sr. Field Representative 
SEIU, Local 535 

"The board of supervisors voted to include medi
cal benefits for domestic partners of county 
employees as part of the compensation package. 
The Family Diversity Project of Spectrum Insti
tute worked diligently with Local 535, the Los 
Angeles County Labor Coalition, and other 
dedicated groups to achieve this collective goal. 
Again, we thank you for your commitment to 
providing consultation and strategic organiza
tional services in our endeavors to win the tre
mendous victory!" 

Karen Vance 
SEIU, Local 535 

''Local 55 is deeply grateful for the extraordinary 
efforts that you and the Spectrum Institute put 
forth for our union member AI Edwards. It was 
only through those efforts which you made on 
behalf of Edwards that convinced the City Coun
cil to extend health benefits to all domestic part
ners of employees regardless of gender." 

Steve Splendorio, President 
International Association 
of Fire Fighters, Local 55 

"Thank you for mailing me the March 1995 
compilation of anti-privacy laws. It was an 
invaluable resource that saved me untold hours of 
statutory research in this challenge to the Louisi
ana Crime Against Nature Statute." 

John D. Rawls, Esq. 
Civil Rights Attorney 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

''Thank you for taking time out to speak to me 
about domestic partner health benefits and for 

your suggestions as to how I, as an executive in 
the insurance industry, can help effect change." 

William AIbinger Jr.. 
Attorney at Law 
South Orange, New Jersey 

"Thank you for your help and referrals in connec
tion with my story on health insurance coverage 
for domestic partners. I will continue to follow 
the issue and may pester you again in the future." 

Kathy Robertson 
Reporter 
Bureau of National Affairs 

"Thank you for.all of your assistance in helping 
me to create The Domestic Partnership Organiz
ing A..fallllal. .. I am particularly appreciative of 
the perspective you lent with regard to domestic 
partnership benefits and their importance to 
unmarried, heterosexual couples. Your advocacy 
on behalf of these constituents was one of the 
driving forces behind the manual's strong stance 
favoring domestic partnership benefits for all, 
rather than solely GLBT couples." 

Sally Kohn 
Research Fellow 
NGLTF Policy Institute 

"Attached is Planning Report #90-077 regarding 
proposals to limit the number of unrelated per
sons who may occupy a single-family dwelling. 
We would appreciate your review of the attached 
materials. " 

Joan E. Harper 
Senior Planner 
Planning Department 
City of San Diego 

"On behalf of the Senate Fellow Class, I would 
like to thank you for sharing with us information 
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on the Los Angeles Family Diversity Proj ect and 
the changing structures of the American family. 
We enjoyed meeting you and learning about the 
work with which you are involved." 

Joanne Siu 
Senate Committee on Health 
California Legislature 

"I want to thank you so much for responding to 
my request for information about California and 
Los Angeles-area family diversity studies. They 
were excellent and very helpful in putting to
gether our Democratic Party of Illinois progres
sive caucus meeting." 

Brandon Neese 
Deputy Clerk of Cook County 
Chicago, Dlinois 

"I write to thank you for the wealth of informa
tion you were able to provide concerning the 
treatment of unmarried couples by the Automo
bile Club of Southern California. I was very 
impressed with your familiarity with the issue and 
appreciated your advice in identifying relevant 
court decisions ... and other persons and groups 
in the community who share my concern. Con
tinue the fine work." 

Eric E. Davis 
Attorney at Law 
Los Angeles, California 

"Commission Chairperson, Tom Gill, would like 
to orient commission members before the first 
meeting is called. He would like to send each 
member Spectrum Institute's Special Report of 
March 1995 [on domestic partnership laws]." 

Pamela Martin 
Staff Attorney 
Hawaii Commission on Sexual 
Orientation and the Law 

"I would like to take this opportunity to once 
again thank you for your contribution to the 
Spring quarter Real Estate Law course taught 
through the UCLA School of Business and Man
agement Extension Program. The students of the 
class to which you lectured found your presenta
tion both stimulating and informative ... Accord
ing to the students' observations, your profes
sional involvement in the case of Smith v. Fair 
Employment and Housing Commission (1996) 12 
Cal. 4th 1143, and your commitment to combating 
discrimination resulted in a highly thought-pro
voking experience for the entire class." 

Ralph M. Weiss 
Adj unct Professor 
UCLA School of Business 
and Management 

''Weare extremely honored to present the first 
Peter Scott Founder's Award to the Family 
Diversity Project [of Spectrum Institute]. The 
Family Diversity Project has shaped the national 
debate about families ... It provides research and 
advocacy which powerfully support our choices 
in the 90's." 

Tribute and Award 
Municipal Elections 
Committee of Los Angeles 

"With the conclusion of the work of the Joint 
Select Task Force on the Changing Family ... the 
Senate Rules Committee would like to extend our 
deepest thanks and appreciation on behalf of the 
people of California for your dedicated and 
thoughtful service." 

Hon. David Roberti 
Senate President Pro Tem 
California Legislature 

American Association for Single People 
P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065 

(323) 258-8955 I fax (323) 258-8099 
coleman@singlesrights.com. 
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NGLTF . 

121 West 27th Street 

Sui te 501 

New York, NY 

10001-6207 

VO ICE 212.604.9830 

FAX 212.604.9831 

http: //www.ngitf.org 
ngltf@nglrf.org 

(Fe # 2622 

The Policy Institute 
National Gay and 
Lesbian Task Force 

J un c 2, 1')99 

Thumas F. ('u lcma,l. Exccuti vc Dircctur 

Spcctrum Institlltc 

Amcrican Assuci,Hiun fur Single Pcuple 

P O. Bux 657511 
I_us Ange lcs. ('A ')(111115 

Dear Tum: 

Thank yuu tur all of yuor ass istancc in hclping mc to create Til" nOli/nile 

Pal'l l/<'I"sili/' Ihgal/ieil/g Mal/lla/ lur the I'ulic), Inst illHe of tile Nat iunal Gav and 

Lcsbian Tasl-. Furce. '{ uur vast ex pertisc in the arca of dumcs ti e partne rship policy 

was tremendollsly llseful ill craft ing this key resource tl.)f the lesb ian. gay. bisexua l. 

tJ'ansgendcr (G L 13T) a Ild a Il l' cUllllllu ni ty. 

I am particularly appreciative of thc pcrspcc ti vc yuu Icnt with rega rd to dumestie 

partnership bcnetits and their importancc to lInmanicd. heterosexual cuupl es . Your 

advucaey un behalf of rhcse cunst itucnts was une ufrhe dri ving furccs behind th e 

manual's strung stance I' tvoring domcstic parmcrship bcnctits fur all. ralher than 

su lely GI_BT cuuplcs. In my consulrmiolls with companics and individuals wu rking 

toward dumcstic panncrship bcncfil s. many havc bccn pcrsuadcd IU include 

oppositc-sex. unmarri ed cuuplcs in thcir pulieies as wc ll. The work that yuu do and 

the argum en ts yuu fi. trthcr euntinue lay the gruundwo rk for these accomp li shments. 

Once again . thank you tur euntributing all uf your knuw ledge and suppurt. I luuk 
furward to cu ll aburat ing with yu u again un j'ltture projec ts. 

# 
Sa lly Kuhn 

Rcseareh Felluw 
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MAR-26-1997 16:49 

CO"~lmES: 
I.OeAl GOVERNMEHi 
PUBLIC SAFET1' 
UnLlTlES & COUMERC: K e vi n M u r ray ASSE!.,IBlYMAN. FORTY·S!VfNTH ~ISTRICT 

CHAIRMAN, ASSEMBLY TRANSPORTATION COMMITIEE 
CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE BLACK CAUCUS 

California Legislature 

March 26, 1997 

Tom Coleman 
Spectrum Institute 
P.O. Box 65156 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 

I respectfully request your assistance regarding AB S4 (Domestic Partners). 

On Wednesday, April 2, 1997, AB 54 will be heard by the Assembly Judiciary 
Committee in room 437 of the State Capitol. Your expert assistance is needed in responding to 
technical questions from committee members regarding domestic partnerships. In addition, it 
would be particularly beneficial for you to outline the legal issues surrounding domestic 
partnership and how AB 54 would greatly benefit thousands of California citizens. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. I look forward to working with you on 
this important issue. 

State Assemblymember 
47th Assembly District 

CAPITOL OFFICE,STATE CAPITOL. SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 (916) 445-8800 FAX (916) 445-8899 
DISTRICT OFFICE, 400 CORPORATE POINTE, SUITE 725, CULVER CITY, CA 90230 (213) 292-8800 FAX (213) 292-8899 

e-MAIL: kevln.murrayOassembly.ca.goY 

TOTAL P.02 
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PLEASE RESPOND TO: COMMITTEES 

Natural Resources o SACRAMENTO OFFICE 
STATE CAPITOL 
P.O. BOX 942849 

SACRAMENTO. CA 94249-0001 
(916) 445-8077 

~zz~mhlll 
QtalifIlrnht ~~gizlatur~ 

Public Employees. Retirement 
and Social Security 

FAX (916) 323-8984 

CAROLE MIG DEN 

Public Safety 

Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee 

Special Committee on 
Welfare Reform 

o DISTRICT OFFICE 
1388 SUTTER STREET 

SUITE 710 
SAN FRANCISCO. CA 94109 

(415) 673-5560 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN. THIRTEENTH DISTRICT 

Chairwoman 
Select Committee on Califomia 

Horse Racing Industry 
FAX (415) 673-5794 

E-MAIL: Carole.Migden@assembly.ca.gov 
Select Committee on 

April 8, 1997 

Tonl Colelllan 
SpectrU111 Institute 

Assembly Committee on Appropriations 

P.O. Box 65756._.._-__ 
Los Angeles, C oor 
Dear Mr. C eman: l). 
I respectf lly request your assistance regarding AB 1059. 

Professional Sports 

./~" 

:l?ji{ , 
,,~~<~/, 

On Tuesday, April 15 at 9:00 alll, AB 1059 will be heard by the Asse111bly Judiciary COl1lnlittee 
in 1'00111 4202 of the State Capitol. Your expert assistance is needed in responding to technical 
questions fronl comlllittee l1le111bers regarding d0111estic partnerships. In addition, it would be 
particularly beneficial for you to outline the legal issues surrounding d0111estic partnership and 
health insurance and how AB 1059 would greatly benefit California citizens. 

u for consideration of this request. I look forward to working with you on this 
t iss 

~fJIJ~(,U 

kif' 
• 

---

.~ 
Printed on Recycled Paper 
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ST4TE CAPITOl. ROOM 2080 

SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 

(916) 445-1353 

(916) 324-4823 FAX 

T0951 W. PIca BLVD .. #202 

LOS ANGELES. CA 90064 

(310) .t41-9084 

(310) 441-0724 FAX 

February 23, 1999 

Thomas F. Coleman 

~eltatr 

(fal iforltia 1fegi5Iatttr~ 
TOM HAYDEN 

SENATOR 

TWENTY-THIRD DISTRICT 

American Association for Single People 
P.O. Box 65756 
Los Angeles, CA 90065 

Dear Mr. Coleman, 

CHAIR: 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND WILDLIFE 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
HIGHER EDUCATION 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON COASTAL 
AND OCEAN PROTECTION 
AND RESTORA nON 

COMMITTEES: 

BUDGET AND FISCAL REVIEW 

EDUCATION 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TRANSPORTATION 

I am requesting your presence to testify before the Senate Industrial Relations Committee on 
Wednesday, February 24,1999 to be an expert witness on S8 118 (Hayden). The subject of the 
bill is domestic partners and family care medical leave. Your testimony will be much 
appreciated. .. 

Sincerely, 

a::t:::-

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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SPECTRUM INSTITUTE 
RESEARCH & POLICY DMSION 

AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR SINGLE PEOPLE 

P.O. Box 65756, Los Angeles, CA 90065 
(323) 258-8955 I www.singlesRIGHTS.com 
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