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OVERVIEW OF STATE ASSISTANCE TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Fiscal Relief to Local Governments After Proposition 13

Since the passage of Proposition 13 in June of 1978, the state
has become engaged in a new fiscal relationship with local governments.
In order to reduce the impact of the sudden and substantial reductions
in property tax revenues for cities, counties and special districts,
the state provided approximately $2 billion in state assistance
to local governments in 1978-79. This increased level of state
assistance was sustained during 1979-80 and 1980-81 through the shift
in property tax revenues from schools to local agencies established
in Assembly Bill 8. Since 1981-82, however, this new fiscal relation-
ship has become characterized by uncertainty. As the state's financial
condition has worsened the state has looked to reductions in state
assistance to local governments as a partial solution to its own
difficulties. For both 1981-82 and 1982-83 the state made significant
reductions in various forms of state assistance to local governments,
and the continuing bleak state economic picture suggested that additional
reductions were necessary for the for the remainder of 1982-83.
Moreover, economic forecasts indicate that the state will be unable
to sustain the anticipated level of local assistance for 1983-84
and will once again look to reductions in state assistance to local
governments as a means of achieving a balanced state budget.

1978-79 SENATE BILL 154

Immediately following the passage of Porposition 13, the Legislature
enacted SB 154 (Chapter 292) an acknowledged one year "bail out"
solution. Under 154, the Legislature provided for the allocation of

the 1% property tax allowed under Proposition 13, provided block

-1-
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grants to local governments, and made several adjustments in the

shared financing of several health and welfare programs.

I.

IT.

Allocation of Property Tax

For 1978-79, property taxes were allocated to each local agency
on a pro rata basis. The basis for the pro rata distribution for
cities, counties and special districts was the average percentage
of all property tax revenues collected (exclusive of taxes levied
for debt retirement) within the county which each such city,
county or district collected over the prior three fiscal years.

Block CGrants to Offset Property Tax Loss

In order to offset the significant reduction in property tax

revenues, the Legislature appropriated $878 million in the form

of block grants to cities, counties and districts. It was

assumed that such assistance would insure that no entitv would

be left with less than 90% of the total revenue i1t would have

received in 1978-79 had Proposition 13 not passed.

A. Cities
$250 million was appropriated for distribution to all cities
which sustained a property tax loss under Proposition 13. The
distribution was based on each city's property tax loss

in relation to the property tax loss of all cities statewide.

In recognition of the fact that a number of local agencies had
reserve funds which they could use to help offset theilr
property tax loss, the actual allocation to be made to any
city was reduced by one-third of the city's surplus revenues
or reserves which were in excess of 5% of its total 1977-78

revenues.
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General fund reserves did not include the following and
&

thus, block grants were not reduced due to these items:

1. Noncash assets such as stores, inventory, property and

buildings, or other investments purchased prior to June

]

@

6, 1978.

[ye]
.

Any amounts for self-insurance, for contractual obligations,

or for reserves established by law or a governing board

policy adopted prior to June 6, 1978.

3. Any amounts restricted by law or court order.

4, Any amounts committed to a capital outlay project approved
prior to June 6, 1978, by the governing body.

Cities were required to use these funds first to ensure

continuation of the same level of police and fire protection

%

as was provided in 1977-78.

B. Counties
Assistance to counties was provided in two parts: (1) state
assumption of various mandated health and welfare programs;
and (2) a block grant to offset lost property tax revenues.
State requirements for county health service were also
modified in order to provide greater flexibility and cost
savings 1n county administration.

1. State Assumption of Mandated Health and Welfare Programs

The state relieved counties of their fiscal 1liability for

the costs of the following programs:
{In millions)
a. MediCal $418

b. SSI/SSP 168




(In millions)

c. AFDC
Grants $ 257%
Administration 88
BHI (State assumes 95% of the 92
non-federal costs)
Food Stamp Administration 21

$1044

2. County Block Grant

$436 million was appropriated for distribution to counties.

The distribution was based on each county's net property
tax loss after taking into consideration the assistance
provided by the state assumption of health and welfare
programs. Thus, the total amount of state‘assistance

to counties was $1.480 billion.

Counties, like cities, were required to use these block
grant funds to ensure the same level of sheriff and fire

protection as was provided in 1977-78.

Counties were subject to the same reductions due to
general fund reserves as were cities.

3. Program Waivers

The required 10% county match for mental health, alcohol
and drug abuse programs was waived for 1978-79.

4., Mental Health Rollover

Unexpended mental health funds from the 1977-78 budget
were allocated to the Department of Mental Health to
provide local services to the mentally il1l.

* Exclusive of AFDC cost-of-living increase. Under prior state law an
automatic increase of 7.55% would have been granted to AFDC recipients
at an added cost of $24 million, but this increase was eliminated when
the final state budget for 1978-79 provided for no cost-of-living
increase.

4%



C. Special Districts

1. $125 million

0

$125 million was appropriated in SB 154 for distribution
to each county board of supervisors for allocation to

the special districts within the county.(Note: Each city

A
]
=

council having subsidiary districts within their jurisdiction
received the funds to be allocated to such districts and
was required to following the same procedure as counties

in distributing those funds).

Each county received its apportionment on the basis of
that county's special districts' collective property tax
loss in relation to statewide special district property

tax loss. The governing bodies were given discretion in

determining the amount of assistance for each district,
but were required to follow the following criteria and
priorities:

® a. Fire and Police

In the case of any district which provided fire
protection services or a district which provided police
protection services only, the governing body was required
to provide an amount sufficient to ensure that each

district could maintain the same level of protection as

w

was actually provided in 1977-78.

b. Other Districts

(1) Districts with unobligated reserves of five percent
s or less of their total 1977-78 revenues were given
priority over districts with surplus funds in

excess of 5%.

w



(2) Districts which relied most heavily upon the
property tax to finance their activities were
given priority over districts which were less
dependent upon the property tax because they had
revenues from other sources available to them.

(3) Districts not authorized to use non-property tax
revenue sources such as fees, rate and tolls, were
given priority over districts authorized to utilize

non property tax revenue sources.

Special districts were subject to reduction due to
general fund reserves.

2. $37 Million "Unmet Needs' Fund

In cleanup legislation (SB 2212 - Chapter 332) this

addition appropriation was made to the State Department of
Finance for allocation to districts which the Department
determined had "unmet needs”. In distributing these funds
the Department was subject to the above-discussed procedures
and criteria.

3. $30 Million Fund

Legislation enacted in early 1979 appropriated an additional
$30 to be distributed by Boards of Supervisors and city

councils to specified types of special districts.

1979-80 ASSEMBLY BILL 8 "THE LONG-TERM SOLUTION"

In 1979 the Legislature enacted a long-term method for the
distribution of the property tax which would eliminate the so-called

"ball out" of local governments on an annual basis.

s
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The central feature of AB 8 was the creation of a local property
tax base which would allow local agencies to realize growth in
property tax revenues along with growth in assessed value. In order
to achieve this objective, a portion of the property tax was shifted
from school districts to local agencies, with growth allocated on
a situs basis. In turn, the state increased financial assistance to
school districts to make up the loss in property tax revenues.

Under the AB 8 property tax allocation system, in any fiscal
year, a local agency 1is to receive property tax revenues equal to
the amount it received in the prior year plus its share of any growth
in property tax within its boundaries. The agency's share of the
growth is in turn based on its share of the prior year's property
tax in the area experiencing growth - (Note - These allocation formulas
only apply to the $4.00 countywide tax - levies for the retirement
of voter approved indebtedness all accrue to the agency levying the
tax.

I. 1979-80 Base Calculation - '"The Shift"

For 1979-80, a one-time adjustment, "shift'", was made which created
a new property tax base for each local agency. Specifically, each
county's, city's and special district's share of the property tax
was increased by the amount of its 1978-79 SB 154 block grant
(adjusted for various factors) and each school district's property

tax share was reduced by the same amount.

In order to reduce the overall state cost of AB 8, local agencies
did not receive 100% of their block grant amounts in additional
property tax revenues. Ths property tax base calculated for each

city, county and district was adjusted as follows:



IT.

ITI.

- Cities: Cities received added property tax equal
to 82.91 percent of the city's 1978-79
block grant.

- Counties: The sum of the following (whether positive
or negative) was added to the counties' share
of the property tax: (1) 1978-79 block grant,
plus (2) an amount specified in AB 8 repre-
senting reduction in state buyout of AFDC
costs, minus (3) new state grant for county
health services.

- Special Districts: Districts received added property tax revenues
equal to 95.24 percent of the 1978-79 block
grant.

1979-80 Allocation of Property Tax Growth

One of the objectives of AB 8 was to provide local governments with
a revenue source which is not only their own but reflects their
changing circumstances. Allocating property tax growth on a

situs basis was chosen as the method for accomplishing this
objective. Any property tax resulting from new assessed value -
the '"increment' or increase in assessed value over the prior

vear, whether due to new construction, change in ownership or

the 2% allowable inflation factor - will accrue only to those
jurisdictions in which the increase took place.

Distribution of Property Tax in 1980-81 and Thereafter

For 1980-81 and each year thereafter, each city, county, special
district and school district receives the amount it recelved
in the prior year plus its share of the property tax generated

by assessed value growth within its boundaries.

28
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IV.

Special District Augmentation Fund

Consistent with the approach taken in SB 154 for allocating
state assistance to special districts through the board of
supervisors, and city councils in the case of subsidiary
districts, AB 8 created a Special District Augmentation Fund

in each county.

Annually, each special district which received state assistance
funds in 1978-79 is required to contribute a portion of the
property tax revenue it is entitled to receive to the Augmentation
Fund. The amount each district contributes to the fund is based

on the amount of state assistance 1t received in 1978-79.

By October 31 of each year each governing body is required to
allocate the fund to the districts. Since there is no statutorily
prescribed criteria for the allocation of augmentation funds,
each governing body has full discretion to allocate the fund
according to local policies and priorities.

Multicounty special districts receive their full share of
property tax and do not participate in any Augmentation Fund.

The Deflator

One of the overriding concerns during the development of AB 8
was whether, over the long-term, the state could afford to
sustain the program. For this reason, a mechanism known as the
deflator was included and provides for the total costs of the
AB 8 program for any given year to be automatically reduced 1if

insufficient state funds are available.
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For any fiscal year, if state revenues do not increase by CPI
and population the amount of the shortfall is made up by

reductions in state assistance.

Fifty percent of the amount of the shortfall would be reflected

in across-the-board percentage cuts in school assistance.
. Reductions for the remaining fifty percent would be effected

through reductions in state subvention payments to local governments.

VI. Health and Welfare

A. Full Program Buyout

1. Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Program
(SSI/SSP)

This program is administered by the federal Social
Security Administration, and provides cash grants to
eligible aged, blind and disabled persons. The state
and ounties shared in the costs of the state supplement
(SSP). The amount of county contribution was fixed
according to what it had been paying prior to federali-
zation of the programs, increased by changes in the

,,,,,,,,,,,,, assessed value of property. AB 8 made permanent the
one-year buyout of the county share of SSP grants provided
by SB 154.

2. Medi-Cal

This state program is operated pursuant to federal require-
ments in order to qualify for federal funding, and provides
health services for low-income persons. County contribu-

tion to program costs was set at a fixed amount which
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increased at the same rate as changes in the assessed
value of property. Statewide, counties shared in
approximately 13% of Medi-Cal program costs in 1977-78.
Under AB 8, the state assumed the entire county share of
Medi-Cal costs, making permanent the one-year buyout
provided by SB 154.

Aid for the Adoption of Children (AAC)

The AAC program waives the adoption fees for certain
hard-to-place children, in addition to providing a monthly
payment equal to the amount that would have been paid if
the child had been placed in a foster home instead of
being adopted. Under AB 8, the state permanently assumes
the entire cost of this program.

Work Incentive Program (WIN) Expenses

Welfare recipients enrolled in the WIN program as part

of the work requirements for AFDC are reimbursed for
work and training related expenses and child care costs
associated with their participation in WIN. Prior to
1979-80, counties paid for 3.25% of these costs, with the
state and federal governments paying 6.75% and 90%,
respectively. AB 8 assumed the 3.25% county share of

costs, to produce a total state share of 10%.

B. Partial Program Buyout

1.

AFDC Payments to Families

This program provides financial assistance to broken
families and to families with unemployed parents. Prior
to SB 154, counties paid 32.5% of the non-federal share

(16.5% of total costs including federal share). SB 154
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provided a one-year buyout of the counties' share.

AB 8 provided for a permanent two-thirds buyout, thereby
reducing the county share of non-federal costs from 32.5%
to 10.8% (5.4% of total costs including federal share).

AFDC Administration

Counties administer the AFDC program under state super-
vision and‘have been required to fund 50% of the non-
federal administrative costs (25% of total costs including
federal share). SB 154 provided a one-year total buyout
of these costs for fiscal 1978-79. AB 8 required counties
to continue to fund 50% of the non-federal share of AFDC
administrative costs. The state assumed 50% of the non-
federal share of staff development costs, which were
previously paid by the counties.

AFDC Special Needs

Cost of providing special items of need over and above the
basic subsistance grant are provided at county expense
(i.e., counties pay all the non-federal costs). SB 154
provided no buyout of these costs. Under AB 8 the state
assumed 89.2% of the counties' costs.

AFDC Foster Care

The Boarding Homes and Institutions Program (BHI) provides
cash grants for eligible children placed in foster care
homes and institutions because of abuse, abandonment,

neglect, or inability of parents to care for them.

Prior to SB 154, counties were paying the major share of

foster care averaging approximately 65%. SB 154 bought

s,
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out 95% of the non-federal share of costs for one year.

AB 8 continued this 95% buyout until December 31, 1983,

at which time the law reverts back to the old sharing
formula. Concommitant with the increase in state funding
are requirements for tighter state supervision of the
program, including development of a management information
system, program definition, and a quality control system.

Family Protection Pilot Projects

Prior to 1979-80, two counties operated family protection
pilot projects pursuant to provisions of legislation
enacted in 1976 and 1977. AB 8 tied the state share of
costs for these projects, which test alternatives to the
AFDC-BHI program, to the state share of foster care BHI
in 1979-80 and 1980-81. Costs for the two counties were
thus reduced from a 33% share to 5% for the two fiscal
years.

Aid to the Potentially Self-Supporting Blind (APSB)

Prior to 1979-80, counties paid half of the administrative
costs of the APSB program, which is a special state
program designed to encourage blind recipients to become
self-supporting. AB 8 provided for two-thirds of the
county costs of administration to be assumed by the state,
thereby reducing the county share from 50% to 16%.

County Health Services

Counties had funded 100% of the uncompensated costs of
public health services and inpatient and outpatient services
to indigents (i.e., those not eligible for state medical

programs).
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AB 8 established a state fund for providing counties

with a $3 per capita grant plus 50% of remainder of the
county's uncompensated costs for fiscal year 1977-78,
both adjusted annually by CPI. Counties were required to
submit an annual plan and budget and to agree with the
state to expend required county matching funds in

meeting net county costs.

Child Support Enforcement Program

Under provisions of federal and state law, county district
attorney offices administer a program to collect child

support payments from absent parents. Under SB 154, the

e

state assumed the county share of 25% of administrative
costs for welfare and non-welfare cases. The 12.75% state

incentive payment to counties was suspended for one year.

AB 8 impacted this program in two ways:

Administration. Countles retained 25% shéring in welfare
and non-welfare cases, with the federal government parti-
cipating in 75% of costs. The State assumed 75% of costs

of non-welfare cases if no federal participation.

Incentive payment. Increased state incentive payment
from 12.75% of collections to 15.0% until December 31,
1980 with future action contingent on findings from a
program study required by the bill.

Food Stamp Administration

The Food Stamp Program enables qualified, low-income
persons to supplement their food purchases at full federal
cost. County welfare departments determine eligibility

of persons for the program in California.
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The administrative costs of the program are shared 50%

federal with counties contributing a fixed amount based

e

wr

on theilr administrative expenditures in 1973 which totals
$21.5 million and the state paying the remainder. SB 154

provided for a one-year assumption of the counties fixed

contribution. AB 8 required the counties to share in the
non-federal costs on a 50% county - 50% state basis. For

fiscal 1979-80, the counties' 50% share was $20.8 million

@
statewide.
C. Other Miscellaneous Health and Welfare Provisions
® 1. Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Community Mental Health Programs
Counties had been required to match state funds for
these programs on a 90% - 10% basis. AB 8 would waived
® the required 10% match for drug abuse, alcohol and mental
health programs for three years.
2. State Hospitals for Developmental Disabled and Mentally I11
® Counties had provided 10% of costs of county residents
in state hospitals. AB 8 waived this 10% match until
December 31, 1979, at which time the 10% match was to be
® restored.

3. Cost Control Mechanisms

Provided fiscal sanctions and control mechanisms to assume

adequate county performance in the administration of AFDC,

food stamps and Medi-Cal:
a. Counties were required to pay for all costs of

ineligibles and overpayments in AFDC above a specified

error rate.
b. Counties were required to pay for administrative costs

which exceed standards of performance and allocations
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established annually in the Budget. Requirements
apply to both AFDC and Medi-Cal administration.

c. The State Department of Social Services was authorized
to develop a state centralized, automated program
verification and management system by which county
performance will be monitored.

4, State Administrative Costs

AB 8 provided $2.2 million appropriation to state agencies
to fund the increased administrative costs related to the
AFDC-BHI study, cost control mechanisms and the county
health services fund.

1981 82 REDUCTIONS IN STATE ASSISTANCE

The 1981-82 Budget year was the first year in which the state
began to experience significant fiscal problems. It was projected
that the deflator would trigger for 1981-82 resulting in reductions
in state funding to schools and local governments totalling $2.8
billion.
It was in response to this situation that SB 102 (Marks) Chapter
101 of 1981, and AB 250 and AB 251 (Vasconcellos) Chapter 102 and 133
of 1981 dealt with reductions in state assistance to local governments.
The "deflator" was suspended for 1981-82 in favor of the following
reductions:

I. Target Reduction in 1981-82 Local Government Assistance

A target level of $275 million was set as the amount by which
state assistance to cities and counties was to be reduced in
1981-82, before certain adjustments. This reduction amount was
allocated one-third to counties ($92 million) and two-thirds to

cities ($183 million).

o
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Special districts were generally not affected by the reductions.

The one exception is the changes made in business inventory

e
subventions
The reductions were made in two ways: a permanent repeal of
< three local subventions and a one-time reduction in the Vehicle
License Fund Subvention (VLF).
ITI. Three Subventions Repealed
® The following three subventions were permanently repealed:
1. Liquor License Fee
Historically, 90% of liquor license fees collected by the
® state were returned to cities and counties in proportion
to the amount collected in each city and each county.
® By repealing this subvention, all revenues now accrue to
the State Alcohol Beverage Control Fund and the State General
Fund.
® The estimated 1981-82 local government loss of liquor license
subventions is as follows:
Counties Cities Total
® $2.7 million $12.1 million $14.8 million
2. Highway Carrier's Uniform Business Tax
All persons and companies operating motor vehicles engaged
B

in the transportation of property on the public highways is
subject to a fee of one-tenth of one percent of gross

operating revenues.

Historically, the proceeds of the fee were apportioned to

cities and counties on the basis of population. Under the
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1981 repeal of this subvention, the funds are now deposited

in the State General Fund.

The estimated revenue loss for 1981-82 1s estimated to be:
Counties Cities Total
$ 0 $4.3 million $4.3 million

Financial Aid to Local Agencies (FALA) Fund

The FALA Fund was established by AB 66, Chapter 1150 of 1979,

Taxes collected from banks and financial institutions from that

by
[

portion of their rate in excess o he 9.6% general corporation
tax rate accrue to the fund. Prior to the repeal in 1981-82,

the revenues were distributed to cities and counties pursuant to
the following formula: half to cities and counties unincorporated
areas, by population, and half to counties based on AFDC benefits
paid to county residents, which was to be further distributed
among cities and unincorporated areas in inverse proportion to
personal income.

For 1981-82 and subsequent years, revenues attributable to the

higher bank tax rate accrue to the State General Fund.

The estimated revenue loss to local governments 1is as follows:

Counties Cities Total
-$7.5 million -$22.5 million -$30.0 million
Offset for No-Property Tax Cities

Thirty-one cities which existed din 1977-78 fprior to Proposition

13) never levied a property tax {other than for voter approved

indebtedness). It was argued that since these cities did not sustain

a property tax loss under Proposition 13, and thus did not receive

any state assistance under AB 8, it was inequitable to include them in



and reductions in local government assistance which results

from the state's inability to continue to finance the AB 8 program.
Accordingly, an in-lieu appropriation of $2.2 million for 1981-82
was provided for these 'mo-property tax cities'" to offset their
& revenue losses from the repeal of the three subventions.

The estimated combined fiscal effect of repeal of the three
subventions, with the adjustment for no-property tax cites, 1is

e summarized in the following table:

TABLE I

Fiscal Effect on Local Governments of Repeal of
Three Subventions, 1981-82
(In millions)

Subvention Counties Cities Total
Liquor License Fees -$ 2.7 -$12.1 -$14.8
Y Highway Carriers
Uniform Business Tax - 0.0 - 4.3 - 4.3
FALA Fund - 7.5 - 22.5 - 30.0
Subtotal -10.72 -38.9 -49,1
No-Property-Tax
'Y Citles Appropriation 0 + 2.2 + 2.2
Total -$10.2 -$36.7 -$46.9

III. One-Time Reduction Made in VLF Subvention

The motor vehicle license fee is imposed annually on vehicles
equal to two percent of market value. The revenues {(except for
trailer coach fees) are distributed 50% to counties based on
population and 50% to cities based on population. Trailer coach
fees are distributed on a situs basis.

Before the effect of the reductions, VLF subventions to cities

and counties in 1981-82 were projected to be as follows:
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Cities Total

$317 million $659 million

In calculating the reduction in this subvention for 1981-82 the

State Controller was required first to subtract from the target

reduction levels of $183 million for cities and $92 million for

counties, the aggregate amounts attributable to repeal of the

three subventions measured in 1980-81 terms. The remaining amount

was the amount of the VLF subvention reduction for 1981-82 to

be spread among cities and counties.

shown in Table 2.

The estimated amounts are

TABLE 2

Controller's Calculation of 1981-82
Reduction in VLF Subventions

(In Millions)

Counties Cities Total
Target Total Reduction $ 92.0 $183.0 $275.0
Repealed Subventions

(1980-81 Measure)

Liquor License Fees -$ 2.7 -$ 12.1 -$ 14.8
Highway Carriers

Uniform Business Tax 0 - 4.3 - 4.3

FALA Fund - 5.5 - 14.5 - 20.0

Remainder: Reduction in $ 82.5 $153.5 $ 236.0

1981-82 VLF Subventions

(Source:

State Controller, December 1981)

A. Distribution of VLF Cuts Among Cities and Counties

The distribution of the estimated $153.5 million VLF
reduction among cities and the estimated $82.5 million VLF
reduction among counties was based on the amount of state
assistance received by such agencies under AB 8 in 1979-80.
Specifically, for each city, a factor was calculated

representing its share of all state assistance payments made
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to determine the amount of the reduction for each county.

For cities, the VLF subvention was reduced from $317 million
to $208 million, a reduction of $109.5 million. For counties,
the VLF subvention was reduced from $342 million to $321
million, a net reduction of $21.5 million after the offset

for increased county health and welfare costs discussed

below.

It should be noted that a small number of cities and counties
received no state assistance from AB 8, and thus did not share
in the VLF reduction in 1981-82. These include the '"no-
property-tax'" cities, cities which did not exist in 1978,

and counties whose county health service reductions in 1979
offset their state assistance payments.

Adjustments to VLF Reduction Formula

Two adjustments were included in the VLF reduction formula
in order to reduce the impact of the calculated reductions.

1. "Per Capita Cap"

This adjustment insured that no city or county would
sustain-a per capita reduction in all subventions greater
than the average per capita reductions for city residents
and county residents resulting from the target reductions.
The '"per capita cap'" for cities was $10.87 ($183 million
divided by 17,313,150 population) and $3.87 for counties
($92 million divided by 23,772,610 population).

The '"per capita cap' reduced the target 1981-82

reductions by $71.2 million.
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2. Offset for Counties' SB 633 Costs

SB 633, Chapter 69 of 1981, instituted a number of

changes in health and welfare programs resulting in both
costs and savings to counties for 1981-82. Counties

were allowed to offset any net costs of SB 633 against

the VLF reductions calculated under the reduction formula.
This offset provision reduced the target 1981-82

reductions by $33.5 million.

In some cases, a county's SB 633 net cost was greater
than the targeted subvention reduction and thus such
costs could not be fully offset. According to the
Department of Finance, SB 633 costs not fully offset
by subvention reductions and thus absorbed by the
counties total $8.8 million.

"Capture' of Unsecured Roll Intent

For 1978-79, it was unclear what property tax rate was to be
applied to the unsecured roll. While Section 12 of Article XIII
of the California Constitution Tequilres property taxes on the
unsecured roll to be computed using the prior year's secured
tax roll rate, Article XIIIA (Proposition 13) provides that

property be taxed at no more than 1% of acquisition value.

Twenty-two counties collected the 1978-79 unsecured roll property
taxes using the 1977-78 (higher) secured tax rate while thirty-
six counties used the (lower) 1% rate. For the most part,

in the counties which used the higher rate, revenues from the
portion of the rate in excess of the 1% rate were impounded

pending the outcome of litigation on the issue.
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In order to make up the estimated $71 million shortfall in
VLF reductions resulting from the per capita cap, the State
"captured" the interest earned on the impounded unsecured roll

taxes by the 22 counties according to the following procedure.

The County Auditor was directed to determine and report to the
State Controller the amount of interest earned by each local
agency from investment of the funds through June 30, 1981.

This amount reported was, however, required to be adjusted so
that it is no less than the amount which would have been earned
had the rate of interest been two percentage points below the
rate earned on money deposited in the Pooled Money Investment

Fund during the same period.

The state '"captured" the interest by deducting an equivalent
amount from the business inventory subvention made to the counties
in 1981-82. If the amount of interest was greater than the

BI subvention, the remainder was to be subtracted from the 1982-83
payment.

Actual Subvention Reductions Less Than Target Level

As shown in Table 3, the total amount of subvention reductions
for 1981-82, including the unsecured roll interest capture was
$229.7 million -- $45.3 million less than the targeted amount of
$275 million.

This shortfall is the net effect of several offsetting features:
(1) the SB 633 offset and the 'per capita cap' reduced the cut;
(2) the state's '"capture' of the unsecured roll interest
partially offset the '"per capita cap' effect; and (3) the fact
that the 1981-82Z actual losses from the repealed subventions were

higher than the 1981-82 measure used in the formula increased

+hAa e divm~t e
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Appendix I contains estimates prepared by the Legislative
Analyst's Office of the impact of the 1981-82 subvention
reductions on all cities and counties in the State.

Business Inventory Subvention COLA Changed

Under legislation enacted in 1979 (AB 66, Chapter 1150) business
inventories (BI) were fully exempted from property taxation. The
state makes subventions to local agencies each year to reimburse for
the loss of property tax revenues caused by the exemption. The amount
of the subvention is provided in statute to be the amount subvened in
the prior year, increased using a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA)
formula, called the State Reimbursement for Inventory Tax (SRIT)
factor.

As part of the 1981-82 budget package, the SRIT factor for
1981-82 was repealed, and replaced by a specified increase of 2.92%.
By contrast, use of the statutory formula in 1981-82 would have
required a COLA of 11.1%. The 1981-82 savings to the state was
$40.5 million. This was done in response to a finding that the SRIT

factor has overcompensated local agencies for the property tax

revenue loss due to the BI exemption. The 2.92% COLA was set to
reimburse a 1981-82 revenue loss estimated by the Department of
Economic and Business Development based on the relationship between

inventory value and Gross State Product.
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TABLE 3

Difference Between "Target' Cut and
Actual Reduction in Subventions in 1981-82

(In Millions)

Counties
"Target'" Cut -$92.0
Actual Cut
Repeal of Subventions
Liquor - 2.7
Highway - 0
FALA - 7.5
No-Property-Tax Cities
Appropriation - 0
SUBTOTAL 10.2
VLF Adjustments Target
Reduction -$82.5
Per Capita Cap + 27.5
SB 633 Adjustment + 33.5
SUBTOTAL -$21.5

Subtotal: Subvention Cuts -$31.7

"Capture'" of Unsecured

Roll Interest 33.0
Total Actual Cut N/A
Difference:

Target v. Actual N/A

N/A: Not Available.

Special

Cities Districts Total
-$183.0 -$275.0
- 12.1 - 14.8
- 4.3 - 4.%
- 22.5 - 30.5
+ 2.2 + 2.2
36.7 47 .4
-$153.5 -$236.0
+ 43.7 + 71.2
0 + 33,5
-$7109.8 -$131.3
-$146.5 -$178.7
10.0 $ 7.6 -$ 51.0
N/A -$229.7
N/A $ 45.3

(Source: State Controller and Department of Finance.)
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The budget package also made a permanent modification to the
statutory SRIT factor formula, which is in effect again for 1982-83
and thereafter. The original SRIT factor provided that BI
subventions are to be adjusted annually by the change in cost-of-
living plus the change in population in the county. This was enacted
prior to the adoption of Proposition 4 of 1979, which established
governmental appropriations limits. The SRIT factor approximated
but did not duplicate the exact Proposition 4 calculation, which

requlres adjustment by the change in population multiplied by the

lesser of the change in cost-of-living or the change in per capita
personal income. The 1981 local government package adopted this
latter change to conform the SRIT factor formula to the Prop. 4
formula.

For 1982-83, the Legislative Analyst estiamted this change would
reduce BI subventions by $24.4 million

Health and Welfare

The following adjustments were made in county health and welfare
programs for 1981-82.

A. Alcohol, Mental Health and Drug Abuse

Under AB 8, the counties' 10% match for alcohol, mental health
and drug abuse was waived for three years. This 10% match
requirement was reestablished, beginning in 1981-82.

B. In-Home Supportive Services

The In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program provides
specified supportive services to enable eligible persons to
remain in their own homes as an alternative to out of home
care. The state continued to pay cost of this program up
to the 1980-81 level. For any costs over that amount,

counties became responsible for 10%, and counties were made
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responsible for 100% of costs exceeding the total amount budgete

& VII. Other Provisions

The 1981-82 budget package contained several other miscellaneous

provisions affecting local government. These are:

2

1. Appropriation to Los Angeles County. Five million dollars

was appropriated in 1981-82 to Los Angeles County for

purposes of state assistance payments.

@
2. VLF Reduction Offset for City of Oakland. The amount of
1981-82 VLF subvention reduction to be sustained by the City
e of Oakland was lessened, using a formula based on a provision

of AB 8 if 1979. The amount by which Oakland's reduction

was offset is $2 million.

(O3]

Local Agency Indebtedness Fund (LAIF) Changes. Several changes

were made in provisions pertaining to the Local Agency
Indebtedness Fund, which was created after Prop. 13 to make
o loans so as to prevent actual or technical default of local
bonds. Changes made in 1981 continued the loan program in
fiscal years beyond 1980-81, limited eligibility for loans only
2 to cases where default is due solely to lack of funds
resulting from the passage of Prop. 13, and changed the

interest rate on loans to a rate established by the Pooled

Money Investment Board but not less than the interest rate

on the bonds for which the agency is requesting the loan.

In addition, $17 million from the unencumbered balance of the
LAIF was transferred in July 1981 back to the General Fund.

] This left an unencumbered balance in the Fund of about $10.8
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million. (Section 36 of Chapter 169 of 1981.) However,
subsequent unrelated legislation reduced this balance further

(Chapter 998 of 1981).

The above-discussed reductions and adjustments resulted in
growth in county general purpose revenues of 3.6%. This

was a decrease of 2.8% of anticipated 1981-82 revenues.

For cities, such actions resulted in a general purpose
revenue growth of 4.7%, for a decrease of 3.2% of anticipated
1981-82 revenues.

1982-83 REDUCTIONS IN STATE ASSISTANCE

In the development of the 1982-83 state budget, the projection
of state revenues showed that the AB 8 deflator would be triggered.
"Deflator' cuts were projected to be approximately $2.4 billion, half
of which would be sustained by local agencies and half by schools.

The Legislature responded as it did in 1981-82 by again suspending
the deflator for the coming year and instead enacting a statutory
plan for one-year only reductions in fiscal assistance to cities,
counties and special -districts, along with some adjustments in some
health program costs.

The reductions in state assistance to local governments were
enacted in the budget, AB 21 (Vasconcellos) Chapter 326 of 1982, in
the budget "trailer bill", SB 132 (Alquist) Chapter 327 of 1982, and
in the MediCal reform bill, AB 799 (Robinson) Chapter 328 of 1982.

The major provisions of the 1982-83 local government finance
package are as follows:

I. One Year Reduction in VLF Subventions

Following the approach utilized in 1981-82 in SB 102, the 1982-83

budget package made reductions in city and county vehicle license

L)

ST
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fee {VLF) subventions.

’ Before the effect of the reductions, VLF subventions to cities
and counties in 1982-83 were projected to be as follows:
® Counties Cities Total
$369 million $342 million $711 million
VLF Reduction Calculated as the Lowest of Three Formulas
® Under SB 1326 three separate calculations were made for

determining the VLF subvention reduction. The actual reduction

was the lowest of the three calculations. The following are the

three alternative calculations:

1. In Proportion to AB 8 State Assistance

This first option represents a continuation of the approach
® used to allocate VLF reductions for 1981-82. Computational
statewide targets were established ($§345.5 million for cities,
$61 million for counties). The $345.5 million city target was
- allocated among cities in proportion to each city's share of
total state assistance distributed to cities in 1979 under AB 8.
The same procedufe was used to allocate the $61 million target
reduction among counties.

2. Based on Average Statewide Per Capita Reduction

This option is also an extension of a concept embodied in the

VLF reduction formula used in 1981-82. Each city's population,

as a proportion of the population of all cities in the state,

was determined. Then the $345.5 million target reduction for

- cities was allocated among them based on these population factors.
The same procedure was followed to allocate the $61 million

target reduction among counties.
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Measured By 1982-83 State Assistance Receipts

The third optional formula for calculating the city and county
reductions was not part of the approach used in effecting
subvention reductions in 1981-82. This option involves

calculating the 1982-83 value of state assistance anticipated to

be received by cities and counties.

For cities, 1982-83 state assistance was measured by 1979

""'state assistance payments' (the property tax shift), increased

by the amount of assessed value growth between 1978-79 and 1982-83,
This amount was then reduced by the amount of the three subventions

that were repealed by SB 102 in 1981-82.

For counties, the 1982-83 state assistance was measured by

1979 state assistance payments, increased by the amount of
assessed value growth between 1978-79 and 1982-83. This amount
was then increased by the 1982-83 value of local fiscal relief

for health and welfare, as determined by the Department of Finance.
This sum was then reduced by the amount of the three subventions

repealed in 1981-82.

The resulting amount became known as the 'met bailout" amount
for 1982-83, Since the formula calls for the reduction to be
based on the lowest of the three calculations, VLF reductions

would not exceed an agency's ''met bailout'" for 1982-83.

SB 1326 further provided that for two cities the calculated
reduction was to be further adjusted by specified amounts as

follows:

For the City of Oakland, a formula was provided which had the

effect of reducing the computed reduction by $3 million.

€
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For the City of San Jose, a formula was provided which had the
effect of reducing the computed reduction by $1.6 million.

Appropriation to No-Property Tax Cities

Continuing the approach taken in 1981-82, the thirty-one no-
property tax cities were provided in-lieu appropriations in 1982-83
to offset their revenue losses attributable to the repeal in 1981-82
of the liquor license fee, highway carriers uniform business tax,
and financial assistance to local agencies subventions.

This appropriation for 1982-83 was estimated by the Legislative
Analyst to be $2.2 million.

II. Fiscal Effect of VLF Cut

The "lowest of the three'" approach for computing reductions in
subventions to cities and counties, was designed to ensure that
each city andkcounty which received state assistance in 1979
realized some reduction in state aid in 1982-83, while also
ensuring that a city or county neither took a cut larger than the
statewide average per capita cut nor lost more than 100% of its
current state assistance or "bailout':
The estimated 19é2-83 fiscal effect of the VLF reductions for
cities and counties made according to the three optional formulas,
including the adjustments for Oakland and San Jose and the
appropriations to no-property tax cities is as follows:
Counties Cities Total
-$40.2 million -$221.6 million -$261.8 million

(Source: Legislative Analyst, June 25, 1982)
The print-out reproduced in Appendix II shows, for each city
and county, the three alternate calculations, and identifies the
lowest of each for purposes of making the VLF reduction for

1982-83.
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Local Agency Reimbursement Fund Established

The reductions in state assistance for 1982-83 are partially
offset by a one-time distribution to cities and counties of

certain revenue from the state bank tax rate.

SB 1326 establishes a Local Agency Reimbursement Fund (LARF),
into which is to be transferred in 1982-83 $10 million from .the
amount of revenue attributable to the excess of the bank tax rate
over the general corporation tax rate for the income year ending

in 1981.

(California's general tax rate on corporations is 9.6%. In 1981
the tax rate on banks and financial corporations was $11 bill. The
added rate on banks and financials is imposed to recoup revenue
not collected from these corporations due to their exemption from
local personal property and business license taxes. The revenue
raised from this 2% differential is estimated to be in the §30
million range, and it is from this sum that $10 million is to be

transferred to the Local Agency Reimbursement Fund in 1982-83.)

SB 1326 provides that the $10 million balance in the Local Agency

Reimbursement Fund is, by February 28, 1983, to be distributed

in the following manner:

1. Half is to be distributed to cities and counties in proportion
to population.

2. The other half is to be distributed to cities and counties
in proportion to each's share of statewide bank and financial
corporations' salaries and wages.

Calculations for counties' population and bank and financial

location are for unincorporated areas only.



5 (The Local Agency Reimbursement concept is very similar to the

Financial Aid to Lo @l Agencies (FALA) subvention, which was one

of the three small subventions repealed in 1981-82 as part of

SB 102. Like the Local Agency Reimbursement, FALA also drew its

funding from revenue attributable to the higher bank tax rate,

and it too sent revenue back to cities on a two-part formula,

b one part of which was population-based. While the newly-created
Local Agency Reimbursement formula uses bank and financial
salaries and wages for the second part of the allocation formula,

D FALA used inverse proportion to personal income.)

The 1982-83 fiscal effect of the Local Agency Reimbursement

provision is estimated to be as follows (in millions):

W

Counties Cities Total
$3.0 #7.0 $10.0
(Source: Legislative Analyst, July 23, 1982)
®
IV. Health and Welfare
A. Counties: Transfer of Health and Welfare Program Responsibilities
B Several provisions enacted in the budget and in AB 799, the

MediCal reform bill, had the effect of shifting some health
care program responsibilities to counties. Those shifts

are as follows:

3

1. Medically Indigent Adult Transfer. The Medically Indigent

Adult category, which is totally funded by the state, was

eliminated as a MediCal category December 31, 1982,
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Seventy percent of the dollars (calculated on the basis

of the last three years) will be given to counties to
deliver medical services to this population. The
Legislative Analyst estimated that funding at the 70%
level will be adequate revenue for counties to provide care
for this population since counties are also given
additional flexibility in determining eligibility and
benefits. Fiscal year 1982-83 expenditures for the
Medically Indigent Adult category are estimated to be

$715 million. AB 799 provides that during the last half
of fiscal year 1982-83 counties will receive approximately

$250 million to care for this population.

Accommodation is provided for small counties to assume

this responsibility or to contract with the state.

Counties that decided to initiate the transfer prior to
January 1, 1983 benefit from having the savings allocated
over a longer period. No estimate of the fiscal effect
of this pfovision is available.

To facilitate funding the 'pipeline' (claims incurred for
this population between July 1, 1982 and January 1, 1983),
Los Angeles County will loan the state funds in return for
which counties (Los Angeles) will not be liable for
MediCal audit payback claimed by the state.

Cuts in Eligibility and Benefits. Various changes in

eligibility and benefits were made in the MediCal
program in AB 799 to generate cost savings to the state.

It was hypothesized that individuals and families who
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were no longer eligible for services and benefits would
spent their personal resources to secure health care.
Others have suggested that many of these persons will
simply shift from the MediCal program to county health
programs because of the lack of expendable resources.

No estimates on county impact may be determined from these
eligibility and benefit changes until counties have
experience with the program as modified.

3. Cuts in Reimbursement. AB 799 provides that physician

services and hospital outpatient services reimbursement
will be reduced by 10%. It is estimated that county
reduction for hospital outpatient services could be from
$6 to $9 million, and physician reimbursement reduction

from $14 to $15 million.

In addition, provisions enacted in SB 1326 had the

effect of shifting to the counties the responsibility

for funding non-federally eligible AFDC-U reciplents

(Aid to Families With Dependent Children, where parents

are unemployed). The cost to counties of this change

is unknown. State savings are estimated to be approximately
$29 million for 1982-83.

Certain Special Districts Sustain One-Year Elimination of Subventions

Special districts identified by the State Controller as enterprise
districts are also included in the 1982-83 local government aid

reductions.

SB 1326 provides that in 1982-83, no enterprise districts (except
those providing transit services or operating an airport) shall

be paid the statutory reimbursement for the exemption of business
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inventories (BI) from property taxation. The legislation
specifies that the amount of BI subvention allocated by the
auditor to other local jurisdictions shall equal the amount

allocated to them in 1982.

Enterprise districts generally are those where operations are
accounted for in a manner similar to a private enterprise, and
where the acquisition, operation and maintenance of governmental
facilities and services are entirely or predominantly self-

supporting by user charges.

According to the Department of Finance, about 1,500 enterprise
districts will sustain the BI subvention elimination, producing
a 1982-83 revenue loss for those districts of $8.0 million.

Net Fiscal Effect on Local Governments

Table 4 below portrays the net effect on local agencies of the
fiscal relief provisions enacted in the 1982-83 budget and trailer
bill.

Net savings to the state in local government aid in 1982-83
amount to $260 million. The three classes of local agencies
sustain the following net losses in the aggregate: counties lose
$37 million, cities lose $215 million, and special districts lose
$8 million.

For counties, the above-discussed actions result in a 6.7%
increase in general purpose revenues which is a decrease of 1%
of anticipated 1982-83 revenues. This growth rate does not include
any increased local cost for Medically Indigent Adults or AFDC-U
(see pages 32 - 34).

For cities, the net effect is growth of 2.7% in general purpose

revenues which is a decrease of 4.4% of anticipated 1982-83 revenues.
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( Table 4

B Fiscal Effect on Local Agencies
1982-83 Local Government Finance Provisions
Special
Counties Cities Districts Total

®

VLF Reductions* ~$40.2 -$221.6 n/a -$261.8

LARF Subvention + 3.0 + 7.0 n/a + 10.0

Elimination of Special
B District BI Subvention n/a ‘ n/a -$8.0 - 8.0

Net Effect -$37.2*%* -$214.6 ~-$8.0 -$259.8

n/a: Not applicable.

5 * Includes $2.2 million appropriation to no-property-tax
cities.

** ITn addition, counties may absorb additional health care
program costs. These costs cannot be quantified at this
time.

b
'y y1 Other Provisions

SB 132§ contains a number of other miscellaneous provisions
affecting local goverrment finance in 1982-83. Among them are:

A.__Balance of Local Agency Indebtedness Fund (LAIF) Transferred.
The LAIF was created after Prop. 13 to make loans to local
agencies from the state to prevent actual or technical
default of local bonds. SB 1326 transfers $2.8 million of
the unencumbered balance of the LAIF to the General Fund.
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No Business Inventory Subvention COLA. In keeping with the

1982-83 budget policy of not giving cost-of-living adjustments
(COLAs) in any program areas, the statutory formula for
increasing business inventory subventions to cities, counties,
and special districts is waived; it would have required an
8.7% increase in subventions 1982-83. Instead, SB 1326
provides that for 1982-83 the sum of the BI reimbursements
for all jurisdictions within a county shall be equal to the

reimbursement computed for the prior fiscal year.

The Legislative Analyst estimates this provision results

in a net state savings of $28.0 million.

Local Fee and Tax Authority Broadened. SB 1326 adds statutory

language which specifies that the legislative body of
any general law city may levy any tax which may be levied
by a charter city, subject to the voters' approval pursuant

to Article XIIIA of the Constitution.

SB 1326 also allows local agencies to levy any fee or charge
in connection with an aerial tramway.

VLF Subventions Reduced to Help Fund Property Tax Monitoring

Program.

The State Board of Equalization conducts a local property tax

monitoring program andlocal assessment practices surveys,
which help to identify local property tax revenues which
may have escaped collection. The budget bill transfers
the sum of §986,000 from the Vehicle License Fee (VLF)

account to the State Board of Equalization to fund 50%
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of the Board's monitoring and assessment survey activities.
& That revenue would otherwise have been subvened to cities and
counties based on a statutory formula. The §$986,000 reduction
is made "off the top', meaning the reduction is shared
among cities and counties in proportion to the statutory
formula for distributing VLF.

VII. Proposed Additional Reductions in State Assistance for 1982-83,

® As of January 1983, the state's current year deficit was §1.6
million. In response to the severity of the current year's
shortfall, the Governor has proposed to further reduce state
assistance to local agencies for 1982-83 by $108 million.

VIII. Assembly Bill 36X

AB 36X as introduced, proposed to reduce city and county

remaining subvention payments by $108 million apportioned one-

t 4

half to cities and one-half to counties. Under this proposal,
362 cities which have remaining subvention payments have already
lost theilr total net bailout under the subvention reductions
enacted earlier this year. To take any remaining subventions
away from such cities would result in the state taking more

from these cities than they were to receive in 1982-83 under

the AB 8 formula - resulting in '"'reverse bailout".

As approved by the Assembly, AB 36X ensured that such cities

E Y
[

would not sustain further reductions and the total reduction for
cities was reduced from $54 million to $21 million.

IX. Assembly Bill 28X

AB 28X makes additional reductions 1in subventions to cities and

counties for 1982-83.
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Cities will sustain an additional $14.5 million reduction in
vehicle license fee, cigarette tax, and open-space subventions.
These reductions are made in proportion to reductions already

made in 1982-83, with a per capita cap and a cap which ensures

that reductions do not exceed remaining net bail-out. An additional

reduction will be made for cities with remaining net bail-out
which exceeds two times the reductions made by SB 1326 and by

this bill.

If the reductions under Phase I of the Governor's proposal
(see discussion on page 38) are less than the reductions in this
bi1ll for any city, then the reductions under AB 28x will be

reduced by $20,000.

Counties will also sustain an additional $14.5 million reduction

in vehicle license fee, cigarette tax and open-space subventions.

Reductions will be made in proportion to reductions already made
in 1982-83 with a per capita cap and a cap on remaining net

bail-out.

Appendix III is a printout prepared by the Legislative Analyst

which estimates these reductions.

1983-84 PROPOSED BUDGET - LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE

I.

Subvention Reductions

The Governor Budget for 1983-84 proposes a reduction in VLF
subventions to cities and counties of $350 million, apportioned
$255 million to cities and $45 million to counties. The
reduction for each city and county would be determined by the

three alternate approaches used in 1982-83.

F
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These proposed reductions woula leave cities with $111 million
in VLF subventions. This reduction would result in a growth
rate of 4.3% in general purpose revenues which would represent

a decrease of 4.8% of anticipated 1983-84 revenues.

The proposed reduction for counties would leave counties with
$349 million in VLF subventions, resulting in a growth rate of
3.1% in general purpose revenues which is a decrease of 1.1%
from anticipated 1983-84 revenues.

Health and Welfare

The budget proposes a number of cost shifts to counties in
health and welfare programs. The major changes are as follows:

A. Medically Indigent Adult Program

Counties received $261 million for the latter six months
of 1982-83 to assist them in assuming responsibility for the
program. While it had been anticipated that the 1983-84
budget would provide at least $522 million - a doubling of
the $261 million--the budget instead provides $476 million,
$47 million less than anticipated.

B. Aid to Families with Dependent Children - Foster Care

AB 8 sunsetted the 95% state and 5% county sharing rates
for costs incurred for the AFDC - Foster Care Program.

Counties will be picking up approximately 80% of these costs
after December 1, 1983. The estimated cost is $64 million.

C. Mental Health

The budget proposes to continue the 125% cap placed on
local mental health program reimbursement in 1982-83 for

a projected state savings of $11.6 million. In addition,
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local mental health funds are reduced by $9.2 million on
the assumption that counties can improve their revenue

collections.

D. County Health Services Fund

AB 8 created a County Health Services Fund whereby the state
assumed one-half of the counties' indigent health care costs.
This fund contains $339.996 million (includes a proposed

3% COLA). The counties match these funds dollar for dollar.
However, the budget proposes to reduce the base on which the
COLA is provided by $25 million because the Department of
Finance interprets Chapter 1351 (1980), which augmented the
fund by $25 million, to be a one-time only expenditure. The
Legislature ignored this argument last year and included
the funds in the base. The $25 million reduction plus the

% COLA equals a net reduction of $9 million from funds
provided in 1982-83.

III. Business Inventory COLA

The Governor's Budget proposes no cost-of-living increase for
business inventory tax subventions which under statute would

be increased by 6.3%. The elimination of the COLA represents an
additional $19 revenue loss to cities, counties and special
districts.

ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION

I. Subvention Reduction Formulas

For purposes of allocating the total amount of subvention reductions
among individual cities and counties, various formulas have been
utilized. Given that such formulas include several components

designed to produce certain effects when applied to individual
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local agencies,

the final impact of any such formula has a
varying effect from city to city and county to county.
As a result,

these formulas have been criticized for their
agencies.

failure to produce equitable reductions among the affected local
jurisdictions?

What has been the effect of various formulas on individual

Can a formula be developed which better reflects the current
II.

position of individual local agencies (i.e., ''meeds')?

Local Revenue Sources

Are there valid reasons for continuing to tie current reductions
to the original Proposition 13 bail-out -- (SB 154)7?

more revenue from local sources.
A,

It has been suggested that local governments should become more
responsible for funding their own programs and should generate

What legal authority or limitations do cities, counties
B.

local revenues?

and special districts have to raise their own revenues?
Are local agencies utilizing their full capacity to raise

For example,

is the authority to 1mpose

user fees being used to recover the full cost of providing

the service for which it 1s imposed?

C. Should the state withhold subvention payments from local
agencies which have not used their capacity to increase
revenues from local sources?

In what ways can the authority for current local revenue

sources be expanded to increase the capacity of local
agencies to make use of these sources?
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E. What new revenue sources should local governments be
authorized to use?

Earmarked State Revenues

It has been suggested that a fixed portion of specified state
revenue sources be constitutionally earmarked for allocation
to local governments.
A. What are the long-term implications for the state/local
relationship of such a proposal?
B. Should such earmarked funds be made available for the
funding of state-mandated costs only, or should such funds be

available for funding discretionary expenditures?
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APPENDIX I

Estimated Net Revenue
Reductions in 1981-82,
By County and City
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Estimated Net Revenue
Reductions in 1981-82,
By County and City .

The following table, developed by the Leglslatlve Analyst ]
Cffice, dlsplays estimated net reductlons in local government
revenue in 1981-82 made by SB 102 and related 1981 leglslatlon.

The figures reflect actual VLF subventlon reductlons plus est1—~
mates of the reductions caused by repeal of the 11quor license, .
highway carrlers and FALA fund subventlons. They include the -

effects of the "per capita cap" and the SB 633 offset perta1n1h§
to the VLF reduction.

The figures do not reflect appropriations made to no-pro-
perty-tax cities, nor do they reflect the "capture" of either
the unsecured roll collections (described in Part II of this
paper) or the unsecured roll interest (described in Part I).
They also do not show the effect of business inventory COLA

changes or any of the other miscellaneous features of the 1981
legislation.
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1981-82 SK1p2 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982
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VLF SURVENTION TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS

SREEMAEER .

ALAKEDA COUNTY 1,740,782 217,124 1,957,906
ALAKEDA 560,367 156,854 717,161
ALBANY 130,849 34,645 165,494
BERKELEY 897,244 234,116 1,131,350
EMERYVILLE 26,743 17,166 43,909
FREMONT 1,872,424 264,959 1,337,383
HATWARD 801,381 238,773 1,040,154
LIVERM(SE 404,158 112, 083 506,221
HEWARK 294,167 65,891 . 360,058
DAXLAND 914,976 847,048 1,762,010°
PIEDNONT 100,424 13,189 113,613
PLEASAT ON 311,687 75,2 385,933
SAN LEANDRD 350,267 159,379 709,646 "
UNION CITY 367,124 81,811 443,935

FEXRERREXE

ALPIKE COUNTY ] 8,740 6,740

FXRXNHEXEEY

"AMADOR COUNTY 39,638 24,967 64,405
AHADMR 331 730 1,061
10N 4,718 4,404 9,122
JACKSON 10,822 9,180 21,002
PLYKOUTH 3,31 2,638 5,969
SUTTER CREEK 7,219 4,845 11,844

1333333222 k ) v

BUTIE COUNTY ] §26,139 125,139
BIGGS . 3,888 2,913 6,801
CHICO ¥2,874 43,551 156,425
GRIDEY 21,872 10,444 32,516
OROVILLE 75,685 25,100 100,785
PARADISE ] 43,680~ £ 43,689

1332373333 )

CALAYERAS COUNTY 38,348 45,458 B3,a1h
ANGELS Caxp 153,152 6,968 2,112

12293753531

LoLusA CognTy 16,093 16,732 32,835

e



-1981-B2 SR102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - March 3, 1982

w

WF SURVENTION T0TAL
CIvY/LounTY REDUCTION REDUCYION REDUCTIONS
5 CoLsA 21,514 1,82 32,536
VILLTAY 10,202 5,959 15,961
EEEFLRY XY .
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 842,571 296,363 938,934
2 ANTIOCH 243,851 86,970 331,831
BRENTWOOD 27,202 8,723 35,925
CLAYTON 24,413 7,583 3,996
CONCORD 520,650 208,442 729,092
EL CERRITO 205,116 43,20 248,376
HERCULES 34,753 « 7,451 42,204
® LAFAYETTE - 3B - 38,620
ARTINEZ 212,488 44,535 257,223
HORAG A 57,311 - 5,44 82,925
PINGLE 104,404 " 28,841 .- 133,245
PITTSHIRG - 281,352 65,262 346,614
PLEASANT RILL p 55,612 55,612
2 RICHAND 682,685 136,597 839,263
SAN PARLOD 70,214 46,313 116,527
WALNUT CREEX 349,456 107,43 456,889
(2233333224
_ DEL NORTE COUNTY 1,085 19,966 21,052
CRESCENT CITY 9,089 12,42 21,50
EXLERARE XX .
EL DORADD COUNTY 280,495 95,175 375,670
B PLACRVILE 53,820 19,847 73,667
SOUTH LAXE TAHCE 179,373 55,225 234,598
1332332333 2 i
FRESND COUNTY 0 422,922 422,522
o LIS 175,584 62,394 237,978
COALINGA 35,964 13,516 49,482
FIREEACH 16,518 . 18,82 27,188
FOULER 12,357 5,429 17,786
FRESND ' 2,016,227 478,73 2,494,990
5 HURCH 13,144 8,247 21,393
KERAaM 15,266 10,739 26,025
K INGSPURG 25,878 11,891 37,769
MENTITA 18,603 1,12 29,705
ORAUE COVE 9,978 10,359 20,347

e
L

_48_



1981-82 SB102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982

VLF SUBENTION TOTAL
CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
PRLIER 8,718 5,998 15,716
REEDLEY 46,518 21,286 67,904
SANGER 94,361 27,22 121,613
SAN JDAGUIN 3,830 5,538 9,360
SELNA 51,872 2,314 74,246
t22233323 % 4 '
GLENA COUNTY 55,437 20,163 75,600
ORLAND 33,782 10,545 4,327
WILLows 37,37 11,546 48,922
EXEXHXEXR .
HUHEOLDT COUNTY 0 106,678 106,678
ARCATA 78,197 32,694 114,891
BLUE LAKE 9,245 3,407 12,652
EUREXA 192,848 73,082 265,950
FERKDALE 5,135 4,480 9,513
FORTIA 1,874 16,55 18,424
RIO DELL 4,584 b, 441 11,025
TRINDAD 2,008 1,108 LARY
EEXRREXEER
IHPERIAL COUNTY 71,241 52,997 124,238
ERAREY 113,128 H, 05 147,177
CALEXICD 70,108 133,746 103,754
CALIPATK 1A 18,295 5,670 23,9565
EL CEHTRO 183,523 50,839 231,362
ROLTVILLE 32,058 9,912 41,970
THPERTAL 29,793 g,512 39,305
WESTADELAND b, 651 4,116 1,777
1223333222 . ]
INYO COUNTY 2,414 29,045 71,439
BISHOP 19,307 11,945 3,212
, A
KEXXFELEERD
KERN COLTY 0 361,936 361,935
ARYIH 1,813 §,712 11,525
BAKERSFIELD 759,856 225,130 984,985
CALIFORHIA CIIY 23,747 b, 450 3,207
DELA:D 62,458 37,408 99,876

-49-
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1981-B2 SE192 FISCAL EELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982
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WF SUBENTION T0TAL
 CITY/CunTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS

KARICOPA 2,150 2,506 4,456
HCFARLAND 9,174 9,895 18,869
MDGECREST bb,523 29,872 95,597
SHAFTER 16,460 13,893 30,353
T&T 28,791 12,586 33,377
TEHACHAP 27,417 7,382 34,799
NASCO 9,570 18,95 28,515

EXXERERERX

KINCS COUNTY 228,938 58,657 287,595
AVENAL § . b,b94 5,694
CORCORAN 37,656 14,249 51,905
HANFORD 125,545 47,273 173,818
LEHCORE 72,549 17,217 BY9,76b

EXEXBEXNFE

LAKE COUNTY 62,169 85,581 147,750
CLEAR LAE i 5 0
LAKEPORT 25,968 11,172 37,160

123232333

LASSEN COUNTY § 27,510 27,518
SUSANYILLE 36,449 20,55 57,004

KEXRRARERR

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 13,399,722 1,790,409 15,190,131
ALHAERA 475,763 128,232 603,992
ARCADIA 324,054 102,175 426,229
ARTESIA 0 36,240 38,2610
AVALCYH 9,405 13,428 22,833
AZUSA 214,400 70,991 285,391
BALDMIN PARK 148,519 118,231 266,750
BRL 32,697 57,513 9,210
BELLFLOWER 0 120,391 129,391
BELL CARTENS 57,659 ~= 488,875 145,564
BEVERLY HILLS 275,659 76,783 352,447
BRADHRY 5,117 1,025 b,142
BUREASX 735,044 194,718 930,552
CARSIH } 180,895 180,805
CERRITOS 0 101,454 101,456
CLAREADHT 185,251 55,545 240,805
COrrERTE ] 31,780 31,780



1981-82 SE192 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982

WF SUKVENTION T0TAL
CITY/COUNTY _ REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIGHS
COMITON 265,187 218,47 473,434
COVINA : 284,975 85,576 370,551
CUDAHY ( b4, 45 44,405
CuLVER C1iY 289,208 97,165 385,373
DOWEY 578,092 T8, 0% 757,118
DUARTE 45,534 318,882 BS, 566
EL HCATE 305,306 192,667 497,973
EL SEGUNDY 67,769 31,428 99,395
CARKENA 273,822 15,747 389,549
CLENDALE 1,029,315 296,451 1,325,997
CLENLRA 229,89 83,477 S 337
HANALTAH GARDENS 9,793 33,919 - . 43,712
HWTHCRIE 304,789 130,059 . 4W,839
HERA0SA BEACH 158,993 37,395 196,303
HIDDEX HILLS 13,581 2,118 15,699
HUNTINGTCH PARK 114,817 96,857 211,474
INDUSTRY ) 15,257 15,257
INGLEVOOD 642,641 223,683 BSb,324
RYINDALE 8,511 2,840 11,351
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE ! 43,710 43,710
LA HAERA HEICGHTS 4,387 6,867 53,254
LAKENCOD 85,411 157,535 242,946
L4 HIRADA } §7,482 97,402
LANCASTER 0 109,876 109,676
LA PUENTE ' 80,989 83,989
LA VERME 204,524 45,181 249,705
LAWNDALE } 52,208 52,288
LOXITA ' 40,151 49,151
LONG BEACH 3,160,619 828,32 3,988,930
LOS AHGELES 26,238,207 5,690,654 32,928,851
LYNWOD 142,731 113,94 256,697
KANPATTAN BEACH 295,896 » 66,835 362,531
MAYHIOD 46,427 50,532 95,959
HOXEOVIA ) 273,864 65,738 339,602
HMTERALD 262,529 17,292 379,812
HONIEREY PARK 141,845 110,659 552,504
WRYAL } 194,297 194,207
PALMIALE o 0 29,949 29,949
PALLS VEXZES ESTATES 135,31 T 20384 156,172
PARLAZNT 0 B7,024 87,024
PASATENA 1,079,722 248,555 1,328,277
PICO RIVERA 0 129,543 129,543
POEHA 837,232 203,069 1,041,301
RAKCHD PALDS VERDES 51,812 55,236 107,043
REDCIG BEACH 493,097 1o, 7y . b42,818

ROLLIES RILLS 3,955 2,243 8,199



1981-82 SB102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982

VLF SUEVEHTION TOTAL
SITY/COuTT , REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
e
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES , ' 16,790 16,790
ROSEAEAD ] 105,336 105,335
54 DIMS 100,794 44,877 145,671
SAY FERNANDO 139,233 42,182 181,395
SAN CAKRIEL 144,673 b9, 093 213,766
2 SAN MARIND 126,605 17,934 144,541
SANTA FE SPRINGS 118,332 2,97 161,249
SANTA KONICA 749,040 222,738 971,778
SIEXRA MADRE 97,702 19,174 116,876
SIGNAL HILL 4,105 12,516 16,621
SOUTH EL MONIE ' 43,814 - 43,814
® SOUTH BATE 29,851 157,658 T1B6,709 -
SOUTH PASADEM 207,822 41,068 248,890
TEMLE CITY 0 57,536 57,536
TIRRANE 1,160,015 87,50 - 1,447,536
VER4ON 0 6,615 6,615
WALSUT 31,894 18,179 51,073
® WEST COVINA 507,400 166,456 673,856
WITTIER 305,768 136,758 442,526
EREXERAXNR
MATERA COUNTY 62,733 71,948 134,581
® CHOCHILLA 25,111 11,394 %,505
HALERA 79,494 47,854 i27,343
152323332
FARIN COUNTY 235,198 83,391 318,587
b HLVEDRE 22,847 2,01 25,778
COKTE MADERA 76,358 13,369 89,727
FAIFAX ' 64,571 15,728 81,299
LARKSPUR 108,544 21,784 122,328
MILL VaLLEY = - 116,908 22,625 139,533
b NOUATO 191,730 61,963 253,693
ROSS 25,083 3,949 2,037
SAN ANSELED 105,476 21,829 128,305
| S RAFAEL S 322,859 .90, 283 413,122
SAUZALITD 55,227 21,573 76,809
TIERON ‘ 58,709 13,46 72,166
: I1Z22323 2231
MARIPDSA DOLHTY 8 23,506 23,506

¥X AL RS
HEALCDIND COUNTY 142,837 98,833 241,670

L
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1981-82 Sk102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

legislative Analyst - Narch 3, 1982
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| WF SUBYENTION TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
FORT BRAGG 16,103 17,830 1,933
POINT ARERA 1,499 3,583 4,682 -
UK1AH 52,014 35,022 87,035
WILLITS 31,294 12,619 43,913

IX-X.*X'H‘H*

HERCED COUNTY 126,410 112,699 239,109
ATUATER 82,084 35,07 117,160
DOS PALDS 21,541 5,833 28,374
GUSTINE 25,752 B, 053 3,805
LIVINGSTON 38,921 12,860 51,781
LOS BMOS 70,518 25,77 96,315
HERCED 273,206 85,002 358,208

1333 22281 ’

MODOC COUNTY 21,610 15,591 37,201
ALTIRAS 17,426 9,33 2,729

(32323322331 .

HOND COUNTY ! 36,793 36,793

13322, 2222

HONTEREY COUNTY b 134, 061 134,061
CARMEL 30,345 21,112 51,457
DEL REY DAKS 12,521 3,207 15,768
GONZALES 24,652 7,58 R,210
GREENFIELD 13,208 9,403 22,611
KING 41,416 12,454 53,876
HARINA 63,184 32,124 95,308
HONTEREY 212,903 78,32 291,225
PACIFIC GROVE 110,414 28,291 138,703
SALINAS 449,060 163,828 612,888
SAND CITY 1,483 307 1,790
SEASIDE 120,247 AB, 150 168,407
SOLEDAD 20,993 14,170 35,1468

[ 2333323331

NAPA COUNTY 192,595 59,277 251,872
CALTSTOGA 25,64 11,63 37,282
NAPA 435,34 101,077 537,423
ST KELEA: 29,510 13,103 2,613
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VLF SUBVENTION T0TAL

LITY/ZCBURTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
YWNTVILLE 8,389 9,129 15,418

EXXEFCHR TR

NEVADA COUNTY 55,649 71,290 137,939
CRASS VALLEY 46,154 19,850 £,004
NEVADA CITY 14,427 12,058 256,477

EXEXHXRRR

ORANGE COUNTY 0 296,444 296, 644
ANAE TN 923,472 35,175 1,308,547 .
BREA 188,181 47,521 235,702
BUEXA PAKK 345,013 186,712 451,725
COSTA MESA 525,550 153,341 780,891 .
CYPRESS 168,639 53,137 231,776
FOUNTAIN VALLEY 281,857 85,024 366,081
FOLLERTON 745,737 164, 413 911,140
GARDEN GROVE 498,279 218,044 708,323
BUNTINGTCH FEACH 1,357,138 272, 847 1,630,025
JRVINE 169,954 85,760 253,744
L ACUNA BEATH 159,225 35,847 195,032
LA BAZRA 307,588 80,201 167,789
LA PANA 93,815 20,829 114,644
LOS ALAMITOS 63,377 18,541 81,918
WEWPCRT REALH 542,614 156,510 705,124
ORANGE 569,896 172,345 741,441
MLACENTIA 195,083 51,1%0 246,273
CAN CLEHENTE 194,687 49,892 244,577
SAN JUAN CAPISTRAND 101,472 29,585 131,058
SANTA ANA 1,394,356 348,329 1,734,685
SEAL BEACH 206,3% 37,953 244,289
STANTON 89,553 2,679 132,232
TUSTIN - 163,825 55,353 222178
VILLA PARK 42,930 B,434 51,364
WESTHINGIER 158,544 115,553 274,077
YOR2A LINDA i} 34,857 34,867

FXHLFE KRS A

PLACFR COINTY 0 139,747 139,747
KUHRN 19,327 22,627 71,954
COLFAX 5,624 4,439 10,319
LINCILN 20,170 B, 621 2,791
ROCALIN 37,163 18,014 51,177
I0SEVILLE 113,623 53,565 167,168
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1981-82 SH102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

Legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982

WF SUBVENTI0N TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTICH REDUCTION REDUCTIONS

EXERXFXERE

PLUNAS CCUNTY 9 18,915 48,915
PORTELA 7,667 7,837 15,504

1323332333

RIVERSIDE COUMTY 0 458,532 458,532
FAMMING 62,205 30,273 $2,478
BEAUKDNT 40,737 16,725 57,4b2
BLYTHE 44,285 18,846 83,131
CATHEDRAL CITY 0 ' 0
COACHELLA 20,379 22,565 42,944
CORONA 304,108 73,959 378,067
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 34,373 13,231 47,604
HEHET 138,263 47,213 185,476
TNDIAN WELLS 2,546 4,494 7,040
IHDIO | 114,492 49,987 164,479
LAKE ELSINORE 26,678 17,690 8,369
NORCO 126,718 36,329 163,047
PALK DESRT } 29,162 29,162
PALK SPRINGS 277,411 83,324 365,735
PERRIS 28,852 14,715 43,567
RANCHD MIRAGE i 20,346 20,34
RIVERSIDE 457,723 329,445 987,168
SAN JACINTD 25,877 14,934 40,811

HEXFXHXRR

SACRAKENTD COLINTY 574,792 967,493 1,542,285
FOLSN 57,031 2,31 8,412
GALT 15,656 13,959 29,625
ISLETON 5,424 4,90 10,364
SACRASENTO 2,374,134 635,504 3,010,638

FLEXXEXCEER

SAN BENITO COUNTY 17,367 17,501 34,868
HOLLISTER 43,748 24,257 73,005
SAN JUAM BAUTISTA 5,767 5,708 11,497

RARTEL ALY

SAN KERHAZDING COUNTY 513,246 574,011 1,087,257
ADELAATO B,492 6,444 15,156
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¢ 1981-82 SE102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - March 3, 1982
LF SUBVENTION TOTAL
CITY/LOTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
@ BARSTOY 93,146 42,750 135,896
BIG BEAR LAKE : 0 § 0
CHIND 270,596 79,180 349,676
COLTON - 155,262 56,723 211,985
FOHTANA 171,864 73,103 . 2M,967
e GRAND TERRACE 82,861 13,728 94,589
LOHA LINDA 43,234 16,140 5,374
KONTCLAIR 174,578 52,299 222,877
NEEXES 35,165 10,404 . 85,569
ONTERID 619,821 174,416 793,437
RANCHO CUCAMINCA 128,819 ©o184,154 232,964
B REDLAKDS 395,245 76,545 . 471,810
RIALTO 178,851 75, 840 254,691
SAN BERNARDIND 616,969 290,158 907,127
UPLAD : ‘ 417,35 85,623 502,979
VICTORVILLE 0 34,544 34,544
2 1333522328 o
SAN DIEGOD COUNTY 0 655,031 655,031
CARLSBAD 323,727 63,679 387,406
CHULA VISTA 468,552 158,163 626,715
CORONEDD 171,092 35,495 206,587
@ DEL AR 41,425 13,569 54,994
EL CATON 363,717 150,898 514,615
ESCCHDID0 317,625 135,635 453,261
IMPERIA. EEAH 125,67 44,38 176,009
LA FESA 255,098 100,812 355,110
LEXTN GROVE 62,438 42,18 104,576
® NATIONAL CITY 183,581 108,522 292,103
OCEANSIDE 641,221 154, 481 795,702
POuAY (. ] 0
5#¥ DIF50 5,408,263 1,770,254 7,178,517
SAN KARCOS 50,358 36,889 87,257
SAHTEE : V 0 : ' : b
B VISTA 195,005 65,516 268,521
1333233293 .
AN FRANCISCO COUNTY i -2,53,713 2,563,713
EXHELEERES
SAN JRAGUIN COMTY 348,262 261,688 669,870
SCALOM 19,83 . B,B72 28,708
LODI 297,913 87,220 385,133

L
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1981-82 SB102 FISCAL KELIEF REDUCTIONS

legislative Analyst - March 3, 1982

ULF SULVENTION T0TAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
HANTECA 135,516 57,317 192,833
RIPCH ; 3,852 8,33 39,225
STOCKTON 1,206,506 81,532 1,587,838
TRACY 163,484 ‘ 45,205 208,689

11233:233 >3

SAN LUIS ORISPO COUNTY ¢ 87,979 87,979
ARKDYD GRANDE 53,102 18,935 ' 72,037
ATASCADERD U} 25,015 25,015
EL PASD DE ROKLES . 83,399 22,151 105,360
GROVER CITY 29,317 13,594 42,911
HIRRD BAY 78,91 21,154 108,065
PISHD REACH 28,066 16,842 44,908
AN LUIS ORISH 181,855 64,483 ;245,328

EEEBLERA AR .

SAN MATED COUNTY 0 107,276 107,276
ATHERTON 76,592 8,274 84,866
BELKONT 124,101 36,626 156,727
BRISEANE 25,29 6,743 32,039
BURLINGANE 219,823 58,469 278,292
coLkA 8 3,278 3,278
DALY CITY 594,179 121,543 715,722
FOSTER CITY ) 32,918 32,918
HALF HOOM BAY 16,711 14,996 31,707
HILLSEORGUGH 104,377 - 18, 647 115,024
HENLD PARX 195,822 40,419 236,241
RILLERAE 124,711 15,22 159,913
PACIFICA 265,289 58,801 343,290
PORTCLA VALLEY C,912 6,152 18,064
RED¥COD CITY 490,921 108,300 599,221
SAN ERUXD 160,356 58,823 219,179
SAN CARLDS 175,183 42,618 217,80
564 MATED 408,113 155,71 563,884
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 426,754 95,446 523,200
yOODSIDE 19,867 -8,4¥7 28,304

(3333133231

SANTA BAREARA CIANTY 41,568 200,256 241,924
CARPIHTER 1A 48,341 19,570 67,911
GUADALUPE 7,678 9,895 17,573
Lo 0C 102,306 46,235 148,541
SANTA EAREARA 383,045 174,701 557,76
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1981-82 SB102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

Legislative Analyst - March 3, 1982

-58-~

. VLF SURVENTIGN TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCT IOM REDUCTIONS
SANTA HATA 179,640 74,406 254,246

[2333:33231

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 528, 651 168,976 497,637
‘CARPSELL 169,156 58,712 237,878
CUPERTIND 39,587 57,029 96,616

BILROY 100,315 15,07 145,392
L0S ALTOS 238,034 47,787 285,821
LOS ALTOS HILLS 25,926 8,615 34,541
LDS GATOS 194,540 56,032 246,572
HILPITAS 250,078 48, 162 318,240
MONTE SEREND 1,389 4,060 5,39
HORSAN HILL 105,628 32,515 138,143
HOUNTAIM VIEW 526,599 123,332 649,931
PALD ALTO 490,089 114,15 604,238
SAN JOSE 3,322,521 1,188,510 4,511,031
SANTA CLARA 417,007 185,742 402,709
SARATOGA 64,499 45,758 110,257
SUNNWALE 973,345 20,760 1,183,105

133323332 %1

SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 0 163,396 163,39
CAPITELA 26,091 22,444 48,535
SANTA CRUZ 287,250 96,658 363,938
SINTTS VALLEY 19,423 12,9% 32,376
WATSONVILLE 168,647 51,259 219,906

[2333:2323] :

SHASTA COUNTY 9 130,806 130,806
ANDERSON 31,508 46,350 77,858
REDDING ~ - 290,054 92,603 382,557

FEXEXIXEE

SIERRA COUNTY 2,864 10,129 12,993
LOYALTON 2,071 2,4 4,835

EXRFIELERLE

SISKYOU CUHTY 84,372 4b,457 131,009
DERIS 4,131 3,478 7,609
DUKSHUIR 17,360 8,951 24,311
ETHA 4,191 2,430 5,421



/3 1981-82 SE102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
Legislative Analyst - March 3, 1982

VLF SUEVENTION TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
FIRT JONES 310 1,849 4,965
HONTAGUE . 7,589 2,992 10,581
KT SHISTA 16,828 9,152 25,980°
TULELAKE 4,5% 3,799 8,395
WED 12,774 : 9,127 21,901
YREX4 4,032 17,049 61,081

(2323933 %)

SOLAKD COUNTY 162,524 . 28,570 491,09
EENICIA 152,009 29,39 181,348
DI X0 84,295 14,787 - 79,082
FAIRFIELD 47,527 11,179 528,706
RIO VISTA 28,820 7,710 28,530
SUISUN : 25,528 25,%7 52,507
VACAVILLE 267,463 78,008 © 345,471
VALLEJO 478,151 162, 742 840,903

[E2332335.31

SONCHA COUNTY 217,054 242,477 459,531
CLOVERDALE 33,814 10,91 4,755
COTATI 14,798 13,751 - 28,549
HEALDSEIRG b1,35 18,178 79,534
PETALUMA 211,959 75,676 286, b45
ROMNERT PARK 85,138 41,150 126,588
SANTA ROSA 554,891 167,079 721,970
SEMSTOPOL 2,162 14,045 56,807
SONCHA : 49,821 18,099 67,920

BAEETELERR

STANISLAUS COUNTY ? 162,081 162,081
CERES 57,019 27,163 8,162
HUGHSON 6,450 : 5,820 12,270
HODESTO 511,534 231,458 743,032
NEWAN 17,022 8,205 25,227
OAKDALE 74,94 20,78 95,282
PATTERSOM 20,851 12599 33,450
NI VERANK 50,645 14,232 £4,877
TURLOCK | 122,914 52,700 175,614
VATERFORD 5,398 6,342 11,740

[ 233332223

SUTTER COUNTY 93,340 46,428 144,968
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1981-82 SB102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

legislative Analyst - March 3, 1932

WF SUBYENTICN TOTAL
ATY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
LIVE 0AX 14,957 7,353 2,310
YURA CITY 168,448 41,422 210,070
FEXEXIEXER
TEHARA COUNTY 1,868 40,147 42,035
CORNING 20,34 9,727 3,067
RED KLUFF 74,285 25,124 1 99,409
TEHA%A 1,143 976 2,119
3232533333 .
TRINITY COUNTY 0 30,140 -30,160
EXEEBEXEXR . e -
TULAZE COUHTY 309,054 245,021 554,075
DINURA 45,989 22,537 £8,526
EXETER 3,376 12,646 49,822
FARKEXSYILLE 18,329 14,059 24,38
LINISAY 42,819 16,448 59,267
PCATERVILLE 92,114 50,89% 143,010
TULARE 124,169 53,670 177,839
VISALIA 272,416 91,87 384,273
WOCHAKE 11,368 11,894 23,262
XELH XREXE
TUTLUKKE COUNTY 48,457 60,736 109,393
SOHRA 21,795 12,57 34,132
2335232231
VENTLRA COLHTY. §83,122 121,172 804,294
CHARILD P - 83,119 83,119
FILLECRE 44,245 17,549 b1,794
08I 81,178 14,483 75,661
DXHLZD 737,793 202,605 940,478
PORT FLEMENE 115,544 29,918 145,492
SAN ELESALEHTURA 473,155 142,629 815,824
SA4TA PALA 129,490 39,819 169,499
SIAT VALLEY b 125,561 125,561
THOLEAND DAKS 8 130,953 131,953
EXXXIyr42xt
YOLD Coiity 72,039 88,044 160,105
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198f—82 S5B102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS

legislative dnalyst - March 3, 1982

VLF SUWVENTION TOTAL
CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
DAIS 335,949 b4, 341 449,290
WINTERS 21,208 b,431 27,631
NOODLAND 276,148 59,015 335,163
(32332538231 .
YUBA COUNTY 64,481 78,459 142,940
NARYSVILLE 74,442 35,6M 13,043
WHEATLAND 5,1 4,707 9,998

12
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1981-82 SB102 FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIONS
legislative Analyst - Harch 3, 1982

VLF SUR/ENTION TOTAL

CITY/COUNTY REDUCTION REDUCTION REDUCTIONS
CITY TOTALS 109,718,853 36,204,583 145,923,436

COUNTY TOTALS 21,535,297 12,554,208 34,089,505

SPECIAL DISTRICTS:

-62-
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APPENDIX II

COMPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES .
Legislative Analyst - Jme &, 1962 .

m ‘ 2 B {4
Ab 8 PER CAPITA . NET BALOUT =~ LOVER OF

City/County FORMULA FORKULA AOUXT (1),(2), 08 (3)

SASRMENRLE

ALATEDA COUNTY +3,351,59% 42,825,399 +110,052,13¢ -2,825,399
ALARETA 2,147,486 41,276,926 1,751, 449 -1,27,926
ALESNY ’ 08,547 +294,430 +268,855 -268,855
BOELY 4,647,945 2,010,763 3,417,383 2,010,763
pUk.IN : : + +3468,028 0 +0
ERRYVILE 04,371 +76,536 315, 145 76,534
FREACT 42,415,457 2,614,996 42,077,448 -2,077,448
RAYiA®H 42,371,182 1,841,247 41,697,967 1,697,567
LIVHAO0E . 919,675 $943,129  +688,675 493,475
NERR K : 744,200 +631,49% +622, 850 ~522,880
DEILALD #14,405,839 +b,515,816 +14,558,367 -3,615,816
PIEDONT © 775,33 204,291 423,14 -204,291
PLIACINTON +1,009,809 +684,214 941,202 584,214
SAY LEAND +1,355,060 #1,257,69 4816, 365 -18,345 :
URTEN CITY - 4987, 156 +797,048 +745,70% 745,709 4

(322118813

ALPINE COWTY AR I 2,921 +62;49% 4

1228 18181 .

ARANR COUNTY +32,090 51,029 +1,433,501 32,090
g5 +745 2,547 4159 -359
105 A 0,532 +44,310 4,827 -4,827
JACGON +24,30 +45,595 +13,083 -13,083
PLYPCUTH 7,505 13,758 +5,164 -5,164
SUTTER CREK 16,267 +33,880 13,697 13,697

FARERCHANR

BUTTE COUNTY 0 +376,29 48,678,307 +
Y65 ' 8,759 27,497 3,94 3,94
CHI%D 209,21 542,603 +152,545 ~152,54b
GRIDLEY - +49,283 +78,015 +37,118 -77,108
DROVIULE ’ +185,459 +178,48 +182,900 -178,482
PARANSE + M4y -43,609 +

pEETNERNRY . *

. CALAYEPAS COUNTY 65,589 +55,189 1,792,899 -55,189

ANGELS Cawp +34,142 44,797 425,319 -25,309
(283 12828 o X

£OLLSA COMTY 023,804 .. 32,532 992,134 "23,824



CONPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Legislative Mnalyst - June 2§, 1982

(1)

(2) A &) (4)
AB 8 PER CAPITA NET BALLOUT LO¥ER OF

City/County FORNULA FORNULA ARQUNT {1),(2), 0R {3)
COLUSA +48,478 +79,308 +12,473 ~2,473
KILLTANS - 422,538 +32,206 +14,5b1 =14,641

PEXAHRE

CONTkA COSTA COWNTY : +1,276,744 +1,492,889 +58,455,877 ~1,276,744

4
ANTILCH +549,484 +870,524 +451, 621 ~441,621
FREATHO0D +51,294 +87,940 * 45,40 ~61,294
CLAYTON +55,008 487,103 +48,258 -48,258
£3aL07D 4,173,165 42,009,342 +906,558 -905,558
EL CIRUTO +732,514 4442, 345 484,217 ~442,345
HERCULES +78,107 +125,789 498,515 -78,307
LAFAYETTE +) +502,807 -38, 420 +38,620
HARTINEZ +623,038 +458,811 +521,531 -448,811
HLIGA +129,138 +292,795 +81,914 -81,914
PINNLE +2315,251 +291,464 +178,102 T =170,142
PITISHWS +633, 960 +4656, 404 392,038 -392,058
PLEASANT HILL +0 -+ 4518,200 -55,b12 +53,612
RICFRAD +35,157,840 +1,478,843 42,509,688 -1 ,478,843
SAN PAKLO +138,210 +393,501 +102,830 -102,838
VALNJT CREEX 0797,4}7 41,122,180 +728,226 -718,226

TTINTILL »

DEL NORTE COUNTY 1,226 447,366 +211,084 -1,226
CRESCENT CITY +20,480 +50,813 +, 126 ~6,124

T

EL DORADD COUNTY 208,164 +233,508 +5,953,232 ~208,144
PLACRVIUE +121,270 +135,487 +94,432 -96,432
SCUTY LAKE TAHE +607,049 +421,017 +3517,547 -421,017

Tty .

FRESND COUNTY +181,023 +1,318,781 +54,473,317 -181,023
CLvis +395,637 +647,712 156,19 ~395,637
COALINGA +81,041 +31,725 457,319 -57,319
FIPERAUCH 37,219 472,788 21,49 -21,419
FousR +27,042 +50,207 +18,546 ~18,545
FRESND 45,272,352 4,605,423 45,047,154 -4,605,423
KRN 29,620 +54,332 24,640 -24, 640
KEL4AN 434,443 +77,879 428, 085 -28,085
KINSSKURG +58,311 +142,768 +19,254 -19,254
HENIATA +41,917 490,935 +34,4% -31,496
ORANE CO¥ +22,485 478,832 +6,919 -5,919

- 6 5 -
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CONPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES
Legislative Analyst - June 23, 1982 ’
¥} ] n w
AB B PER CAPITA NET BATLOUT Lover OF

Litg/County FORMULA FORMULA AHOUNT {39,42), 08 (3)
PARLIER +19,843 455,575 +8,133 8,033
REENEY 145,043 222,545 +82,798 82,798
SAGER 212,624 252,591 61,27 141,287
SaX JOAQUIN +8,631 +38,901 1844 ~844
FLNA +115, 681 215,520 +81,253 -81,253

[S332323E 1]

GLEXN COUNTY 476,694 +53,024 +1,610,962 -53,024
ORLAD 79,788 +81,829 +45, 863 -4,883
VILLOVS 484,219 +95,366 +44,213 -44,213

EXIRHXIE '

HURROLDT COUNTY +105,474 +276,12¢ +,799,007 -105,474
APLATA +126,199 'f264,325 130, 411 -138,411
kLIE LAXE +20,832 423,463 +15,362 -15,362 |
EUEKA +338,159 +471,438 4141, 280 ~341,280
FEFADALE +11,345 +27,10b +3,038 -3,888
FLITUNA +49,288 +150,017 27,342 «27,342
RIO DELL +11,331 453,145 +1,573" -1,573
TRINDAD 44,523 » +7,b48 +],218 -3,218

EERIEERANN )

InPERIAL COUNTY 499,026 +242,169 +5,172,181 ~§9,026
BREILEY +254,691 +303,204 +203,248 -203,248
CALEXICO +157,748 +293,827 +08,334 ~108,334
ULIPATRTA 1,224 +51, 686 30,303 -30,303
£L (EATRO +406,785 +485,508 +285,543 -285,543
HOLTVILLE 472,234 69,107 +57,415 -57,405
INPERIAL +81,876 69,569 +49,878 ~48,078
YeSTARLAD +15,009 +31,506 +10,2% -18,298

[SR2ET20EY]

INY0 COUNTY +37,158 45,723 1,744,487 -37,151
BIHOP 3,505 +5,950 +3,5% ~%,532

ERNTEEREXD

KERN COUNTY +312,505 1,047,684 +50,467,659 312,505
ARIIN +4,086 4138, 905 -4,337 +0
BAKERSFIELD +1,712,15¢ 42,121,335 +1,488,009 «1,488,009
CALIFCWIA QITY +224,872 453,045 +153, 35 -53,865
DELAND +14,754 328,74 +08,407 -88,407
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COMPARISON OF FYSCAL RELILF REDUCTION ACTERMATIVES,

Legislative Analyst = June 25, 1982

() {2) {1 {4
AB B PER CAPITA NET BALLOUT LOVER OF

Cire/County FORMULA FORNULA AKOUNT {1),42), OR (3}
HARI(OPA . 44,845 +18,40% +1,848 1,848

. WCFARLAND +20,672 +102,953 8,543 -8,543
RIMECRIST +149,899 314,727 +113,183 113,163
SHAFTER +37,088 +138,730 +21,204 21,204
WFT +44,847 " +104,559 32,724 -12,724
TERACHAP] +61,778 +80,292 +47,848 -47,848
Vs +21,563 +194,133 43,48 -3,428

BEETRETRAS

KINGS COUNTY +193,718 +188,511 +,563,980 -188,511
AVEIAL # +80,875 -b,694 +
CORCCPAN +84,850 125,712 +50,956 -50,956
KA ORD +285, 140 417,845 250,29 -250,249
LERIGRE o 83,473 +178,565 +132,484 «132,484

EXRRIEXLRY

LAXE COUNTY +112,214 497,295 43,134,886 97,295
CLE® LAK ) 258,332 +0 +0
LAKEPORT +58,558 +72,483 455,793 -55,793

EXUOREXNNE .

LASSEN TOUNTY +0 456,291 +1,198,243 #
SUSANVILLE 482,13 +128,825 +57, 680 -57,480

FERELNAASE '

LOS ANGELES COUNTY +32,545,975 +19,106,904 +§75,145,747 -19,106,904
ALHAMEP A +1,072,013 11,278,250 947,233 -947,233
£201DIA +70,182 +895,724 512,560 -512,569
FRIESTA + © 278,297 ~34,240 +3,260
FVALGH +02,584 +40,555 95,903 -4(,555
AZISA 53,100 590,455 394,172 =394,172
BALVIN PARK 334,452 +1,014,405 +254,457 -254,657
KLl +73,475 501,076 7,502 -17,512
FELLFLONE +0 +1,049,186 -120,391 +120,391
FELL CARDDNS +129,959 +678,529 419,078 -29,070
BEVERLY HILLS 2,319,649 +429,862 2,145,141 ~529,852
BRANKRY +11,520 " o4b,483 42,882 -11,530
BUREANK 42,464,937 1,546,803 2,117,933 1,545,803
CARSON : 1 +1,580,561 -180, 815 +108,805
CERRITOS + +1,038,819 “181,45% +101,456
CLAREADAT 417,444 +65b,756 +443, 3% 417,444
COPKERCE + 210,129 31,780 31,780
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COMPARISON (F FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTIDN ALTERHATIVES
Legislative Analyst - June 25, 1982
{1 (2} (X)) . (4)
Ab 8 PER CAPITA NET BATLOUT LOUER OF
City/County FORMULA FORMULA ANOUNT (1),02), R (3
CCRPION +597,537 +1,625,875 +270, 089 -27,069
COVINA 42,126 - 4818,799 599,421 -599,421
CUMHY . b +351,214 ~44,415 +44,405
CuLver CITY , 4451, 663 +742,185 +593,445 ~593,445
DOYEY . +1,302,597 41,607,435 914,944 ~014,944
DUATE +105,191 +344,948 +129,473 -=105,191
ELMNTE . 487,936 +1,592,b45 73,311 473,311
EL SECUNDO +153,152 269,463 +120,129 -120,129
CARAENA ‘ 16,950 +§83,348 +445, 514 ~485,514
CLEDDALE C42,319,32% +2,720,177 +2,127,948 ~2,127,940
LA 516,003 487,73 517,149 -517,149
HAWATIAN CARDENS 422,087 +210,226 -7.119 +
HARTHORME T #486,751 +,113,151 +517,519 -531 519
“HERXOSA BLACH . +718,939 +351 642 729,325 ~351,442
HIMDEK HIWLS +30,602 - +34,503 5,499 -30,602
HUATINGTCH PARY ' 258,713 +914,990 +122,069 -122,069
NS TRY +548,643 12,921 +418, 180 -12,924
1h3LER0DD 4,440,042 41,843,524 1,202,777 1,202,777
19WIIALE +153,334 +20,044 +265,559 -20,044
LA (ANADA FLINTRIDGE ' +0 aN477 =43,710 +43,718
L4 wetP4 HEIQITS . e W +95,143 -5,867 +}
LAKENODD +192,452 +1,452,767 436,576 -35,57%
tA NI%ADA ‘ ) +797,568 97,42 9,402
LAMASTER ] +947,332 109,676 +109,676
LA PLENTE T +500,964 -89, 989 +81,989
LA VERNE +440,848 +474,76% +463,490 449,848
LAISTALE ; + He0,402 -52,208 52,288
LONITA 0 +347,969 -44,151 +40,151
LG FEACH . #12,148, 452 7,041,543 1,023 884 -7,041,543
LOS ANGELES 113,109,304 457,980,481 +108,851,495 57,980,481
LY®00D . +321,b11 +956,2b4 +162,01 -142,031
KASUATTAN BEACH - 165,843 - #543,564 916,121 663,664
FATYICD +104,414 +428,742 +55,418 -55,408
HOMROVIA +478,738 597,597 +624,303 =597,597
HONTEVELLD +591,526 +1,048,15 +392, 198 392,195
PINTEREY FARK 995,595 +1,089,055 *1,031,412 995,595
NCRIALK . s 41,859,866 -194,27 +194,207
PALADALE + 247,259 -29,949 429,949
PALDS VERDES ESTATES +423, 866 +279,757 +540,388 «279,757
paRtadLT Y R FIR 1 -§7,024 87,024
PASALINA 43,379,452 42,344,521 43,219,435 2,344,521
PICO RIVERA Y +1,051,794 ~129,541 +129,543
BLADNA 42,081,968 +1,868, 603 42,236,922 1,866,603
RENCKD PALOS VERDES +116, 745 711,788 470,574 20,974
REDONDD HEACH +1,576,695 #1,136,951 1,650,165 =4 ,13,951
ROLLING HILLS 8,913 439,912 47,928 7,985
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CﬁHPARISON OF FISCAL JELIEF REDUCTION ALTERMATIVES

Legislative Analyst - June 25, (982

() 12) n 4
Ab 8 PER CAPITA NET BAROUT LOVER OF
£ity/County FORKULA FORMULA ANOUNT {1),02), R ()
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES + +149,861 -16,790 +15,798
ROSEREAD +t +6834,133 115,336 +105,33
S LIRS +227,115 +482,024 292,010 -227,115
SAY FERNANDO 313,729 +147,514 +248,117 -248,117
Shil LATRIEL +125,968 v587,828 +235,5% ~236,594
SAN FARTND ; 4724,89 +258,954 +595,693 -258,954
SaNTA FE SPRIMGS +439,321 +282,559 +338, 415 -28,599
SANTA HONICA +1,820,622 1,720,089 +1,926,520 -1,720,089
SIERWA HAIRE +279,83 +210,808 +256, 948 -210,868
SICMAL HILL +1,250 +114,055 -1,463 +
SOUTH EL MMTE + +338, 001 -43,814 +3,814
SOUTH GATE +85,460 +1,324, 461 101,701 +
SAUTH PASAIENA +933,693 +442,345 4868, 505 442,345
YEMPLE CITY + 574,361 -57,53b +57,534
0RRAKE o +2,890,93 12,558,932 2,359, 14 -2,359,174
VERION +807,431 © o ,75 +420,099 -1,751
NALNUT +71,Bb4 244,593 . 4T 71,864
NEST COVIKA 1,143,308 +1,414,791 +1,124,831 ~1,124,031
WESTLAKE VILLKGE + +221,618 , + +0
WHITTIER +568,978 +1,356,693 +479,973 -479,973

HAXKIXER .

HAIERA COWNTY " 454,478 +147,500 45,305,415 -54,678
CHOWCHILLA +5,5683 +101,134 0,419 -40,489
RADEkA +179,122 +41,372 +173,628 ~173,628

HANHANEAL

MARIN COUNTY 14,857 +567,299 12,955,848 567,299
KELVEDERE +135,063 +45,72 #13,71 ~45,723
CORIE FADERA 203,557 +166,169 +178, 064 16,169
FATRFAY 183,222 “+143,829 +138,053 -143,829
LARISPUR +31, 5655 +221,086 +372,316 ~221,044
FILL VALLEY +548,502 252,338 1515, 568 -252,338
NCUATO +32,017 +859,996 +445,553 -432,417
%3S 491,231 56,317 82,738 -5,317
SAN ANSELNO +351,951 . +234,551 206,458 234,554
Sen RAFAEL 727,488 +B49,862 +591, 030 ~5%1,080
SALSALITO 4302, 642 +145,475 +300,438 144,475
TIESON +138,130 "+(30, 09 +118,812 -118,832

ERELHENE

KARIPOSA COUNTY +0 29,27 +108,403 “

(T4 3: 28281 .

KENDOCING COUNTY +196,651 +173,297 5,515,189 173,297
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CONPARISON OF FISCAL RULICF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Legislative Analyst = June 25, 1982/

L

" @ 3 )
4B B PER CAPITA  NET BALLOUT LOVER OF

Cite/County FORRULA FORKULA AKOUNT (1), (), R (N
FRT HACE +36,284 +103,800 04,39 -14,579
POINT ARENA 3,011 . 48,271 -833 o
UIAH 117,262 236,478 STRA 70,772
VILLITS +87,414 +77,9% 466,973 -66,973

ERRRIEKEXE

KERCED COUNTY 4268652 SU9,222 412,426,166 ~268,652
ATWTER +184,958 +355,53 173,28 -173,288
DS PALOS +43,5%7 441,299 +31,630 =31,630
GUSTINE +58, 026 #3901 2,82 -42,832
LIVINGSTON +87,700 +106,582 +83,353 -63,353
L0S KNGS +158,89% +212,756 +126, 689 -12b,689
MERCED 15,61 +738, 643 479,277 41,27

BERBIXCYNY *

NODIC COUNTY 18,407 422,728 799,239 -18,407
ALTURSS . 439,26 +58,867 3,91 23,912

RAREINAERY

NCNO COUNTY +48,868 422,616 #1,129,837 22,816

1230 3i22821

NONTEREY COUNTY +137,743 ¥B,206  +18,127,611 -137,943
CAMEL” +75,866 91,618 ¥28, 44 B A4
DEL REY CAKS 428,214 430,338 +14,387 -14,387
CEAALES 458,723 +56,959 439, 043 -39,043
CREEAFIELD +29,760 +85,741 426,39 -26,39%
KING +93,322 +108,140 +39, 40 -50,010
FARINA +142,308 +401,791 +93,860 ~98,860
MCATEREY 479,728 4545, 795 AU, 410 13,410
PACIFIC CROVE +248,792 +310,698 +160,764 -160,764
SALTINS #1,111,852 +1,589,765 +538,214 -538,204
SAD CITY +3,31 3,581 42,661 2,661
SESTDE 270,949 725,235 147,89 -147,899
SOLEDAD 47,315 H16,507 ¢ 418,181 -18,181

332112322

NAPA COUATY +151,739 +253,794 46,128,687 -151,739
CALISTOCA 57,787 713 452,155 -52,155
Keh 4983, 214 #1,011,998 +882,598 ~882,5%8
51 HELE¥A o464 496,191 59,283 -59,293
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COMPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERRATIVES |
Legislative Analyst = June &, 192

{1 {2 {3 4
Ak 8 PER CAPITA NET BALLOUT LOWR OF

City/County FORHULA FORHULA AHOUNT (1),(2), OR (3)
YONTVILLE 414,398 456,298 7,15 ~7,70%

EERAEERNLE .

NEVADA COWNTY 453,740 +137, 643 +4,125,207 -53,740
(2458 VALLEY . +103,9% +136,298 16,635 ~103,996
NEWRA CITY +39,457 +47,307 +39,074 39,074

SEEIERERIE

ORAGE CONTY +0 +5,010,71% 485,484,911 +H
ANAFETA - 42,080,831 44,381,344 © 41,591,750 ~1,591,750
KeEA +424, 022 +580,025 +474,453 -424,022
KTNA PARK 777,408 41,248,851 #563,545 -561,565
{0574 RESA +1,409,530 +1,625,474 1,237,107 1,237,187
Cipx5s +379,988 785,009 +129,22 ~329,222
FOUSTAIN VALLEY +433,29 +,871,857 Lo 511,32 =511,321
FULLERTH +1,680,345 +2,013,171 41,368,410 1,368,410
CAR3EN GRIVE AL,104,730 42,452,447 +834,490 ~834,690
PUHTINOTON HEACH +3,057,993 +3,362,941 +3,000, 090 -3,000,090
TRVINE +383,018 +1,273,112 +406,166 - ~383,018
LACUSY BEACH 574,534 0. +350,494 +682, 682 ~359,494
LA KAKRA +43,078 +897,184 4575,483 ~575,483
LA PALMA +211,391 +305,308 +182,352 ~-182,352
LCS ALAMITOS +142,805 +224,354 +116,538 ~116,538
NEWPLRT BEACH 42,245,866 +1,269,02 42,042,949 -1 ,2L9,025
RASGE +1,202,326 1,835,506 +1,080,872 -1,180,872
PLACENTIA +439,574 +493,263 +395,171 ~3%,171
SAY CLEMENTE +4138, 481 +540,324 +445,857 -418,481
SAN JuaN CAPISTRAND +228, 644 +382,953 270,126 -208,644
SANTA AMA 43,141,856 +4,082,474 +2,681,457 «2,481,457
SEsL EEXH +509,597 +508,393 +385,175 -185,175
STANTON +201,768 +481,869 +158,84¢ ~158,840
TUSTIN 349,141 4725,157 384,407 ~359,141
VILLA PARL +95,734 +138,B86 . +86,529 -85,529
WESTHIASIER +357,242 +,402,541 200,778 ~240,778
YORIA LINDA +} 580,725 ~34,087 +34,867

ARERERRANE

PLACER COWTY +187,929 +307,947 +8,076, 869 ~187,929
AURIRN +11,148 +148,830 +143,003 -103,043
CouFax - +13,250 +19,59% +12,160 =12,150
LINCOLN +45,449 +82,29% 0,337 ~45,449
ROCILIN +83,739 +145,814 +119,807 -83,73¢
MSEVLLE +255,008 +492,299 224,140 256,808
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COMPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Legislative Analyst - June 25, 1862

(4)

tm 2 (%))
A3 8 PER CAPITA NET BANOUT - LD OF
Litg/County EORMULA FORMULA AMOUNT (), OR ()
[223 2818 .
PLUAS COANTY +0 +44, 951 971,675 +
SKTOLA "7,2n " 436,682 #1019 11,419
#EXELRRIRE
RIVERSIDE COUNTY . 300,180 1,755,493 51,538,574 -300, 160
PAWING 140,165 +263,182 +4l,407 “140,155
ELTADNT +91,793 135,356 +85,2bb -85,266
RTHE +99,785 +132,562 4, 27 54,257
CATSEDRAL LITY + 293,768 + ]
{aSuillA 45,919 +183,527 128,40 2,540
NN +485,23 +761,431 +574,812 -474,812
DISERT HOT SPRINGS 77,452 +125,595 498,952 71,452
KerEY 311,545 78,147 311,157 ~311,157
P2l ¥ALS 5,73 432,090 5,766 -5,734
I8t +257,981 449,117 +289,394 -257,981
LAE ELSINMRE +50,313 120,533 479,287 60,113
NCROD +245,531 +411,890 +229,491 229,091
Pala DESERY R I 4229,647 29,18 29,162
2514 SPRINCS 1,455,477 +654,5693 1,681,913 554,493
FENR1S +5,012 139,859 49,62 ~45,012
RANIHD MIRAGE + +126,99 ~20,34% 20,348
RIVEXSTEE 41,482,027 43,345,419 1,071,582 -1,07,562
SAN JACINTO +58,308 +148,032 61,257 -58,308
AELHEXRENE
SACKANINTO COUNTY 41,323,927 2,025,260 +83,763,431 -4,323,927
FOLSON +128,508 U123 211,87 -128,506
fa +35,298 +127,302 +20,97 -20,9M
TSLETON +23,154 +17,962 +15,005 -15,005
S4CRAKENTO +8,125,43 45,470,284 7,043,608 -5,470,284
TIERH YRR
SAN BENITO cOuNTY 15,025 +64,207 1,118,450 -14,025
HOLISTIR +109,844 4230932 9,03 -79,703
SAN JUAN JAUTISTA 13,45 +24,831 42,334 7,334
EEREEXEENE * .
SAN BIRNARDING COUNTY +1,771,887 2,352,398 55,495,476 -1,371,8687
"ADELANTO +19,569 4,07 +13,821

-13,821
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: CGN‘AHS@H OF FISCAL BELTEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Legislative Analyst = Jwne &, 1982

2)

i &3] 4
Ab 8 PER CAPITA NET BAILOUT LOVER OF

Lity/County FORAULA FORHULA ~AMDUNT 1,02, e
BAKSTON 209,715 O 4345,084 +47, 919 -147,919
(BIG WEAR LAKE LU v L +H +
CHIND 09,237 +808,719 . 4553,152 -553,052
COLIOR +349,567 545,444 +350,975 ~349,547
FONINNA +366,944 +818,196 523,213 -386,944
Gk &sh TERIACE + +158,582 -13,728 +
LOHA LING 497,341 +226,028 470,854 =74 ,654
FIHTOLAIR +384,050 +458,594 +365,414 ~365,414
NEEDL£S 9,174 81,498 441,92 -61,929
0HTEvI0 1,393,701 +1,792,538 #1,722,821 -1,393,701
A70MD CUCAMOIBA 290,010 +1,103,248 262,09 -262,098
REDLANDS +889,878 +877,977 ' 41,041,038 -877,977
k17O +402,677 +795,953 42,018 412,677
A ERNARDIND +1,387,082 2,375,618 1,190,014 =1,190,014
UPLAND o 4939, 081 +552,878 98,158 -939,661
VICTERVILLE + 292,673 34,544 34,544

(223818218 ) .

SAN DIZGO COUNTY 4,370,152 +4,825,065 96,076,573 - < -1,370,152
£ieL5taD +1,021,909 +592,893 +1,122,25 -692,893
CHLe VISTA 1,095,772 T+ 41,542,755 034,247 -B34,247
(5 2ang +516,282 +375,878 597,19 ~375,870
DEL EAR +119,602 498,468 +19,995 -98, 468
EL Ca10% +819,551 1,454,771 +553,130 -553,030
£SCLILO 15,695 +1,275,875 +459,263 -859,283
1R BEACH +283,178 445,841 17,900 -217,%80
LA 9ES4 +574,804 +978,994 35,409 -435,409
LEMGH GIOVE +140,590 404,379 +89, 23 -09,236
NATIONAL CITY +413,857 1,027,883 +233,724 231,724
0IEASIE #1, 444,841 1,521,383 1,713,627 1,444,841
FavaY Rl +997,172 ) +
S:4 DIESO 12,185,264 +17,275,57 +10,482,518 -14, 682,578
SAN #A2C08 #1340 +347,011 #119,504 113,492
SENIEE oo #1,163,455 + +0
VISTA +439,399 +724,798 HTIAN 439,359

WERHKEELY .

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 48,200,397 41,728,879 - +154,506,816 ~1,728,879

[(£13113121)

SAN JOAGUIN COWNTY +831,816 +983,458 49,753,207 -831,814
ESCA.ON +44,b9% +62,467 417,23 3,231
LOD wn,2m 492,270 521,677 =521,477

o
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CDHPAH‘SON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES
. Legislatise Analyst - June 25, 1982

) (2 _ {3 T
AB 8 PER CAPITA NET BATLOUT LONER OF

City/Ceenty "~ FORMULA FooMULA AHOUNT (1),(2), 0 (N
HATECA +305,354 +498,974 +300,758 -30,758
RIFCY B84 T 3,092 +53,018 -53,018
STLZHION 2,718,582 +3,023,345 42,313,198 -2,313,098
TRALY 148,37 +372,698 +350,741 -350,741

U] i .

SAN LUIS 0KISPD COUNTY +205,117 +403,489 12,195,349 -205,117 .
ARYOY) CRARE +119,653 " oe2zs,281 112, 1% 112,156
ATASCADERD . +0 320,993 -25,815 +
EL FASH DE ROBLES +190,71 +168,509 216,769 -168,509
GREER CITY +56, 060 +173,389 40,834 " -80,634
A €AY +187,572 +178,837 44,033 -144,033
PIS™) REAMM +53,240 +104,383 T 448,522 ~48,522
San LUIS 0BISO *OHE9,79 +671,545 +305, 49 305,499

ERNRRedIKE

Shnt KATED COUNTY 916,365 1,499,174 39,549,299 91,365
ATFRTON +174,756 +152,000 ' +140, 00 ~140,061
BELPT T 4,6 76,867 +201,793 201,793
HIIAE L 499,08 Yo 487,777 478,940 52,777
UL lsAE +495,320 +509,327 +350,185 ~350,185
(0 + 47,487 -3,278 41,278
DALY £ITY 41,138,843 41,531,502 995,729 -995,729
FOSTER (ITY + +455, 940 -32,918 +32,918
HALF HCON BAY 437,453 +142,83¢ 19,983 -19,983
RILLSEOR0%GH +402,856 +206,879 +385, 899 ~205,879
PENLD PARK +441,240 524,739 +345,874 ~345,074
MILLRAE - _ 281,007 +391,302 +E2,398 -182,398
PACIFICA . +442,632 17,412 +470,495 ~478,495
PLXTOLA VALLEY +26,842 477,685 +18,885 -13,685
REDAD) CITY : 1,250,271 1,073,044 41,038,412 1,038,412
S4i ka0 +361,32 +589,215 239,918 ~239,908
SAH CARLOS +394,735 482,861 +308, 424 ~308,4M4
S AATEO 919,587 +,534,868 w105 ~79,125
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 951,591 +§75,004 +548,725 -548,725
SOCLSIDE - 144,787 +103,56b 33,203 -%3,203

[ER331322 121 ,

SANTA FARKRA COUNTY " 462,478 +750,689 +21,432,758 452,478
CASPINTRRIA +118,927 210,869 449,264 -09,264
CUADALLPE +17,301 +72,703 +9,462 ~9,442
Lom3C +230,524 511,15 +170, 630 178,639

SANTA BARMARA #8463, 149 +1,450,567 +638,265° ~538,255
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COMPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES
Legislatiee Analyst = June &3, 1982

ih {8 {3 {4}
AB 8 PER CAPITA HET BAILOUT LOVER OF

Cits/Cavnty FORAULA FORNULA AKDUNT {11,023, OR (3}
FORT JGNES 47,08 +10,586 +5,255 5,254
BONTAGUE +17,101 426,349 +15,268 ~15,268
AT SM3GTA +17,07 455,539 +33, 140 -33,340
TULELAKE +14,353 +15,782 +4,98¢ ~4,981
WD +28,784 +55,025 +15,103 -15,303
YREXA 499,216 cempe.  +119,368 +84,403 -84,403

REERKBEXD . !

SOLAND COUNTY 695,122 +417,012 417,214,785 -417,012
BENICTA +699,303 +321,032 +489, 640 =321,032
DIX04 +44,814 +155,419 +157,520 -144,874
FAIRFIELD +940,800 41,149,444 +936,424 -935,424
RI10 VISTA +44,913 +42,272 441,695 ~A1,695
SUISUN +39,787 4228,130 o+, 47 -3,757
VAZAVILLE +602,668 +874,241 +589,750 -589,750
VALLEJD 41,077,425 +1,610,782 +1,006,176 «1,006,676

PITIE

§0:04A CONTY 574,118 +772,508 424,980,763 =574,118
CLOVERDALE +91,911 +79,475 75,7 -76,974
£oTaT1 +31,343 469,394 +29,477 -2¢,077
HEALDSERG +152,902 +140,910 +130, 5% -{38,356
PETALLAA +475,370 +471,779 +388,811 -388,811
FORNERT PARK +191,838 +456,943 4236, 297 ~191,838
SANTA RISA +,250,317 41,650,013 +1,102,362 «1,102,362
SERASTLROL 495,002 +110,611 84,117 -84,717
CNONA 27,093 +120,438 +109,250 -109,250

EARTEXRNHE

STANISLAUS COUNTY + +688,797 +23,7680, 461 +
(3 13 +128,480 273,470 +141, 089 -128,480
KUCHCON +14,534 - 458,244 +5,132 -5,132
HOYEST0 41,152,624 2,143,414 LI Iy -904,622
NEW=AN +33,356 +55,414 +29,875 -29,875
OAKGALE +192,355 +148,777 +142,928 -142,928
PATIERSON +45,983 +85,721 +26,901 ~2b,901
TIvERANK +115,583 +113,627 475,734 =75,354
TURLOCK +276,958 537,018 +255,719 -255,719
VATERFORD +12,163 +54,352 - 47,489 ~7,489

lel“ll'!l

SUTTER COWNTY 489,208 +134,404 45,028,057 -89,205
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COMPARISON OF FISCAL RELIEF IEDUCTION ALTERNATIVES

Legislatise Analyst - June 25, 1982

{1 {2) o {4)
A 8 PER CAPITA . NET BAROUT LONER OF

Citg/County FORMULA FORMULA AHOUNT (13.02), R (3)
LIVE DAX R +50,384 424,263 -24,263
YUEA CITY 13,25 +372,659 +347,645 -347,445

EXFRIFXNER .

TEHAtA COWTY 453,900 CHUL05 42,315,542 -53,900
CORNING +45,831 455,938 | o, 2 -15,831
RED BLUFF - 187,383 #191,37 #155,535 -155,535
TEKAA 42,574 7,434 1,74 -1,741

RN , , o

TRINITY COUNTY ) e, +657,025 -

KA RFE RAHIR ¢ R

TULRE COUNTY 72,329 634,049 423,415,559 472,329
DRWEA #143,625 198,375 72,85 -72,855
EXETER +81,964 #110,864 79,944 -79,944
FaRPEISVILLE 23,27 #1110, 046 16,28 -15,233
LIMSEAY +95,483 #135,130 +b0,448 -50,448
OKTERVILLE “4207,558 314,507 198,97 -198,937
TULAE 299,787 +444,311 264,318 -264,318
VISHIA +613,825 #1,025,795 513,62 -503,627
NOCOLAKE +25,614 +104,598 #17,342 -17,142

EXENINRENS .

TUOLUFNE COUNTY 92,442 187,815 +2,928,686 -87,815
SEARA 49,109 +67,760 31,51 -31,251

BEXPAREEAY .

VENTUKA COUNTY o1,124,369 HLI,52 43,719,697 -1,124,369
CAMARILLO . 159,329 -63,119 443,119
FILLNGRE 499,696 +189,893 77,132 77,1
WAl +137,850 #136,745 +29 585 -129.545
OXFik2D +1,662,444 42,170,997 +1,423,128 1,425,120
FIRT HUENENE +260,353 4351, 681 247,142 2,142
SAN MUENAVENTURA #,066,235 #1,525,528 #1,055,919 1,055,919
SENTA PAILA +292,2% $404,515 $29, 145 -249,145
SINI VALLEY b +1,530,548 . 125,561 +125,581
THOLSAND GAKS o #,79, 411 L 131,99 130,953

dagbavgnng ‘ .

YOLO COUNTY #241,629 CTA7 49,849,879 241,609

- 76~



CCHPARISCN OF FISCAL RELICF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES .
Legislative Analyst - June 25, 1982 -

1" 2 3 4
AB 8 PER CAPITA NET BALLOUT LOMER OF
City/County FORKULA FORMGLA AMOUNT 1),42), 0R {3)
DWIS #17,345 . 3, +700,213 70,213
WINTERS : 47,770 +51,508 434,39 -34,3%
¥00DLAYD 021,649 +595,632 442,172 -595,632
REXIRRARLE
"YUBA COUNTY +b4,627 +126,774 +5,323,009 -54,627
MRYSULLE ' 200,74 194,697 49,866 ~147,666
YHEATLAND ‘ 1,922 0,224 5,077 -6,077
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COMPARISTN OF FISCAL RELIEF REDUCTION ALTERNATIVES
Legislative Analyst - June 25, 1962

{1) (2) . (3 4
AB B PER CAPITA NET BATLOUT LONER OF
Citv/County FOAAULA FORMULA ANQUNT )2, R (N
CITY TOTALS +345,500,000 +345,537,559 +304,517, 8% ~21,618,064
COUNTY TOTALS 51,000,000 +50,991,991  +2,297,100,272 ~40,218,792
CRAD TOTAL +405,500,000 406,529,550 +2,601,618, 141 -1 ,85,856

NOTE: THE TOTALS FOR CITIES REFLECT THE PROVISION OF $2.2 NILLION IN FUNDING FOR NO PROPERTY TAX CITIES.
" ThE TOTALS DO NOT REFLECT THE ENTERPRISE SPECTAL DISTRICT REDUCTIONS
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APPENDIX ITI

2 ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY BILL 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
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City/County

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO.
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb, 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
FORMULA

X X X KKK W
ALAMEDA COUNTY

ALANEDA

AL BANY
RERKELEY
DUELIN
EMERYVILLE
FREMONT
HAYWARD
LIVERMORE
NEWARK
DAKLAND
PIEDHONT
PLEASANTON
SAN LEANDRO
UNION CITY

X266 HE X HK XK
ALPINE COUNTY

YRR X KX BNX R
AMADOR COUNTY

AMADOR

TUNE

JACKSON
PLYMOUTH
SUTTER CREEK

R HH KRN
BUTTE COUNTY

RIGGS
CHICO
GRIDLEY
OROVILLE
PARADISE

AKX XEHL KRR
CALAVERAS COUNTY

874,384

57,686
9,147
120,469
0
10,658
30,394
111,115
34,234
13,253
581,657
3,253
26,048
27,711
40,922

617
4,929

581
7,760

18,027
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb. 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA

ANGEL.S CAMP 0

FE 232 T3 T T

COLUSA COUNTY 10,243
COLUSA 684
WILLIAMS 1,741

KX R K KWK R

CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 519,862
ANTIOCH 0
ERENTWOOD 6,039
CLAYTON 0
CONCORD 19,270
DANVILLE 0
EL CERRITO 11,833
HERCULES 9,471
LAFAYETTE 0
MART INEZ 9,677
HORAGA 1,897
PINOLE 8,631
PITTSKURG 32,038
PLEASANT HILL 0
RICHMOND 93,618
SAN PAEL.O 3,476
WALNUT CREEK 13,093

XHKRAHRR LK

DEL NORTE COUNTY 579
CRESCENT CITY 3

EL DORADO COUNTY 72,811
PLACERVIILE 1,190
SOUTH LAKE TAHOE 13,273

KX R KKK

FRESND COUNTY 85,476
CLOVIS 46,265
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb., 22, 1983

w

ww

AB 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
COALINGA 281
FIRERAUGH 63
FOWLER 1,802
FRESND 384,811
HURON 0
KERMAN 0
KINGSBURG 165
MENDOTA 2,294
ORANGE COVE 598
PARLIER 748
REEDLEY 0
SANGER 0
SAN JOAQUIN 134
SELMA 1,267
X B2 X K X X
GLENN COUNTY 16,897
ORLAND ,705
WILLOWS ,930
XX HH X XK R
HUMBOLDT COUNTY 49,803
ARCATA 0
BLUE LAKE 0
EUREKA 11,510
FERNDALE 485
FORTUNA 310
RIO DELL 241
TRINIDAD 0
XH K HH KR AR R
IMPERIAL COUNTY 46,758
ERAULE.Y 4,058
CALEXICO 5,012
CALIPATRIA 0
EL CENTRD 12,709
HOLLTVILLE 0
IHMPERIAL 0
WESTHMORLAND 198
PII 2T T
INYD COUNTY 14,041
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst - Feb., 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
BISHOP 0

REXERERRRR

KERN COUNTY 147,559
ARVIN 0
BAKERSFIELD 92,088
CALIFORNIA CITY 944
DELANO 5,262
MARICOP A 3,674
MCFARLAND 152
RIDGECREST 1,971
SHAFTER 0
TAFT 5,264
TEHACHAP T 3,493
WASCH) 0

P T RI LTI T L]

KINGS COUNTY 59,133
AVENAL. 0
CORCORAN 3,160
HANFORD 0
LEMOORE - 3,714

XXX REX H AR

LAKE COUNTY 31,652
CLEAR LAKE 0
LAKEPORT 0

WX X R HRK A R

LASSEN COUNTY 0
SUSANVILLE 0

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 6,005,542
ALHAKERA 50,937
ARCADIA 0
ARTESTA 0
AVALON 1,552
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO., 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst - Feb., 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
AZUSA 0
EALDWIN PARK ]
BELL 1,809
BELLFLOWER 0
RELL GARDENS 0
REVERLY HILLS 70,538
BRADEURY 1,279
BURBANK 129,744
CARSON 0
CERRITOS 0
CLAREMONT 27,611
COMMERCE 0
COMPTON 31,613
COVINA 0
CLIDAHY 0
CULVER CITY 35,805
DOUNEY 14,500
DUARTE 16,922
L MONTE 24,891
EL SEGUNDO 12,879
GARDENA 16,767
GLENDALE 0
{LENDORA 0
HaWATIAN GARDENS 0
HAWTHORNE 32,048
HERHMOSA REACH 9,079
HIDDEN HILLS 2,428
HUNTINGTON PARK 12,316
INDUSTRY 46,176
INGLEWDOD 18,143
IRWINDALE 3,468
LA CANADA FLINTRIDGE 0
LA HAERA HEIGHTS 0
LAKEWOOD ]
LA MIRADA 0
LANCASTER 0
LA PUENTE 0
LA VERNE 28,239 -
L.AWNDALE 0
LOMITA 0
LONG BEACH 505,172
.08 ANGELES 5,753,625
LYNWOOD 208
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City/County

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY BILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb, 22, 1983

AB 28X
FINAL
FORMULA

MANHATTAN BEACH
MAYWOOD

MONROVIA
MONTERELLO
MONTEREY PARK
NORWALK

PALMDALE

PALOS VERDES ESTATES
PARAMOUNT
PASADENA

PILO RIVERA
POMONA

RANCHD PALDS VERDES
REDONDO BEACH
ROLLING HILLS
ROLLING HILLS ESTATES
ROSEMEAD

SAN DIMAS

SAN FERNANDO
SAN GABRIEL

58N MARIND

SANTA FE SPRINGS
SANTA MONICA
STERRA MADRE
SIGNAL HILL
SOUTH EL MONTE
S0UTH GATE

SOUTH PASADENA
TEMPLE CITY
TORRANCE

VERNON

WALNUT

WEST COVINA
WESTLAKE VILLAGE
WHITTIER

RRXKERERK R
MADERA COUNTY

CHOWCHILLA
HADERA

2 K36 3 X N
MARIN COUNTY

32,126
1,329
16,909
0
13,760
0

0

4,743

0
185,472
0
154,375
0
93,027

174,210
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY BILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb., 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL

City/County FORMULA
RELVEDERE 872
CORTE MADERA 6,062
FAIRFAX 2,688
LARKSPUR 6,642
MILL VALLEY 7,305
NIVATO 2,195
ROSS 947
SAN ANSELMO 5,680
SAN RAFAEL 6,220
SAUSALITO 6,005
TIRURON 0

XHKHR YR KR

MARIFOSA COUNTY 0

XK 2 %

MENDOCING COUNTY 53,217
FORT BRAGG 504
POINT ARENA 0
UKIAH 378
WILLITS 0

XX KK XK R

MERCED COUNTY 109,765
ATWATER 0
DOS PALOS 0
GUSTINE 3,686
LIVINGETON ]
LOS BANOS 5,937
MERCED 259,716

X KKK R

HODOC COUNTY 7,024
ALTURAS 1,289

XK K KKK

MONO COUNTY 6,945

RHERKHE KRR

RONTEREY COUNTY 63,134
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY BILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb, 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
£itv/County FORMULA

CARMEL 4,576
DEL REY 0AKS 1,114
GONZALES 5,677
GREENFIELD 0
KING 740
HAR INA 0
MONTEREY 14,032
PACIFIC GROVE 7,944
Sal.INAS 12,001
SAND CITY 320
SEASIDE 6,873
SOLEDAD 2,145

X XXX

NAPA COUNTY 71,648
CALISTOGA 1,218
NAFA 3,722
ST HELENA 3,812
YUOUNTYILLE 0

%R K H KRR

NEVADA COUNTY 25,375
GRASS ValLEY 8,900
NEVADA CITY 0

W AR R AR

ORANGE COUNTY ]
ANAHETH 71,337
BREA 58,328
RUENA PARK 34,438
COSTA MESA Bh,044
CYPRESS ]
FOUNTAIN VALLEY 12,133
FULLERTON ah,242
GARDEN GROVE 34,0237
HUNTINGTON HEACH 39,827 -
IRVINE 42,550
LAGLINA BEACH 14,234
LA HARRA 31,565
LA PALMA 3,880

-87 -

S



ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

& Legislative Analyst - Feb, 22, 1983
AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
e LOS ALAMITOS 6,180
NEWPORT REACH 92,833
ORANGE 80,238
PLACENTIA 12,393
SAN CLEKENTE 27,169
SAN JUAN CAPISTRANO 36,7681
8 GANTA ANA 65,203
SEAL REACH 49,638
STANTON h,122
TUSTIN 30,999
VILLA PARK 721
WESTHMINSTER 3,646
YORBA LINDA 0
XXX KRR
PLACER COUNTY 88,737
AUBLIRN 0
) COLFAX 0
LINCOLN 7,311
ROCKLIN 13,471
ROSEVILLE 23,390
XX HAKRAK K
@ PLUMAS COUNTY 0
PORTOLA 0
XL XXERR KK
RIVERSIDE COUNTY 141,730
B
BANNING 0
BEAUMONT 0
BLYTHE 1,270
CATHEDRAL CITY 0
COACHELLA 1,174
) CORONA 34,505
DESERT HOT SPRINGS 12,459
HE MET 14,482
INDIAN WELLS 27
INDIO 31,920
LAKE ELSINORE 9,670
5 LA RQUINTA 0

ww
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst — Feb. 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA

NORCO 0
PalLM DESERT ]
PaLM SPRINGS 41,787
PERRIS 6,279
RANCHO MIRAGE ]
RIVERSIDE 579
SAN JACINTO 8,927

RHH XK R R X

SACRAMENTO COUNTY 625,133
FOLSOM 20,672
GALT 498
ISLETON 1,123
SACRAMENTD 393,597

XK HE XA K REX

SAN BENITO COUNTY 7,967
HOLLISTER 4,761
5AN JUAN BAUTISTA 137

A XKKRTARW

SAHN BERNARDINO COUNTY 647,779
ADELANTD 2,223
EARSTOW 0
HIG REAR LAKE 0
CHIND 21,253
COLTON ]
FONTANA b2 ,246
GRAND TERRACE ]
LOMA LINDA B,412
MONTCLAIR 8,073
NEEDLES 3,117
ONTARIO 183,122
RANCHO CUCAMONGA 0
REDLANDS 47,352
REALTO 29,892
SAN RERNARDING 42,261
UPLAND 35,057
VICTORVILLE ]

HHK X LN

SAN DIEGD COUNTY 646,960
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY BILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83

FINAL
e Legislative Analyst - Feb. 22, 1983
AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
& CARLSBAD 44,975
CHULA VISTA 0
CORONADO 8,877
DEL MAR 2,692
EL CAJON 0
ESCONDIDO 15,399
& INPERIAL. REACH 0
LA MESA 0
LEMON GROVE 0
NATIONAL CITY 21,497
[JCEANSIDE 133,592
POWAY 0
& 5AN DIEGO 278,145
SAN MARCOS 5,515
SANTEE 0
VISTA 39,251
b2 L2 32T
] SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY 539,701
P3P TTIT R
SAN JOARUIN COUNTY 288,030
[ ESCALON 5,789
LODI 22,299
HANTECA 0
RIPON 0
STOCKTON 24,259
TRACY 8,681
R KRR AKX
SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 96,852
ARRDYD (RANDE 7,414
ATASCADERD (]
EL PASD DE ROBLES 14,372
GROVER CITY 366
MORRO EBAY 6,129
PISHO BEACH 1,733
SaN LUIS OBISPO 28,715
SAN MATEQ COUNTY 432,691
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY BILL NO. 2BX
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst - Feb. 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
ATHERTON 3,014
BELHONT 3,304
ER ISBANE 4,737
HURLINGAME 15,239
COLMA 0
DALY CITY 13,962
FOSTER CITY 0
HALF MOON BAY b7
HILLSEOROUGH 3,006
MENLD PARK 5,966
MILLERAE 4,399
PACIFICA 0
PORTOLA VALLEY 202
REDWOOD CITY 13,816
SAN ERUND 2,421
SAN CARLOS 1,542
SAN HATED 38,108
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO 15,391
WOODS TDE 49
B XHERR A K
SANTA EARBARA COUNTY 218,373
CARP INTERIA 0
GUADALUPE 1,307
LOMPOC 13,102
SANTA EAREARA 7,500
SANTA MARTA 14,399
KKK AR R R KR
SANTA CLARA COUNTY 936,150
CAMPEELL 23,445
CUPERTIND 289
GILROY 8,152
LOS ALTOS 13,160
LOS ALTOS HILLS 2,445
LOS GATOS 14,094
MILPITAS 74,357
HINTE SEREND 0
MORGAN HILL 2,675
MOUNTAIN VIEW §82,182

FALO ALTO 83,271



ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMELY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83

FINAL
@ Legislative Analyst — Feb., 22, 1983
AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
e SAN JOSE 740,987
SANTA CLARA 61,546
SARATOGA 3,982
SUNNYVALE 186,306
RAEKXRH XKL
e SANTA CRUZ COUNTY 10,560
CAPITOLA 0
SANTA CRUZ 19,277
SCOTTS VALLEY 1,363
WATSONVILLE 5,821
2
KRR KR XX
SHASTA COUNTY 31,598
ANDERGON 0
REDDING 5,141
XK H K KRR
SIERRA COUNTY 2,530
LOYALTON 225
& XXX EAXRKX K
SISKYOU COUNTY 30,768
DORRIS i}
DUNSMUIR 8
ETNA ]
] FORT JONES 846
MONTAGUE 1,102
MT SHASTA 0
TULELAKE 414
WEED 2,462
YREKA 642
- X% XK KRN -
SCLAND COUNTY 195,024
BENICIA 10,719
DIXON 9,263
FAIRFIELD ]

&
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY RILL NO. 28X
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL

Legislative Analyst - Feb, 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA

RIO VISTA 4,24%
SUISUN 1,352
UACAVILLE g
VALLEJD {

AR KNE AR

SONOMA COUNTY 241,237
CLOVERDALE i
COTATI 0
HEALDSBURG 3,757
PETALUMA 1,434
ROHNERT PARK 30,8640
S5ANTA ROSA 38,275
SERASTOPOL 0
SUNOMA !

AR AR

STANISLAUS COUNTY 0
CERES 14,171
HUGHSON 292
MODEST( 1,246
NEWMAN 3,449
OAKDALE 0
PATTERSON 680
RIVERBANK 2,068
TURLOCK 0
WATERFORD 0

FHAXELA KK KR

SUTTER COUNTY 42,033
LIVE 0AaK 257
YURA CITY 26,248

X KK XX R

TEHAMA COUNTY 25,451
CORNING 0
RED BLUFF 5,823
TEHAMA 104

XKLL KK X

TRINITY COUNTY 0
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ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY RILL NO.
ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL
Legislative Analyst — Feb, 22, 1983

AB 28X
FINAL
City/County FORMULA
%{% P22 I 23T R
TULARE COUNTY 198,110
DINUEBA (]
EXETER 2,239
FARMERSVILLE ]
@ LINDSAY 783
PORTERVILLE 0
TULARE 647
VISALIA ]
WOODLAKE 0
% IS ITETEE L DI
TUCLUMNE COUNTY 28,513
SONORA 158
KK RKAKR KX
VENTURA COUNTY 424,868
CAMARTLLO 0
FILLHMORE 2,23
OJAal 0
OXNARD 92,898
e PORT HUENEME 14,070
SAN BUENAVENTURA 17,021
SANTA PAULA 0
SIMI vaLLEY ]
THOUSAND 0AKS ]
YOLO COUNTY 21,850
DAVIS 10,401
WINTERS 630
WOODLAND 22,368
e ST P T T2
YURA COUNTY 30,516
MARYSVILLE 2,764
WHEATLLAND 978

%
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City/County

ESTIMATED IMPACT OF ASSEMBLY RILL NO,

ON CITIES AND COUNTIES IN 1982-83
FINAL
Legislative Analyst - Feb, 22, 1983

AR 28X
FINAL
FORMULA

CITY TOTALS
COUNTY TOTALS

14,127,593
14,529,815

[
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