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PROPOSAL A

Barror WORDING: A PROPOSAL
TO CONVENE A CONSTITUTIONAL
CONVENTION FOR THE PURPOSE
OF DRAFTING A GENERAL
REVISION OF THE STATE
CONSTITUTION

Shell » tion of elected delegat
be convened in 1935 to draft a genernl revi-
sion of the state constitution for presenta-
tipn to the state’s voters for their approval
ar rejection?
Yeas  No___
Backgrounct: According to the 1963
state constitution tArticle XIY, See.3), the
volers aye 1o be asked every 16 yearo{start.

ing in 1978) whather a constitutionnl con-
vention ahould be enlled for the purpase of
a genern) revision of the coastitution.

If voters call for a constitutional conven-
tion, a special primary election would be
held by May 1896 to aelect candidatea to
run for the 148 delegnte slots (one from
ud:hmmnnd.-mnwdbuid)tl"olhﬁw

Proponenta of Proposal A say:
1. We need a new constitution to reflect

the many changes in Michigon in the Opponents of Proposal A say:

Jast 30 years and to look forward tothe 1. Our current conatitution io relatively

needs of the 21t century. nzwithc'mhr_qm'tll&flhhﬁx‘mfo‘n
2. Provisions of tho current, constitution

that may not reflect majority opinion or P‘”"‘;" nmw in uso, is an effective

iasucs which have not been resclved by vy contitution.

the legial could be addressed (in- 2. The costa for calting a constitutional

1 ,Afmpim' ey . MY mff”“““ nl-ll!l- !m‘ Rion ac-

suicide, jon rights, and p ig ._tothe U Flscn) cy.

reform). 9. It ia likely that special interest groups
8. Ancw constitution could make soma limnndd::widd b

currently elected officns into appointed wta praount ofinfl 4 dispropetion-

oues, such as state judicial positions, deliberntions.

board of education, and university gov- 4 amendments that have been

erming made to the constitution in the past
4. Tho costs of a convention could bo mare mumﬁ@m-mw

than offset by increases in the efficiency tations, spending limita, ban on public

money for private schools,

of state government.

PRrROPOSAL B

.

BALLOT WORDING: A PROPOSAL  guilty in the lower courts was octiled in 8. Reversals of guilty plea-besed convic- 2. The right of defendants to appeal con-
TO LIMIT CRIMINAL APPEALS msmmmm tions are less than 0.16%. The amount victions even after pleading guilty or no
dncmupb:ldghr@tdndefmdmzm of time and energy lost on such appeals contest assists the purpose of correct-
The proposed constitutional 3 -ypfalanuhampkdguﬂtywnobm creates a huge backlog of cases in the ing errors that may have occurred in
n::‘pludunﬂty :nl; : u;‘;; Mnin'?“ o] et o m‘:;lmdmmld
w er nolo con! (oo 2). This tional t amendment would result in signif: 3 The t not save wignifi.
eontest) from appealing his oe ber convie.  Yould limit appeals from guilty or no con- “2‘;“ o bin dgnl cant money for the court of appeals and
tion without the permisxion of the court. test pleas without the permizsion of the resources of the court of appeals, in- would increase the cost of the eriminal
Currently, somecoe who pleads guilty or court. udi idi A counse] and justice system because more defen-
" A uding providing assigned
 nocontest to s crime has the automatic transcripis. It has been estimated that danta would choose to go totrial in.
right to Proponents of Proposal B axy: over $2 million would be saved per stead of choosing to plead guilty o no
‘Bhould this proposal be adoptad? 1. Ifdefendants plead guilty ornocontest, Y% e ;
they shoald not be entitled to 4., The prosecutors have been given the
Yes___ Ho___ A an appeal right to appeal as o matter of right as
| 292 matter of right unleon sentencing ~ Oppononts of Proposal B any: long a3 no viclation of the constitution-
Background: The right to appeal a guidelines have been violated. - 1. With fewer appelints corrections of er- ) double jeopardy protections takes
7 o0 is guaranieed by the 2. Criminals have sbused the right toap- rors made in the lower courts, the addi- place (Public Act 68 of 1988). This
Michigan Constitutica (Article 1 Section penl process. In 1991, of the 12,000 ces- tional cost of incarcerations could bo es- dment would give p
mll;;lsl’hleplmmmm-symvdnna es filed, 31.7% were cases in which tho timated at between $25 and $30 mil- and their rescurces an unfair advan-
the rights of defendants who had pled deferdant had pled guilty. lion per year. tage over the defendant.
: PROPOSAL C
BALLOT . 5. Limit the right to sue by setting higher  Proponerits of Proposal G say: nies may apply for waiver of rate reduc-
m‘gg;}%ﬁﬁmm standargs for the recovery of damages fox 1. Permits motorists to buy only the medical tion if reduction would cause them to lose
“pain and suflering” and unio- and Hability coverage they want, thus money. '
143 0F 1993 —ANAMENDMENT  qurcd drivers and drivers over 50% at lowering rates.
TO MICHIGAN'SAUTO INSURANCE ~ feult from collecting damages. 2. Aliows auto’ panieatooficr 2 Shifls corta froms Insurince emparen
LAWS Gmmwhm mwwmndmmm pasi ok "m’mif i
Public Act 143 of 1993 would: el e o serious injury neciden
1. Redoce mioineurasceraiceby 1% (v Shouid this propoasl be adoptad? B e e ol Con 5. Insursace corpanics would bo allowed
crage) manths ™ ‘ s . woukd
personal injury (medical) ingur- Yos__.._ No___ . ummmlwddevith deny payment for anything not consid-
ancs to $1 miTlion. Extra coverage made ’ - ' - i medically sppropriata {could bo s
ot sdded cost. Backyground: This referendum’on Public 4. Insurance companics would not besbleto  stricter standard than Pesor
2. Permit Insurance Cammistioner to waive ledlim“phudmﬁnhﬂuby. arbitrarily raice rates in one area. able and necessary standard™. - ¢
compeny’s cbligation to reduce rates if citizen petition. The ssues fovolved in PA 15, Limits the right of reckless drivers to soe, S
formuln would be in excess of 143 are similar to those in Propasal D that ) 4. Insurance could raise their
1906-1992 state average. on Lhe November, 1992 ballot. The rates after the aix months are over.
s ' passed PA 143 in July, 1993, Op- Opponents of Proposal C say: ) . .
3. Place limits oa personal injury (medical) ponents to Proposal D then led a successful = L Applics “average rete reduction” only to 5. Right to s would be limited due to n
benefits. petition drive tonllow the atate’s citizens to consumers choosing the new minimum higher standard for recovery of
4. Limit fees paid to health care providers.  vote once again on these issues. medical coverage Limit; insurance compa- for “pain and suffering.”-




