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Provide policy direction on the 1990-91 Proposed 
Budget based on a review of the Governor's Budget, 
departmental budget requests, budget issues, and 
related guidelines. 


The key factors impacting the County's Budget are: 


o The State Budget - The Governor's proposals 
include $838.1 million cuts mainly in Health 
& Welfare programs which would translate into 
a $29. 9 million reduction in service levels for 
the County of San Diego. 


o East Mesa Detention Facility Both the 
Sheriff's jail and Probation camp will be ready 
for operation in May, 1991. The 1990-91 
operational costs total $12.5 million. 


o Negotiated Salary & Benefits Increases - Each 
1% adjustment to help recruit and maintain 
qualified employees will cost the County $5.7 
million in 1990-91. 


o Economic Conditions - Growth is expected to 
continue at a moderate rate, but no recession 
is expected in 1990 or 1991. 
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NORMAN W . HICKEY 
CHIEF AD MINISTRATIVE OFFICE R 


1619) 531 - 6226 CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
Locat ion Code 7 3 0 ) 


1600 PACIF IC HIGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92 1 0 1-2472 


February 22, 1990 


TO: Supervisor Leon L. Williams, Chairman 
Supervisor John MacDonald, Vice-Chairman 
Supervisor Brian P. Bilbray 
Supervisor George F. Bailey 
Supervisor Susan Golding 


FROM: Norman W. Hickey 
Chief Administrative Officer 


BUDGET OUTLOOK FOR 1990-91 


In the proposed budget in May 1989, I informed the Board of Supervisors that: 


~~service delivery expectations initiated at the Federal and State level cannot 
be met by local government without identifying new revenue sources. It 
is in this context that the County of San Diego faces a fiscal crisis, and it 
is my current assessment that this crisis is escalating .... Comprehensive 
budget reform is absolutely critical for the survival of County programs 
which seem to be threatened year after year. 11 


Past Budget Outlook Reports have many times detailed the logical implications of the 
ever-present forces of State-mandated costs, jail overcrowding, and the rising costs of 
doing business. Our hope has been that by providing this picture, the Federal and 
State governments would see the need for fundamental fiscal reform. Without such 
restructuring, a redirection at the local level toward retrenchment seems inevitable. 
However, we continue to search for whatever other approach may be available to us. 
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Members, Board of Supervisors February 22, 1990 


The Budget Outlook Report for 1990-91 continues to detail a very uncertain and 
potentially precarious fiscal environment in which: 


1) the Governor proposes $838.1 million in reductions in the State 
budget, mainly impacting county health and social services 
programs; 


2) the East Mesa Detention Facility will soon be ready for operation at 
a 1990-91 cost of $12.5 million; and 


3) our need to recruit and retain a skilled workforce through 
comparable salaries and benefits is the single largest claim on our 
increased revenues. 


It is clear from preliminary figures that the County will not be able to maintain in 1990-
91 the current .. inadequate .. levels of service. Several significant measures to balance 
the budget may be required: do not open East Mesa, freeze hirings, cut programs in 
part or in total, impose across the board cuts or reconsider standards for salary & 
benefit adjustments. Until more complete figures are available, we cannot recommend 
to the Board the most appropriate course of action. Recognizing that most County 
general fund expenditures are required to support State programs, it is likely that no 
single strategy will be sufficient. 


Respectfully, 


1f.-0.d' 
NORMAN W. HICKEY ? 
Chief Administrative Officer 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Board of Supervisors is scheduled 
to review the County of San Diego 
Budget Outlook Report on February 27, 
1990. The Board will be asked to 
provide policy direction on legisla
tive positions with respect to the 
Governor's Proposed Budget for 1990-
91. The Proposed Budget Guidelines 
for the 1990-91 County budget will 
also be discussed in light of the 
County ' s budget outlook. Highlights 
of this report are outlined as 
follows: 


ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 


On January 10, 1990, Governor 
Deukemejian released his proposed 
$53.7 billion State Budget which 
includes $838.1 million in reduc
tions to Health & Welfare programs. 


County programs affected include In
Home Supportive Services, Greater 
Avenues for Independence, Cost of 
Living Adjustments in Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children, AB 8 Health 
Service, Mental Health, Medi-Cal and 
Medically Indigent Services Program. 


State Constitutional Amendment (SCA)-
1, The Traffic Congestion Relief and 
Spending Limitation Act of 1990 could 
ease the gridlock on the State budget 
which was caused by Proposition 98. 
SCA-1 can change the Gann Limit cal
culation so that the State can better 
accommodate the needs of a growing 
California population. 


KEY FACTORS IMPACTING THE COUNTY 
BUDGET 


a) Proposition A - While its 
constitutionality is being 
reviewed by the Courts, the 
East Mesa Detention Facility 
is due to be operation a 1 in 
May 1991 at a partial year 
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cost of $12.5 million, and 
Proposition A sales tax 
revenue will most likely not 
be avail able to cover these 
costs. 


b) Salary & Benefit Adjustments -
Every 1% adjustment negotiated 
will cost the County $5.7 million 
in 1990-91. 


c) Economic conditions - 8. 2% growth 
in general purpose revenues is 
projected, however, every 1/2 
percent variance could require an 
adjustment of $2.5 million. A 
recession could result in a $6 
million reduction in general 
revenue growth. 


1990-91 BUDGET OUTLOOK 


Elected and appointed County depart
ment heads annually submit budget 
requests to reflect the County's 
needed resources for the next fiscal 
year. Based on the Departments' 
1990-91 Budget requests, the County 
has revenue/expenditure shortfall of 
over $250 million. 


Key items include: 


Jail Expansions 
Trial Court Costs 
Health & Social Services Matching 


Costs 
Salaries & Benefits 
Public Liability 
Utilities/Postage 


PROPOSED 1990-91 BUDGET GUIDELINES 


Areas for a 11 ocat ion of Genera 1 
Purpose Revenues are: 


a) legal obligations 
b) needs of citizens in high 


priority areas established by 


---------------------" --







Executive Summary (continued) 


the Board of Supervisors 
c) programs for prevention, or 


other long-term benefits. 
d) maintenance of facilities, 


equipment 
e) measures for employee recruit


ment and retention 


Implementation of guidelines and 
balancing of the budget may require 
the County to say no to mandates and 
other expansion needs without a 
specific source of funding. 


UPDATE OF THE MULTI-YEAR FORECAST 


Projected 
Short fa 11 s: 


1990-91: 
1991-92: 
1992-93: 
1993-94: 
1994-95: 


Revenue/Expenditure 


$ 71.0 million 
$ 48.5 million 
$ 38. 7 mill ion 
$ 31.3 million 
$ 34. 2 mill ion 


Key Items: 


Salaries & Benefits 
Court & Jail Expansions 
Health & Social Services Matching 


Costs 


CONCLUSION 


The County 1990-91 Proposed Budget 
has three phases: 


1. · Department Budget Request 
2. Allocation Development & 


Communication 
3. Budget Review & Approval 


This process provides for extensive 
consultation between the CAO and the 
Board of Supervisors as the budget is 
developed. 


SAN DIEGO POPULATION TRENDS 


MIUJONS 


~8~------------------------------------


2.2 


~0 


81 82 83 84 85 8e 87 88 811 110• 111• 


YEAR 


Among major counties In the United States, the County of San Diego Is second In 
population growth. 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 
ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S 
BUDGET 


PROPOSED 


"We wi7 1 hold that the shift of a 
portion of the cost of medical 
indigent care by the State to Alameda 
County constituted a State mandated 
new program under the provisions of 
Article, XIIIB, which triggers the 
articles provisions providing for a 
subvention of funds by the State to 
reimburse Alameda County for the costs 
of such a program it was required to 
assume. 11 


1st District Court of Appea 1 s, 
Division 2 - Kinlaw vs. State of 
California 


On January 10, 1990, Governor 
Deukmej ian re 1 eased his proposed $53. 7 
billion State Budget which includes 
$838. 1 mi 11 ion reduced funding for 
Health & Welfare programs. 


County programs affected include In
Home Supportive Services, Greater 
Avenues for Independence, Cost of 
Living Adjustments in Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children, AB 8 Health 
Services, Mental Health, Medi-Cal and 
Medically Indigent Services Program. 
There are several areas in the Gover
nor's Budget that were favorable to 
Counties: 


a. Full funding of the Trial Courts, 
including a five percent cost
of-living adjustment (COLA), 
totals $453.1 million. The 
County's share is $36.87 million. 


b. The addition a 1 funding due to 
AB-75 (Prop. 99 Tobacco Tax) is 
$980 million statewide. The 
County's share is $25.0 million. 
The Board of Supervisors received 
a comprehensive report regarding 
AB-75 on February 13, 1990. 


--------------------------- --
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c. An additional 226 new beds 
statewide for Institutions for 
Mental Disease (IMD). San Diego 
County will not receive any 
additional beds since the County 
is already receiving its "fair
share" of the IMD resources. 


UNCERTAINTY FOR THE COUNTY BUDGET 


There are many factors which make i t 
difficult to determine the over a 11 
impact of the Governor's Proposed 
Budget on the County of San Diego. 
These factors include: 


1. The Governor's revenue outl oak 
of 8.4% growth is considered 
optimistic. For every 1/2% 
variance a nearly $200 million 
adjustment would be required. 


2. Extensive negotiations are 
expected between the 
Administration and the 
Legislature over the Governor's 
proposed cuts for funding of $838 
million in Health & Welfare 
Programs. 


3. A 1st District Court of Appeals 
Court in Kinlaw vs. the State of 
California ruled that the State 
has illegally cut aid to counties 
for indigent health care since 
1983 because the Gann Initiative 
requires the State to reimburse 
local governments for all costs 
of newly required services. This 
decision is being appealed. 
However, this decision will add 
to the debate in Sacramento . 


4. Proposed reductions of $252.6 
mi 11 ion by suspending cost of 
living adjustments (COLAS) i n 







ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET (continued) 


Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC), Social Security 
Supplemental Income (SSI/SSP) 
and Medi-Cal require revision to 
current legislation. A central 
theme of the Governor's proposal 
has been that these costs have 
been increasing annually by 11% 
while State revenues are growing 
by only 8%. 


5. Many of the Governor's He a 1 th 
Proposals for the current 1989-
90 Budget involving the use of 
Proposition 99 (Tobacco Tax) 
funds and State Legislation Im
pact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) 
were enacted, but they have been 
the subject of extensive re
structuring in the form of AB 75 
Healthcare for Indigents Program 
(CHIP) Funding Allocation Plan. 
Current i nit i at i ves may a 1 so take 
unt i 1 next year to be worked out. 


6. Gann Limit reform is one of this 
County's top State issues. 
Senate Constitutional Amendment 
(SCA) -1, on the June 5, 1990 
state-wide ba 11 ot, if approved 
would do the following: 


Revise Proposition 98 to 
consider student population 
in the calculation of the 
schools annual funding 
guarantees, and provide 
schools with 50% of State 
revenues over the Gann 
Limit. 


Indicate voter-approval for 
a proposed 5 cents increase 
in State gasoline tax from 
9 cents to 14 cents to fund 
"Traffic Congestion Relief" 
projects. If SCA-1 is 
enacted the County, Public 
Works Department would 
receive an additional $18.0 
million in 1990-91. 
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Issues in implementing legisla
tion which remain unresolved are 
the calculations and definitions 
of "capital expenditures" and 
"population youth". As a result, 
at this point, passage of SCA-1 
will not enable the County to 
budget within its Gann Limit. 
Therefore, the County may have 
to return to the voters for a 
second Gann Limit adjustment, 
when the current adjustment ex
pires 1991-92. The likely 
election opportunities would be 
in June or November 1991. 


STRUCTURAL REFORM NEEDED 


SCA-1 is the only major structural 
change proposed by the Governor. Last 
year, it was generally noted that the 
State of California faced very severe 
budget choices for several years 
unless it could achieve some major 
structural reforms. 


The pervasive uncertainty of the 
budget this year is symptomatic of the 
structural problems which the State 
and 1 oca 1 governments continue to face 
because of Propositions 13, 4, 98 & 
99. The severe, and unworkable 
measures selected by the Governor 
reflect the limited choices available 
in this year's budget. 


A Detailed Analysis of the Governor's 
Proposals is provided in Exhibit A. 


The Governor's propos a 1 s have been 
analyzed and positions have been 
recommended based on the Board's 
adopted policies and the County's 
legislative program . In many cases, 
the Governor's proposals are contrary 
to the Board of Supervisors' po 1 i c i es. 







BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 
KEY FACTORS IMPACTING 
BUDGET 


THE COUNTY 


The County of San Diego faces a 
precarious fi sea 1 environment in 
1990-91. Proposed reductions in the 
State budget, the jail overcrowding 
crisis in San Diego County, other 
escalating costs of doing business, 
and changing winds in the economy may 
force the County to face a period of 
retrenchment. 


As shown in the table below, two 
factors a 1 one, addressing the jail 
overcrowding problem without Proposi
tion A, and attempting to maintain 
salary & benefit competitiveness, 
outstrip the revenue growth available 
to the County in 1990-91. 


East Mesa 
Detention 


Compensation 
Costs 


Sub-Total 
Cost 


General 
Purpose 
Revenue 


Sub-Total 
Difference 


1990-91 1991-92 


+ $12.5 M + $7.8 


+ $48.5 + $47.5 


+ $61.0 + $55.3 


+ $35.8 + $44.2 


$25.2 $11.1 


The current environment is discussed 
below more specifically under the 
following topics: 


Proposition A 
Salary & Benefit Adjustments 
Economic Conditions 


PROPOSITION A 


The East Mesa Detention Facility, 
currently under construction, 
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provides a new 1,040 bed 
(Sheriff/784 beds; Probation/256 
beds) complex currently scheduled to 
be completed in February 1991, and to 
start receiving prisoners in May, 
1991. Construction is being partial
ly funded from State grants. It was 
originally intended that additional 
construction costs would be funded by 
Proposition A, and that even opera
tional costs could be funded from the 
1/2 cent sales tax for jails an 
courts construction and operations. 
Proposition A was passed by the 
voters in June 1988 but ruled uncon
stitu-tional in 1989 by a Riverside 
Superior Court. This ruling is cur
rently being appealed but a decision 
is not expected until 1991. 


A Sacramento Superior Court has 
recently ruled that a ballot proposal 
similar to Proposition A being pur
sued by five California counties is 
also unconstitutional. 


The operating costs of East Mesa 
which may have to be sustained by the 
County without Proposition A funds is 
as follows: 


1990-91 
1991-92 


$12.5 M 
$20.3 M 


SALARY AND BENEFIT INCREASES 


Staff 
Years 


276.65 
507.75 


Salary' and benefit increases have 
generally occurred annually. Salary 
increases are necessary to maintain 
the County's ability to recruit and 
retain a qua 1 i fi ed work force. By 
Charter, the County surveys other 
employers and attempts to offer com
parable salaries and reach agree-







KEY FACTORS IMPACTING THE COUNTY BUDGET (continued) 


ments with representative employee 
organizations. In 1990-91 each 1% 
adjustment in salaries will cost 
about $5.7 million. Health and 
retirement rate increases are 
expected to cost an additional $10.0 
to $13.0 million. 


ECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


The most fundamenta 1 force 1 i mit i ng 
the County budget is revenue. Since 
local governments cannot raise taxes 
without voter-approval, the amount of 
revenue available depends greatly on 
economic conditions. 


It has been noted that the Governor's 
Budget estimates of 8. 4% revenue 
growth is optimistic, and that for 
every 1/2 percent variation a $200 
million adjustment could be required. 
For the County of San Diego, a 8.2% 


growth in General Purpose Revenues is 
forecast and for every 1/2 percent 
variation a $2.5 million adjustment 
could be required. 


The worst case scenario, an economic 
recession during 1990-91, could 
reduce revenues by 20% requiring an 
adjustment to the budget of $6.5 
mill ion. The 1 ike 1 i hood of such a 
recession is considered to be about 
15%. The actual outcome depends on 
the Federal Reserve's continuing 
effort to develop a monetary policy 
which will balance many economic 
factors including the following: 


i nfl at ion 
interest rates 
the value of the dollar 
the trade balance 


INFLATION TRENDS 
Percent Change 


20%~----------------------------------------------, 


15% 


10% 


5% 


80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90* 91* 


CALENDAR YEARS *-PROJECTED 
LOCAL STATE NATIONAL 


f •• •• •• .·J 


San Diego County continues to outpace the Nation and the State in terms of 
increases in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 
THE BUDGET OUTLOOK FOR 1990-91 


Elected and appointed County 
department heads annually submit 
budget requests to reflect the 
County's needed resources for the next 
fiscal year. A profile of the 
Departments' 1990-91 Budget Requests 
is provided in Exhibit B. This report 
compares the Departments' 1990-91 
Budget Requests to estimated revenues, 
and the County's budget experience in 
1989-90, and over the 1 ast five years. 


Revenues 


The County's estimated revenue picture 
is outlined as follows: 


Program Revenues 
General Purpose 


Revenues 


Total Revenue 


1990-91 ESTIMATED 
INCREASE FROM 


1989-90 


$ 115.0 mill ion 
$ 35.8 million 


$ 150. 8 mill ion 


County funding consists of program 
revenues and genera 1 purpose revenues. 
Program revenues are subventions, 
grants, charges & fees, and other 
revenues which are required to be used 
for a specific program. The Key 
program revenue increases are: 


Federal Food Stamp 
Cash-Out- $66 million 


Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) - $33.6 million 


AFDC Foster Care - $11.3 
mill ion 
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Proposition 99 {Tobacco Tax) to 
implement AB 75- Health Care for 
Indigents Program- $24.2 mill ion 


Expenditures 


Most departmental budget requests have 
been submitted, but the totals tend 
to change as departments continue to 
clarify their needs and as budget 
balancing measures are considered. 
Based on current information, the 
Departments' 1990-91 budget requests 
wi 11 exceed estimated revenues by over 
$250 mill ion. 


Individual items in the Departments' 
Budget Requests are 1 i sted by func
tional area beginning on page B-4. 


In order to place this gap into 
perspective, it is important to note 
that in 1986-87 it was estimated that 
inequitable allocation formulas, 
determined at the State level, left 
the County over $171 million short of 
both 1 oca lly collected revenue and 
distributed State co 11 ected revenue 
compared to other California counties 
on per capita basis. This shortfall 
would be estimated at over $186 
million for 1989-90. 


This inequitable funding situation 
must be resolved through the courts 
and the legislative process at a time 
when the State's fiscal situation is 
growing more difficult as a result of 
the Gann Limitation, and Proposition 
98 on school funding. 


As Elizabeth Hill, the State 
Legislative Analyst has concluded: 







THE BUDGET OUTLOOK FOR 1990-gl (continued) 


"[the County of San Diego] has less 
fiscal capacity to deal with local 
service demands and changing State 
requirements than most other 
counties .. . (due to) 1) the County's 
relatively low share of property taxes 
and 2) the amounts of State program 
funding received by the County." 


This revenue/expenditure gap 
illustrates the County's continuing 
fiscal constraints and need for more 
equitable distribution of property 
taxes and State revenue. 


REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS 
(MILLIONS) 


(DOLLARS) 
2500P---------------------------------------------~ 


2000 


1500 


1000~~------._----~----~------._ ____ _. ______ ~~ 
FY89 FY90 FY91 


EXPENDITURES __.__ 


FY92 


FISCAL YEAR 


FY93 FY94 


REVENUES __....._ 


FY95 


The Multi-Year Forecast (see Exhibit C) details the County's revenue/expenditure 
shortfall from Fiscal Year 1990-91 through Fiscal Year 1994-95. 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS PROPOSED BUDGET 
GUIDELINES 


Each year as the County completes its 
Budget, it is difficult to accept that 
the next year is expected to be worse. 
Because the County has experienced 
fiscal problems over a number of 
years, budget guidelines have evolved 
which are generally applicable to any 
year in which reductions are required 
in some part of the County budget. 
Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors 
is requested to review the guidelines 
from 1989-90 in the context of the 
County's budget outlook for 1990-91 
(see 1989-90 Guidelines on next page). 
Although 1990-91 is expected to be 
more difficult than 1989-90, these 
guidelines have many features which 
are especially applicable to our 
current situation as noted below: 


a. Guideline: No new programs 
without i dent ifi cation of a 
specific and continuous funding 
source, savings or cost
avoidance. 


Comment: Some major County expansion 
needs just may not be within the 
County's fi sea 1 capacity tb is year 
without the authorization of specific 
outside funding. 


b. Guideline: "Just say no" to any 
new, unfunded or underfunded 
program mandates from Sacramento 
and Washington". 


Comment: The County must be extremely 
vigilant in scrutinizing State 
programs which may have maintenance 
of effort requirements although State 
funding may be reduced in future 
years. (See Analysis of the 
Governor's Budget) 
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c. Guideline: Existing Mandated 
Programs shall be implemented 
only to the level of funding 
provided by Sacramento & 
Washington. 


Comment: This long-standing County 
pas it ion has now been bo 1 stered by the 
Appeals Court decision in Kinlaw vs. 
the State of California which says, 
in effect, that the State has 
illegally underfunded counties for 
mandated indigent care (see discussion 
under Analysis of the Governor's 
Budget). 


New proposals and comments on these 
and the other guide 1 i nes from the 
Board of Supervisors and the public 
are encouraged as the County faces 
another difficult budget year. Any 
new directions which need to be 
established because of severe fiscal 
problems will require extensive 
consultation between the CAD and the 
Board of Supervisors as the 1990-91 
Proposed Budget is developed. 







SUBJECT: 


Background 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 


BUDGET MANUAL 


1989-90 Proposed Budget 
Guidelines/1990-91 
Proposed Budget Guidelines 


Page 
Number 


1 of 2 


Date 
Issued 


The continuing fiscal cr1s1s faced by the County requires a multi-year 
perspective as well as constant innovation and initiative. The Board of 
Supervisors provides this leadership in a full range of critical budget areas. 
The Board has focused on funding issues related to detentions and court 
facilities, trial court funding, transportation, growth management, the homeless, 
earthquake preparedness, hazardous waste management, water management, fire 
protection, flood control, library services, the Gann Limit adjustment and many 
other areas. The Board has also indicated a desire to provide feedback and 
direction well in advance of the annual Budget Hearings and Deliberations. In 
order to provide initial direction to the 1989-90 Proposed Budget process, the 
Board of Supervisors has approved the following guidelines. 


Guidelines 


The areas for allocation of General Purpose Revenues are as follows: 


a. Fulfilling the County's legal obligations with respect to debt service, 
lease purchase agreements and other contractual statutory obligations. 


b. Meeting the needs of our citizens in areas i dent i fi ed by the Board of 
Supervisors with focus on both regional services and unincorporated area 
services such as growth management and law enforcement. 


c. Providing treatment/prevention services to forestall more expensive future 
treatment. 


d. Maintenance of County property facilities and capital equipment necessary 
to ensure their long-term usefulness, and replacement or updating where 
it will result in quantifiable productivity increases. 


e. Supporting programs that will have the most beneficial long-term impact 
on the County, including the following: 


i. Reserves for emergencies, and potential public liability claims. 


ii. Recruitment and retention of well-qualified outstanding County 
employees. 
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SUBJECT: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 


BUDGET MANUAL 


1989-90 Proposed Budget 
Guidelines/1990-91 
Proposed Budget Guidelines 


Page 
Number 


2 of 2 


Date 
Issued 


In applying these guidelines, it is important to note that some major County 
expansion needs may not be within the County's fiscal capacity without the 
authorization of specific outside funding. In order to reach a balanced budget, 
it is recommended that the County continue to pursue the following: 


a. No new programs without identification of specific and continuous funding 
source, savings or cost-avoidance. 


b. "Just say no" to any new, unfunded or underfunded program mandates from 
Sacramento and Washington. 


c. Existing mandated programs shall be implemented only to the level of 
funding provided by Sacramento and Washington. 


d. Revise standards of service where permitted by law, or pursue modifica
tions of laws which establish standards. 


e. Increased use of civilians in detention and court services to better 
utilize existing sworn personnel. 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT: 
MULTI-YEAR FORECAST 


The County of San Diego has maintained 
a multi-year forecast of expenditures 
and revenues since 1985. This fore
cast has been 97 .8% accurate based on 
a comparison of estimates to actuals, 
except for a few major surprises such 
as: 


o Trial Court Funding 
o One-Time Discretionary Block 


Grant (AB 650} 
o Reimbursement of Prior Year 


Claims for SB 90 


The Multi-Year Forecast has been up
dated so that the impact of current 
budget decisions can be weighed 
against future costs (see Exhibit 
C). Highlights of the Multi -Year 
Forecast are summarized as follows: 


A. 


B. 


Based on the assumptions deta i 1 ed 
in the forecast, the County faces 
annual revenue/expenditure gaps 
over the next five years outlined 
as follows: 


1990-91 
1991-92 
1992-93 
1993-94 
1994-95 


$ 71.0 million 
$ 48.5 million 
$ 38.7 million 
$ 31.3 million 
$ 34. 2 mill ion 


The major expenditure increase 
areas are: 


o Annua 1 Sa 1 ary and Benefit 
increases. 


o Proposed detentions and 
court expansion projects
for debt service, direct 
operating cost and indirect 


support cost. 
o Matching costs for Health 


and Social Services 
subventions and grants. 


C. Major Capital Projects for which 
debt-service, direct operating 
costs and indirect support costs 
are estimated include: 
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D. 


UPDATE OF THE 


East Mesa Detention Facility 
Phse I 
Phase II 


Pre-Trial Detention Faci 1 ity 
Regional & Downtown Court 
Expansion 


The full-range of major proposed 
Capital Improvements, and the 
multi-year impacts are shown in 
Exhibit C - 8. · 


Key assumptions used in the 
Multi-Year Forecast include the 
following: 


0 


0 


0 


Inflation - Estimated San 
Diego Cost of Living 
adjustment is 5. 2%. 


Population growth - Annual 
projected increase is about 
75,000 in San Diego County, 
or 3.1%. 


The economy - No recession 
is expected in the national 
economy, but slower growth 
will cant i nue. 


The State economy wi 11 
perform better than the na
tion a 1 economy. Loca 11 y, 
the employment growth should 
continue to perform well and 
real estate activity is 
expected to slow moderately, 
especially in the non
residential sector. 







BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT - CONCLUSION 
DESCRIPTION OF THE 1990-91 PROPOSED 
BUDGET PROCESS 


PHASE 1: DEPARTMENT BUDGET REQUEST 
PHASE 2: ALLOCATION DEVELOPMENT l COMMUNICATION 
PHASE 3: BUDGET REVIEW l APPROVAL 


The 1990-91 Budget Process will focus 
on setting priorities for the County 
based on pol icy direction of the Board 
of Supervisors and on needs i dent ifi ed 
by each department. The CAO budget 
recommendations will be presented in 
a policy oriented document which will 
focus on priority changes in 
appropriations and staffing levels. 


Budget allocations (expenditures and 
revenues) will be used in preparing 
the CAO Proposed Budget. These 
allocations will be based on the 1989-
90 Adopted budget and changes to such 
appropriations which are requested by 
departments and approved by the CAO 
based on County priorities. 


In brief, the process will be 
organized into three phases: 


o Phase I - Department Budget 
Request 


County department heads will 
assess the needs of their 
departments, and request funding 
in accordance with those needs. 
Department's total requested 
budget will show the change in 
appropriations from the 1989-90 
Adopted Budget and briefly 
summarize in order of priority 
each program proposal. The 
Department Budget Requests were 
due January 16, 1990. This 
format will also be used to 
transmit the CAO proposed changes 
and priorities to the Board of 
Supervisors. A detailed analysis 
form is required to be submitted 
on all proposals likely to 
receive the most attention 


0 


0 
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because of their priority or 
magnitude. 


Phase 2 - Allocation Development 
& Communication 


The County's Budget Outlook and 
the Departments' Budget Requests 
will be presented to the CAO and 
the Board of Supervisors along 
with guidelines for achieving a 
balanced budget. This will all ow 
the Board of Supervisors the 
opportunity to communicate to the 
CAO their policy and program 
priorities, and for the CAO to 
discuss this direction with the 
departments. The CAO will 
approve budget changes which will 
result in a balanced proposed 
budget. These proposed 
recommendations will be 
communicated to Departments. 


Phase 3 Budget Review & 
Approval 


The CAO will coordinate 
discussions with Board Offices 
on the rationale for the proposed 
budget priorities, and potential 
scenarios for budget 
del i be rations. Because of the 
County's difficult fiscal 
situation and the impact that 
the State budget may have on the 
County, the CAO may propose 
alternative budget schedules and 
procedures for Board review and 
approval. As in 1989-90, it is 
currently intended that a policy
oriented document will transmit 
the CAO' s priorities to the Board 


~------------------ --- ~-







DESCRIPTION OF THE 1990-91 PROPOSED BUDGET PROCESS (continued) 


of Supervisors. The Board will 
conduct Public Hearings and 
Deliberations on the CAO's 
Proposed Budget. Based on the 
Board ' s action in deliberations, 
a Final Budget, similar to the 
1989-90 Final Budget will be 
pub 1 i shed. The F ina 1 Budget wi 11 
pro vi de the reference document 
which will be the basis for the 
1991-92 Department Budget Request 
Process. This process wi 11 focus 
on updating information provided 
by departments in their 1990-91 
Budget Request. 
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Throughout this three-phased process, 
departments wi 11 keep the CAO informed 
of pending issues which will need to 
be addressed in the Budget Change 
Letter or through mid-year changes 
during 1990-91 . The CAO will include 
this information in Budget reports to 
the Board of Supervisors in order to 
set the stage for Board review of 
these items at the appropriate time. 







. . 


DATES 


September 


September to 
January 


January to 
February 


January to 
May 


NOTE: 


THE BUDGET PROCESS & SCHEDULE 


ACTIONS 


I. 


II. 


Ill. 


IV. 


Revenue Projection 


The Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) prepares a 
preliminary estimate of general revenues and compares 
this to known major needs. This perspective guides 
the basic structuring of the budget process. 


Department Budget Requests 


Departments assess objectives, needs and priorities. 
Departments estimate related costs and program 
revenues in their budget request submitted to the CAO. 


Budget Outlook Report and Board of 
Supervisors Proposed Budget Guidelines 


The CAO presents to the Board of Supervisors a multi
year Forecast of Revenues & Expenditures, and 
Analysis of Key Factors impacting the Proposed Budget 
including Federal and State Budgets. The Depart
ments' Budget Requests are summarized. Based on 
this review, the Board of Supervisors provides policy 
direction to the CAO by adopting Budget Guidelines. 


Formulation of CAO Proposed Budget 
Recommendations 


The CAO meets with departments to discuss their 
requests as well as County priorities, policies, and 
funding limitations. Department proposals which are 
to be included in the budget are determined, and 
related control numbers are provided to departments. 
The CAO Proposed Budget is prepared. 


Because of the County's difficult fiscal situation and the impact that 
the State budget may have on the County, the CAO may propose 
alternate budget schedules and procedures for Board review and 
approval. 
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DATES 


May through 
June 


July-August 


August 


NOTE: 


THE BUDGET PROCESS & SCHEDULE 
(Continued) 


ACTIONS 


v. 


VI. 


Public Review & Hearings 


The CAO submits the Proposed Budget to the Board 
of Supervisors and provides budget information to 
the public. 


The Board of Supervisors approves the budget for 
review, publishes required notices, and schedules 
public hearings. 


The Board of Supervisors conducts public hearings 
for a maximum of ten days. 


The CAO updates budget recommendations in Change 
Letter based on latest changes to requirements, 
available funds, and impact of State budget process. 


Board of Supervisors Budget Deliberations 


The Board of Supervisors deliberates, modifies 
Proposed Budget, and adopts Final County Budget. 


VII. Supplemental Actions 


The Board of Supervisors adopts supplemental budget 
resolution, reflecting final estimates of fund balance, 
property taxes and setting of appropriation limits. 


State Law provides for modifications to the Budget through the year, 
based on 4 votes majority of Board of Supervisors for transfers of 
appropriations between organization units; a three votes majority 
is sufficient for changes between objects within an organization 
unit. 
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BUDGET OUTLOOK REPORT 


EXHIBITS 


A - Detailed Analysis of the 
Governer's Budget 


B - Overview of the Departments' 
1990-91 Budget Requests 


C - Multi-Year Forecast 







I. 


II. 


III. 


EXHIBIT A 


DETAILED ANALYSIS OF 
THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 
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Health Services 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 


REVENUES 


o General Fund revenues of $43.1 billion, an 8.4% increase over FY 1989-90. 


o Basic assumption: The California economy is healthy, and will grow steadily for the next two years, with 
all sectors outpacing the National Economy. However, due to the indexing of personal income tax, the 
State's revenue base is no longer growing at a rate significantly faster than the rate of growth in the 
economy. 


EXPENDITURES 


o Total expenditures of $53.7 billion; General Fund Expenditures of $42 .6 billion, a 6.0% increase over 
FY 1989-90. 


o State's Budget Structural Problem- Over 90% of the State's General Fund Budget is controlled by policies 
placed in statute or in the State constitution. These are: 


Proposition 98 which mandates over 40% of the State General Fund for schools; 


Statutory increases for entitlement programs such as AFDC, SSI/SSP and Medi-Cal. The base funding 
level plus COLAs for these programs make up over· 47% of the budget; 


Gann Limit . All of the above programs are growing faster than the State's Gann Limit, thus adding 
further fiscal pressure on the remainder of the budget. 


Proposition 99 which as implemented by AB 75 does not require a maintenance of effort by the State, 
but does tie counties into increased earmarked expenditures. Proposition 99 does not provide fully 
discretionary funds to the State or counties. 


o State Reserve Fund of $1.2 billion or 3% of the budget. 


GOVERNOR'S PROPOSAL TO BALANCE THE BUDGET 


o Reduction in Services ($838.1 million), the most significant are : 


Suspension of statutory COLAS for AB 8, IHSS, AFDC , SSI/SSP and Medi-Cal - $268.8 million. 


Reduction of GAIN funding - $91 .6 million 


Reduction of AB-8 funding - $150.0 million 


Major proposals and thei r impact of the Governor 's Budget are presented by functi onal areas as fol l ows: 


A-l 







II. MAJOR PROPOSALS, COUNTY IMPACT, RECOMMENDED POSITION 
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SOCIAL SERVICES 


0 


0 


0 


0 


STATE PROPOSAL 


In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program. A net 
reduction $19 .4 million by restricting el igibility to 
most needy because of physical limitation; and 
eliminating hourly wage to rec ipient relatives who serve 
as care providers in cases requiring limited care. 


Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program . Reduce 
$91 .6 million by targeting services to more long-term 
AFDC recipients. 


Cost-of-Living Adjustments (COLAs) Suspension . Reduce 
$237.3 million by suspending or eliminating the 
fallowing COLAs: 


(a) 
(b) 
(c) 


SSI/SSP 
AFDC 
IHSS 


$130 .6 mi 11 ion 
104 .1million 


2.6million 


Child Welfare Services Components, Including Emergency 
Response. Save $24.1 million by freezing all 
components, except that Emergency Response is increased 
by $27 .2 million. 


SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROPOSALS, 
COUNTY IMPACT, AND RECOMMENDED POSITION 


COUNTY IMPACT 


About 3,000 cases out of 11,000 cases wi ll lose their 
eligibility . About $1.6 million in reduced local services. In 
addition, people losing their eligibil ity under the Governor's 
proposa 1, could turn to other programs for assistance such as Aid 
to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and General Relief 
(GR) . 


$1.8 million reduction in employment training aimed at reducing 
assistance rolls . 


The County could receive $15.5 mi llion additional funds for COLA 
adjustments, for a net County cost of $855,000 in AFDC, and 
$561,000 in General Relief . In past years , the Governor has been 
unable to get the AFDC statutory COLA changed by the legislature . 


San Diego County will receive a $4.0 million increase from $39.5 
million in 1989-90 to $43 .0 million in 1990-91, but the increase 
is restricted to Emergency Response . The County needs an 
additional $1.4 million to fund caseload growth . The additional 
matching costs is $226,237 . Increased service demands for 
protecting children and their families would go unmet. 
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RECOMMENDED POSITION 


Oppose 


Oppose 


Support, the suspension 
due to State's fiscal 
situation. 


Oppose unt i 1 amended as 
recommended. 







AREA AGENCY ON AGING 


0 


STATE PROPOSAL 


The Linkage Programs. A reduction of $2.1 million is 
proposed or 50% cut of the linkages programs. 


SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROPOSALS, 
COUNTY IMPACT, AND RECOMMENDED POSITION 


COUNTY IMPACT 


The County since 1984 has been receiving $300,000 annually to 
provide support and services to patients with cognitive disorders 
in non-institutional setting . This has been proven to be less 
expensive and more humane to nursing none care alternative. 
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RECOMMENDED POSITION 


Oppose 







HEALTH SERVICES 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


STATE PROPOSAL 


AB 8 Health Services. Reduce $150 million to be offset 
with Federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 
(OBRA). 


California Healthcare for the Indigent Program (CHIP) . 
Implement AB 75 one-time increase $30 mill ion in unspent 
interest in Proposition 99 (Tobacco Tax) funds . 


Soecial Education Students. Transfer from San Diego 
County, Mental Health Division to the Department of 
Education. 


State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG). 


Increase SLIAG funds by $76.1 toward the Medically 
Indigent Services Program (MISP), but the State General 
Fund portion of MISP funding has been reduced by $125.0 
million. 


Alcohol and Drug Programs Discrepancy . The Governor's 
budget reflects a 7.3% decrease or $5.5 million in the 
State Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (DADP) . 
However, this budget does not reflect the $52 .9 million 
increase in DADP from the Federal funds as part of the 
National Drug Control strategy. 


SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROPOSALS, 
COUNTY IMPACT, AND RECOMMENDED POSITION 


COUNTY IMPACT 


Reduced AB 8 by about $5.5 million from $16.4 million to $11.2 
million. The Governor proposes that this reduction be offset by 
funding from OBRA. This is not possible because of two reasons: 


a) AB 8 funds are currently been used as a general fund for 
various public health programs, OBRA funds can be used only for 
programs associated with immigrant health funds. 


b) OBRA funds are for emergency services to OBRA immigrants but 
the County of San Otego does not operate general and acute 
hospital to realize these OBRA savings. 


The County will have to reduce services in the areas of: 


Health Services: 
Environmental Health Services 
Physical Health Services 


One-time increase to the County of $2 million. 


The County will be relieved of the programmatic and financial 
responsibility. The County match of $101,000 will be saved. 


SLIAG funds will cease after 1990-91. While $12 .2 million of 
SLIAG funds are potentially available to the County in FY 1990-
91, only $2.0 mill ion in SLIAG claims is anticipated. This 
represents a $10.0 million shortfall compared to proposed program 
requirements of MISP. 


Even if the County was receiving all its allocation for the MISP 
program, under the current proposal, the County will receive 
about $2 .7 million less in FY 1990-91, than the 1989-90 
allocation. 


The County could receive an increase of $3 .6 million in Drug and 
$1.9 million in Alcohol funds, if the County is successful in 
passing legislation to receive its "fair share" of the funds . 
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RECOMMENDED POSITION 


Oppose 


Support 


Support 


Oppose 


Oppose unt1l the 
legislation and legal 
act ion provides for new 
equitable distribution 
formulas. 







HEALTH SERVICES (continued) 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


STATE PROPOSAL 


Increase Per inata 1 Substance Abuse Pi lot Project by $1.9 
million . 


Eliminate Medi-Cal Fundina for Fee-For-Service 
Psychologists' Services provided by private 
psychologists. 


Cost-Of-Living Adjustments (COLAS) Suspension
Medical - $17.9 million 
AB B - $22.5 million 


Non-Categorical Augmentation of Short Doyle - An 
increase of $10 million to Short-Doyle programs from 
unallocated Prop 99 funds. 


Funding AIDS Caseloads - No change in funding proposed. 


H:PHETTEPL - OUTLOOK . DHS 


COUNTY IMPACT 


The County will continue to receive the same amount of $969,200 
in 1990-91 as was received in 1989-90, but two add it iona 1 
Counties will be able to participate in the project. 


San Diego's private sector psychologists account for at least 
$1.1 million of services reimbursed throughout Medi-Cal. If 
eliminated, this demand will be shifted to local public mental 
health programs. Impact unknown. 


The County will not be able to pass the cost-of-1 iving adjustment 
to the providers, thus becoming more difficult to attract quali
fied providers . 


The County will receive about $1.0 million, but this augmentation 
is not sufficient to keep up with the cost of providing services. 


AIDS caseloads growth is estimated to be 22% statewide - San 
Diego projects even higher increases, but with the same funding 
level, a shortfall of $1 .0 million is estimated. 
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RECOMMENDED POSITION 


Support 


Oppose 


Oppose 


Support 


Support amendments to 
provide funding to keep 
up with the case load 
growth of AIDS. 







OTHER 


STATE PROPOSAL 


o State Mandated Local Programs 


The Governor proposes that several existing mandated 
programs become optional. In addition , reimbursement 
from the State for mandated programs takes place over 
a three-year period. 


o Medi-Cal and CMS/MISP Checklags 


Delay Medi-Cal and CMS/MISP program monthly payments 
from one's year's budget to the next , i .e . , from June , 
1991 to July . 


H:PHETTEPL - OUTLOOK.OTR 


COUNTY IMPACT 


Seven out of 10 mandated programs proposed for e 1 iminat ion 
directly affect the County of San Diego, i.e . , Short-Doyle case 
management, Motorist Assistance, Custody of Minors, Investment 
Reports, Open Meeting Act, Involuntary Lien Notices, and 
lnterv iews of Potentially Dependent Minors. The County will 
still have to provide these programs but without reimbursement. 
Estimated annual loss of $1.3 million. About $4.8 million in 
prior year's costs would be subject to the three-year installment 
plans. 


It is unclear, at this time , if the delay is for one month's 
payment, or shift for the duration of the fiscal year. The 
impact on the County's interest cost could be approximately 
$28,000 or $100,000. 
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RECOMMENDED POSITION 


Oppose 


Oppose 







III. DETAILED ANALYSES 


TABLE OF CONTENTS 


ISSUE 


1. In-Home Supportive Services Reduction 


2. Greater Avenues for Independence Reduction 


3. Elimination of AFDC Cost of Living Adjustment 


4. County Administration COLA Increase 


5. Child Welfare Services Funding 


6. Child Abuse Prevention Reduction 


7. Linkages Program Reduction 


8. AB 8 County Health Services Reduction 


9. Mental Health Funding for Special Education 


10. State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) 


11. Alcohol & Drug Programs Appropriation Discrepancy 


12. Perinatal Substance Abuse Project Appropriation 


13. Eliminate Funding for Medi-Cal Psychologist's Services 


14. Non-Categorical Augmentation of Short-Doyle Program 


15. Immunization Appropriation Increase 


16. Inadequate Funding for AIDS Caseload 


17. State Mandated Local Programs 


18. Medi-Cal and CMS Payment Delays 


19. Home Building and Rehabilitation Loan Fund 


H:PHETTEPLACE - ISS-ANAL.TC 


A-8 


a- 1 


a- 3 


a- 4 


a- 6 


a- 7 


a- 9 


a-10 


a-ll 


a-21 


a-23 


a-25 


a-26 


a-27 


a-29 


a-31 


a-32 


a-34 


a-35 


a-36 







ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Funding Reductions 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, (Page 68, HW177, 184, 186) 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


A reduction of $19.4 million is proposed. This is to be achieved 
by restructuring the program to provide benefits to only the most 
physically limited, and by eliminating payments for family member 
care providers. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose 


DISCUSSION: 


The In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Program provides the 
housekeeping and personal care needed to maintain disabled clients 
in their own homes. Clients losing their eligibility under the 
Governor's propo~al would have to turn to board and care homes or 
hospitals and nur~ing homes for their care at a higher cost to SSI, 
Medi-Cal, and the individual. Those not receiving such care could 
deteriorate to the point of again becoming eligible for IHSS and 
could also become clients of the Adult Protective Services (APS) 
program through neglect of their needs. 


The impact of restricting eligibility to the "most physically 
limited" clients will of course be determined by the definition of 
that term. Of the 11,000 clients served by IHSS in San Diego 
county, it is estimated that approximately 3,000 would lose their 
eligibility. 


No statistics are available on the number of clients whose care 
providers are family members, but roughly 800 in San Diego County 
are cared for by spouses or parents. It is estimated that about 
50% of clients who lose funding for family care providers would 
switch to new, unrelated providers. Recruitment of these other 
care providers would place an additional burden on a system already 
stretched and cause an increase in staff costs for which no funds 
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Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 
In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) Funding reductions 
Page 2 


are available. Additionally, the loss of income to poor families 
with a disabled member could impact Aid to Families With Dependent 
Children (AFDC) and General Relief (GR) rolls. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The Governor's proposal would not result in any County cost saving. 
The County match for IHSS funding is fixed by State law at 
$1,811,248. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


ISSUE: 


Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Funding Reduction 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW184, 186 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


A reduction of $11.1 million to $13 million is proposed. The 
budget narrative is unclear on the exact amount. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose 


DISCUSSION: 


The GAIN program is designed to prepare parents rece1v1ng Aid to 
Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) for employment, assist them 
in finding jobs and providing for childcare. These goals can only 
be achieved in the long term and fluctuating funding levels make 
it difficult to operate a successful program. 


This proposed reduction comes at a time when the Federally mandated 
Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) program, implemented in 
California within the existing GAIN program, requires the 
participation of parents with younger children, increasing the 
potential caseload by 50% and adding to childcare costs. To meet 
the proposed reduction, San Diego County will be forced to reduce 
client participation by 20% by reducing the rate at which the new 
JOBS clients are phased into the program. 


The goal of providing an employment alternative to long term 
welfare dependency cannot be achieved at the proposed funding 
levels. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The 1989-90 San Diego County GAIN funding totals $22,053,575. The 
Governor's proposal will require a reduction of $1,819,524 leaving 
$20,234,051 for these mandated services. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


ISSUE: 


Elimination of the Automatic AFDC Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, FY 1990-91 (Page HW189) 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor proposes to not grant a statutory COLA to AFDC, 
SSI/SSP, IHSS, Medi-Cal and AB 8 programs. The Governor's Budget 
estimates that this decision avoids $268.8 million in General Fund 
increases. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support 


DISCUSSION: 


The California Welfare and Institutions code Section 11453 provides 
an annual COLA for AFDC assistance payments based upon the changes 
in the California Necessities Index. For FY 1990-91, the increase 
is estimated to be 4.28%. 


The Governor's effort to eliminate this automatic increase should 
be supported on the grounds that current State law mandates this 
expenditure without regard for the financial condition or the 
priorities of both State and County government. California 
currently provides the highest level of benefits for AFDC 
recipients among states of similar population. That ranking would 
not be jeopardized if a COLA was not provided in FY 1990-91. 


The Department of Social Services has requested the funding 
necessary for this COLA in the proposed budget. It is prudent to 
plan to include the net County cost of this increase since the 
Governor's past efforts to eliminate the statutory COLA have failed 
to gain the necessary legislative support. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


San Diego County AFDC expenditures associated with this COLA are 
estimated to be $15,540,523; offset by revenues of $14,685,613; for 
a net County cost of $854,910. 
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Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 
Elimination of the Automatic AFDC Cost of Living Adjustment (COLA) 
Continued 
Page 2 


In addition, as a result of the settlement of Bell vs. Board of 
Supervisors [3/15/88 (34)], the housing portion of the General 
Relief Grant also receives an annual COLA tied to the AFDC COLA. 
The County cost of the General Relief COLA will be $561,024 for 
FY1990-91. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


ISSUE: 


county Administration COLA Increase 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW182 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor has again proposed full funding of county 
administration cost-of-living adjustment increases one year in 
arrears. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose until control language is deleted. 


DISCUSSION: 


County administration funds are used to pay salaries and benefits 
of staff as well as operating costs such as EDP, space, and 
supplies. The impact of funding these COLA's in arrears is that 
the County must provide the substance of the initial year's cost 
for all salary increases. With full State participation the County 
would receive substantial additional State funding. 


When the Governor's control language is combined with State 
collective bargaining law, the State places an unfair financial 
burden upon County government. In effect, the State has relieved 
itself of the first year's cost associated with complying with 
State law. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


An increase in staff costs under the Governor's control language 
is 22% offset with revenue. Current year funding would provide an 
estimated 40% revenue offset. Since a one per cent COLA for 
Department of Social Services staff will cost an estimated $1 
million, the difference is $180,000 in State revenue for each one 
percent of cost increase. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


ISSUE: 


Child Welfare Services Funding 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW184 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor proposes a $16.3 million increase for County FY 89 -
90 COLA 1 s and $10.9 million for caseload growth in Emergency 
Response. No other caseload growth funding was proposed for the 
Child Welfare Services programs of Family 
Maintenance/Reunification/Permanent Placement. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose until amended to include funding for caseload growth for in 
Family Maintenance/Reunification/Permanent Placement. 


DISCUSSION: 


Child Welfare Services caseloads continue to increase in San Diego 
County: Family Maintenance/Reunification/Permanent Placement 
caseloads are projected to increase 10% in FY 90-91. The impact 
of this proposal would be to underfund this County's programs and 
require that we increase Protective Service worker caseloads in a 
way that will adversely affect services to children as follows: 


1. Contacts with children, parents and foster parents will 
decrease. State regulations mandate that contacts be 
made with the minors, parents, and foster parents on a 
monthly basis. During the first 6 months of 1989 only 
62% of the required face to face contacts were made. 
Without additional workers, contacts will be even less 
frequent which will increase the probability of placing 
a child in a situation where an injury may occur. 


2. Delays in preparing for court hearings will occur. With 
more cases to monitor, Protective Service workers will 
have less time to prepare for court. Cases will not be 
fully assessed, collateral contacts regarding compliance 
with previous court orders will not be made and 
recommendations for court will be haphazardly put 
together. 
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Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 
Child Welfare Services Funding 
Page 2 


3. Protective Service worker superv1s1on of parent-child 
visits will have to be eliminated. This supervision 
allows the worker to assess the interaction between the 
different family members. Without first-hand 
observation, a worker will have to depend on second-hand 
information from other sources. This increases the 
probability that reunification recommendations will be 
inaccurate. 


current law requires that the state fund 100% of the costs 
associated with caseload growth but requires that the Counties 
provide a 25% match for increased funding for cost-of-living 
adjustments. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


An estimated additional $5.4 million in Child Welfare Services 
revenue is needed to fund San Diego County's FY 90-91 caseload 
increase. The Governor's Proposal will provide only $4 million in 
additional revenue. 


The Department's proposed budget anticipates the $4 million 
increase in Child Welfare Services funding. In addition, $226,237 
will be required as an additional County Cost match to meet the 
SB14 matching requirements. 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Reductions In Child Abuse Prevention Funds 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, FY 1990-91 (Page HW186) 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The FY 1990-91 proposed budget includes reductions of $10,050,000 
to reflect the elimination of the Child Abuse Prevention Training 
Act (CAPTA) program (AB2443), and $1,3552,000 to reflect the 
completion of eight child abuse pilot projects. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Neutral 


DISCUSSION: 


The Community Action Partnership (CAP), housed within the 
Department of Social Services, receives some funding from the 
Office of the Child Abuse Prevention. The San Diego County CAP 
receives approximately $540,000 under AB1733 which provides for 
three child abuse prevention contracts selected by the County. 
This funding source is not impacted by the proposed reductions. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


None 
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS FORM 


ISSUE: Reduction in Linkages Program 


REFERENCE: Governor's Budget Page HW19 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGE: Reduce Linkages by $2.1 Million (50%) 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose 


DISCUSSION: 


The Linkages Program provides case management and supportive 
services to maintain persons with medical and cognitive disorders 
in non-institutional settings. This has proven to be a less 
expensive and more humane alternative to nursing home care of 
these adults. The San Diego County Area Agency on Aging operates 
one of thirteen Linkages sites statewide. The program serves an 
ongoing caseload of 180 locally. 


Since its inception in 1984, the program has operated on an 
annual state grant of $300,000. No cost of living adjustment 
(COLA) has ever been provided, and the state has refused to relax 
workload requirements in the face of static funding. As a 
result, incremental increases in operating costs of the program 
have been borne by the County. The County currently provides 
$120,000 in local support for Linkages and that amount is 
projected to rise by approximately $18,000 if state funding and 
client loads are unchanged in 1990-91 . 


The Governor's Budget proposes to cut the program in half. In 
our judgement, the program would not be economically viable as an 
independent entity at that point. There would be an insufficient 
client and grant base across which to spread fix costs. The only 
viable alternative if the County chose to continue the service 
would be to offer it as part of the Multipurpose Senior Services 
Program. 


Perhaps it is the Governor's intention to obscure the larger 
issue of adequate funding by focusing energy and attention on 
continuation of the program itself. It remains the department's 
position that the program is a valuable one which merits full 
funding, including annual COLAs. We would estimate that level of 
funding to be approximately $390,000 for fiscal year 1990-91. 


~d . 'f._ ; -Rev1.ewed by: <-t . ~ 
David' Johnson 


Date , 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Reduction in AB 8 - County Health Services Appropriations 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 53 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGE: 


The Governor has proposed to reduce appropriations for the AB 8 County Health Services 
Program by approximately one-third (1/3) in FY 90-91. The justification given is that 
funds available from the Federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 for perinatal 
and emergency services to OBRA immigrants would present a cost savings to counties' AB 
8 programs in the amount of this proposed cut in State General Funds. This is absolutely 
not true in San Diego County, where there is no county-operated general acute hospital 
to realize these OBRA savings. Indications are that this is true in all other counties as 
well, including those operating hospitals. 


The savings have not been realized for a number of reasons including exaggerated State 
estimates of the numbers of eligible persons and reluctance on the part of many eligible 
immigrants to indicate their status at the time of hospital treatment. More importantly, 
the proposed switch of OBRA funds for AB 8 funds is a proposal to switch general 
purpose public health subsidy funds for very narrowly focused immigrant health funds. 
Most of the programs which counties may subsidize with AB 8 funds are not eligible for 
OBRA 87 support. 


The methods intended for allocating the proposed reductions among counties are not 
included in the Governor's Budget. This analysis assumes that the reductions will be 
made among all counties in proportion to their current AB 8 funding levels, resulting in 
a 1/3 (approximate) reduction in AB 8 funding to San Diego County, amounting to over 
$5.5 million. To determine possible impacts on the County's health programs from such 
a reduction, it has been further assumed in this analysis that the reduction will be 
distributed among health programs in proportion to current AB 8 allocations to those 
programs. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


STRONGLY OPPOSE. 
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DISCUSSION: 


The health programs identified and discussed in this section all provide sensitive and 
valuable services to the citizens of San Diego County. While other programs could have 
been identified for reductions in this analysis, they provide services of equal value and 
importance. AB 8 subsidizes health programs in Public Health Services, Physical Health 
Services, and Environmental Health Services of the Department of Health Services. 


POSSIBLE AB 8 REDUCTIONS IN PUBUC HEAI..'lli SERVICES 


1. Issue: Closure of Vista Public Health Center 


Closure of the Vista Public Health Center will deny residents of Fallbrook, Vista 
and San Marcos access to public health clinic services of immunization, dysplasia, 
venereal diseases, family planning, well child clinics, tuberculin skin testing, HIV 
screening, pregnancy testing, chest x-rays, as well as the Women Infants and 
Children (WIC) Food Supplement and Education Program, filing of death 
certificates and general information regarding health issues. 


Annually, over 13,000 patient interactions occur at this health center. Many of 
these residents are low income, have no other alternative for these services and 
will have extreme difficulty getting to the remaining public health centers in the 
North County. The two public health centers located in Escondido and Oceanside 
provide high volume services and because of limited space cannot accommodate 
additional work loads. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce the following: 
1.0 Supervising Public Health Nurse Staff Year 
1.0 Senior Public Health Nurse Staff Year 
1.0 Senior Clerk Staff Year 
2.0 Interm. Clerk Staff Years 
Health Center Lease 


$60,697 
$53,252 
$31,096 
$53,699 
$60,000 


$258,744 Total 


2. Issue: Closure of North San Diego Public Health Center 


Closure of North San Diego Public Health Center will deny access to public health 
clinic services for a large percentage of residents in the city of San Diego as well 
as some residents of the entire county. Public health clinic services include 
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Hansen's Disease, well child clinics, immunizations, tuberculin skin testing, family 
planning, pregnancy testing, and HIV counseling, as well as other services such as 
the Women, Infants and Children (WIC) Food Supplement and Education 
Program, filing death certificates and general information regarding health issues. 


Annually, over 13,000 patient interactions are provided at this public health 
center. The community has identified with this health center as a source for 
public health care. Large numbers of these patients will not use another center. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce the following: 
1.0 Supervising Public Health Nurse Staff Year 
1.0 Senior Public Health Nurse Staff Year 
1.0 Senior Clerk Staff Year 
2.0 Interm. Clerk Staff Years 


$60,697- ' 
$53,252 
$31,096 
$53,699 


$198.744 Total 


3. Issue: Eliminate Clinic Service Coordinator Position. 


The elimination of Public Health Services Clinic Services Coordinator position will 
result in a lack of coordination of clinical services among eight public health 
centers (or 6 centers if other suggested AB8 cuts are made) where thirteen 
different clinic services are provided. Quality assurance issues will not be 
addressed. 


Service delivery will not be as efficient and the county will be open to inviting 
criticism regarding lack of coordination and raggedness of regional services. 


Revision of the Master Clinic Schedule will be delayed or not accomplished. 
Coordination related to clinical services with other county departments as well as 
other division of Health Services will be assumed by other already over burdened 
staff. Public Health Center Managers will not have one person with whom to plan 
clinic services. Rather they will have to contact numerous program managers to 
plan or change clinic schedules and activities. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce 1.0 Clinic Services Coordinator Staff Year $64.524 Total 


4. Issue: Discontinuation of All Public Health Nursing Services for Child Abuse and 
Neglect. 
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All public health nursing services for children at risk for or victims of child abuse 
and neglect will be discontinued. This includes follow-up of the greater than 
1,000 drug exposed infants born annually in our county. 


Discontinuation of the child abuse and neglect program will increase the number 
of reported cases resulting from the elimination of the preventive components of 
public health nursing teaching. Unreported cases may increase as fewer trained 
professionals are available to assess family situations and needs. This may result 
in an increase in non-accidental child fatalities. Increased demands on already 
limited community resources including Department of Social Services, Children's 
Services Bureau will result. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce 6.0 Public Health Nurse II Staff Years ($50,232 x 6 =) $301,392 


6. Issue: Reduction in Public Health Nursing Services to High Risk Infants. 


Public health nursing services for high risk infants and their families will be 
reduced to State funded levels. High risk infants and their families will not receive 
therapeutic and support services. Infants' conditions will not improve but will be 
at risk for deterioration. There will be increased costs to the public for the care 
of these infants . as the number of permanently handicapped conditions increases. 


These infants are at further risk for abuse and neglect. Reduction in public health 
nursing services to this population has the potential for increase in the incidence 
of child abuse and neglect. 


No other agency provides similar interventions directly to these families. 
Comprehensive public health nursing services assist families with the problems 
encountered with high risk infants as well as health problems of all members of 
the family. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce 4.0 Public Health Nurse II Staff Years ($50,232 x 4 =) $200,928 Total 


7. Issue: Discontinuation of All Public Health Nursing Services to Senior Citizen and 
Frail Elderly. 


All public health nursing services targeted for senior cltlzens and the frail 
homebound elderly throughout the county will be discontinued. There are two 
types of ABB funded programs which have been offered by the Division of Public 
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Health Nursing for many years: 


1. Health screening clinics for the non-frail, ambulatory seniors (60 years+). 


2. Home visits for frail homebound elderly with an average age of 75 years to 
provide in-home support services with the goal to prevent premature 
institutionalization. 


Elimination of these public health nursing programs will impact 1,200 senior 
citizens and 400 frail elderly who annually benefit from these services. Currently 
there are over 100 frail elderly on a waiting list for services. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce 5.0 Public Health Nurse II Staff Years ($50,232 x 5 =) $251.160 Total 


8. ISSUE: Enforcement of the No-Smoking Ordinance in the unincorporated areas of 
the County and six cities would be eliminated. 


The proposal would eliminate a Health Education Associate position which works 
to enforce the County's No-Smoking law. 


The No-Smoking Ordinance would no longer be ·enforced in the unincorporated 
areas of the County and selected cities. This could result in a higher incidence of 
lung cancer due to increased exposure by the public to second-hand smoke. 


AB 75 monies cannot be used to provide these services as staff positions related 
to ordinances and legislation will not be funded by the State. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce the following position: 
1.0 Health Education Associate $36,656 


9. ISSUE: Reduce services to the community pertaining to sexually transmitted diseases, 
tuberculosis, etc. and family planning programs, and reduce services to the 
Hispanic community and migrant farmworkers regarding sexually transmitted 
and communicable diseases. 


This proposal would eliminate a Public Health Educator position which provides 
communicable disease education programs (sexually transmitted diseases, 
tuberculosis, scabies, lice, hepatitis) and family planning education programs to the 
public. 
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If this pos1t10n is cut, none of the above services would be provided to the 
community and may result in an increase in communicable diseases and unplanned 
pregnancies. 


This proposal would also eliminate a Health Education Associate position which 
provides sexually transmitted disease education programs to migrant farmworkers 
in the North County area as well as communicable disease education programs to 
the Hispanic community. Outreach to the general public for child health education 
is also provided by this position. 


Elimination of this position would result in none of the above services being 
provided to the community and may result in an increase in communicable diseases 
and less children receiving health screenings which prevent unnecessary disabilities. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduce the following position: 
1.0 Public Health Educator 
1.0 Health Education Associate 


$45,149 
$36,656 


$81.805 Total 


10. ISSUE: California Children Services (CCS) Reduction in AB8 Funding 


This proposal would severely impact the CCS program. Children with catastrophic 
medical needs, such as cancer and congenital heart diseases, would experience 
delays in medical treatment, and in some cases go without care altogether. This 
will result in poor medical outcomes and in some cases even death. Physician 
providers dissatisfied with slow claim turn around times will no longer participate 
in the program. 


In order to reduce cost, it would be necessary to eliminate: 


2 Public Health Nurses 
1 Social Worker V 
1 Eligibility Worker 
1 Senior Physician 
1 Senior Clerk 
4 Medical Therapy Unit Clerks 


$294,218 


87,013 
39,901 
25,290 
24,688 
26,223 
91,103 


Total 


The above staffing reductions would result in children being placed on waiting list 
for therapy services, long delays in issuance of authorizations for medical care, 
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long delays in provider payments. If these staffing reductions occur children in our 
community who are in need of specialized medical care will suffer. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduction of $294,218. 


11. Issue: Reduction in Venereal Disease and Tuberculosis services to the community 
and Public Health Administration. 


The current level of service provided by our Venereal Disease and Tuberculosis 
programs throughout the County is considered to be marginally adequate to meet 
public health requirements. The proposal outlined below to meet AB8 reductions 
places our Community Disease Program below standard and will result in increased 
spread of Venereal Disease and Tuberculosis. 


The following reductions are planned: 


1 Chief, Community Disease Control 
1 Public Health Nurse II 
1 Senior Clerk 
1 Intermediate Clerks 
1 Communicable Disease Investigators 
1 Social Worker 
1 Administrative Assistant I 
1 Social Service Aide 


84,781 
34,944 
21,632 
18,000 
32,406 
34,341 
31,866 
22,410 


$378.513 SubTotal 


The proposed cuts will decrease patient access to service, reduce depths of service, 
and limit planned data collection efforts required for program management. The 
failure to fill the Chief, Communicable Disease Control position will result in the 
County Health Officer allocating already limited available time to this function. 
Additionally, the managers of the separate units in Communicable Disease, e.g. 
Tuberculosis Control, will become involved to a greater degree in such things as 
budget, Board letters and grants, which means they will have less time to provide 
patient care. Again, fewer patients will be helped and communicable disease will 
be less adequately contained. 


Public Health Administration Reduction 


Delete the following: 
1 Chief of Administrative Services 
1 Administrative Assistant I 
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Add The following: 
1 Administrative Assistant III 28,536 


Reduction in services and supplies 19,000 


Net Reduction 65.188 SubTotal 


The consolidation of the two existing administrative positions in public health 
administration into the one Administrative Assistant III will reduce the level of 
support provided to the Deputy Director Public Health Services and the program 
managers. 
The effect will be less containment of communicable diseases, , 
delayed and reduced response to public concerns at all levels. 


Fiscal Impact: 


Reduction of $443,701. 


POSSIBLE AB 8 REDUCITONS IN ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTII SERVICES 


1. ISSUE: Reduction in AB 8 funding for Environmental Health Services by $426,652 


The services funded in part by AB 8 range across the wide spectrum of 
environmental health. They include but are not limited to: inspecting nonprofit 
food handling establishments, investigating sites contaminated with toxic waste, 
responding to health related complaints regarding such things as sewage spills or 
dog droppings in rural and urban residential areas, and providing noise control in 
the unincorporated areas and occupational health activities for County employees. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The County of San Diego's AB 8 funding would be reduced by approximately 
$5,250,000. Environmental Health Services' portion of this reduction would be 
approximately $426,652. This reduction would have to be offset by an increase 
in appropriations from the County General Fund, reduction in the level of service 
provided, elimination of categories of service, or some combination of the 
preceding. 
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POSSffiLE AB 8 REDUCTIONS IN PHYSICAL HEALTII SERVICES 


1. ISSUE: Reduction in AB8 funding to Emergency Medical Services by $204,434. 


The County is responsible for emergency transportation services Countywide 
(Government Code Section 29606; Health and Safety Code Section 1444) and for 
years has provided, by contract, the sole service to the I -5 corridor north of 
Oceanside and to the Mountain Empire Region. Elimination of funds will not 
eliminate the County's obligation. If alternative funding is not found, then the 
County will be exposed legally for elimination of a mandated service. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


Reduction of AB8 subsidy by $204,434 will eliminate the funding of the Mountain 
Empire Ambulance Contract ($104,806), the Poison In-formation subsidy 
($80,000), and the San Clemente Fire Department Contract for I-5 Corridor 
Ambulance Coverage ($19,628). If AB8 funding is withdrawn, then General Fund 
subsidy will be proposed as service reduction will result in increased liability. 


2. ISSUE: Reduction in AB 8 funding to Edgemoor Geriatric Hospital by $703,807. 


The proposed reduction in AB 8 revenues to Edgemoor represents approximately 
4% of the revenues budget for the program in 1989-90. A further $200,000 in 
required County General Fund match to AB 8 for this program could be reduced, 
for a combined reduction totaling over $900,000. These revenue reductions, if not 
replaced with funds from other sources, would reduce Edgemoor's operating budget 
to approximately the level managed in 1988-89. 


3. ISSUE: Reduction in AB 8 funding to Primary Care clinic contracts in the amount 
of $578,000. 


AB 8 provides approximately 70% of the funding used by this County to purchase 
primary health care services through contracts with private community clinics. 
Obviously, elimination of these funds would effectively eliminate this County's 
provision, under Board Policy A-67, of primary care services to the poor. A 70% 
reduction in contract services would result in eliminating nearly 110,000 clinic 
visits annually. Certain smaller contract clinics would close their doors as a result. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


ISSUE: 


Reduction in Family Planning Appropriations - Impact on Family Planning and Cervical 
Dysplasia Clinics 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 53 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose 


DISCUSSION: 


The County provides cervical dysplasia clinics and family planning clinics for women who 
are unable to afford private care. If AB-8 funds are cut, cervical dysplasia clinics will be 
eliminated and family planning visits will be reduced 28% from 4,875 to 3,500. 


Family planning clinics are often the only source for birth control services for low income 
women. In addition, they receive testing for venereal diseases and cervical cancer (Pap 
smears) and physical exams as part of getting a contraceptive method. This may be their 
only access to medical care services. Cervical dysplasia clinics are for the diagnosis and 
outpatient treatment of cervical cancer and precancer found on Pap smears. Patients with 
abnormal Pap smears are referred to cervical dysplasia clinics from County family 
planning and venereal disease clinics and from community clinics and other family 
planning providers. 


Staff positions that would be eliminated include: 


.SO Senior Physician 
1.00 Staff Nurse 
2.00 Licensed Vocational Nurses 
2.00 Intermediate Clerk Typists 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


Reduction in costs of $199,200 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S 1990-91 BUDGET 


Mental Health Funding for Special Education Pupils (AB 3632) 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 131. 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


Reduces mental health program costs of $15,791,000 by transferring 
responsibility and funding for assessment, treatment, and case 
management of Special Education Pupils to the Department of 
Education. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Passive Support. 


DISCUSSION: 


The Special Education Pupil program for mental health services v.'as 
initiated by a lawsuit brought in San Francisco Superior Court 
which found that a child whose learning is hampered by the existent 
of a severe emotional disability has a right to have that 
disability treated. Subsequent legislation (AB 3632, et al) 
provided that school personnel should identify those children 
suspected of suffering an emotional disability, that local mental 
health program staff should assess the child, that together school 
personnel and mental health staff should develop an individualized 
educational plan which includes treatment for the mental disability 
and that the local mental health should be responsible for 
providing the required treatment and case management. 


Four years of effort were required in order to effect a written 
Memorandum of Understanding between San Diego County Mental Health 
Services and the Special Education Local Planning Areas (SELPA's) 
in this County. Implementation of the program has been problematic 
due the fact that we deal with 42 separate school districts in San 
Diego County, their historical reluctance to identify severely 
emotionally disabled students, and lack of adequate funding for the 
.c ntnl health assessment, treatment, and case management needs of 


these children (including, most critically, the lack of residential 
and other mental health services needed by such children.) ln all 
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cases, parents of severeiy emotionally disabled children have the 
right to pursue the fair hearing process to secure the services 
they feel they need for their children. Such hearings are 
occurring with increasing frequency as mental health professionals 
face waiting lists or non-existent services for the affected 
students. 


Transferring responsibility and funding for this program to the 
Department of Education will relieve the County of the financial 
and programmatic burden of an underfunded service which often 
places mental health staff in adversarial positions vis-a-vis 
school districts and parents. on the other hand, it would also 
remove the clinical expertise of mental health professionals in 
this process and the severely emotionally disturbed child would be 
the victim. San Diego County Mental Health Services staff fear 
that the mental health system will remain the provider of last 
resort to whom school districts and parents will come for services 


services which will no longer exist andjor will be more 
severely underfunded if these funds are transferred from mental 
health to education. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


San Diego County Mental Health Services was allocated $1,014,333 
of AB 3632 funds for FY 1988-89 and expended 100% of them. The 
required County match for these Special Education Pupil funds was 
$101,433. The Governor's proposed budget would eliminate San Diego 
County's 1989-90 allocation by $934,272. This funding reduction 
would adversely impact 10.65 full-time-equivalent staff. It is 
unclear that the demand for services, however, would decrease 
proportionately. Mental Health Services may continue to be the 
provider of last resort or the provider of choice (depending upon 
parental demands and findings of fair hearings). Funding would not 
be there for the services demanded and remaining services will 
quickly be more overburde~ed than is already the case. 


:\AB3632.BUD 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-'91 Budget 


State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLIAG) Funding Requirements 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, page HWSS 


Proposed Budget Changes: 


The Governor's Budget for FY 90-91 represents an increase of $76.1 million (53.2%) in 
the federal SLIAG contribution toward the funding of the Medically Indigent Services 
Program (MISP) over the FY 88-89 budget. During this same period, the State General 
Fund portion of MISP funding would be reduced by $125 million (25.3% decrease). 


Recommended Position: 


Oppose. 


Discussion 


SLIAG dollars were intended to supplement funding to medical care service programs for 
services provided to newly legalized persons under the Amnesty Program. SLIAG funds 
will cease after FY 1991, with only a minimal amount of carry over funds remaining 
from prior years. While $12.28 million of SLIAG funds are potentially available to the 
County in FY 1990-'91, we do not anticipate claiming SLIAG revenues to exceed $2 
million in a best case scenario. This will result in a shortfall of over $10 million when 
compared to the Governor's proposed program requirements for MISP. 


The State has been very slow or reluctant in making SLIAG payments to counties and in 
drawing down SLIAG funds from the Federal Government. Additionally, the Feds have 
already reduced the FY 1990 SLIAG appropriations by SO%. This was due primarily 
because of the low draw down of SLIAG funds by states, particularly by California. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 


The allocation of funds to San Diego County for the MISP program will decrease under 
the Goveror's proposed budget by approximately $2.7 million in FY 90-91. 


PROPOSED SAN DIEGO COUN1Y 
MEDICALLY INDIGENT SERVICES PROGRAM ALLOCATION 


(in thousands) 


State General Fund 


Cigarette Tax* 


SLIAG 


TOTAL MISP FUNDING 
ALLOCATION 


FY 88-89 
ALLOCATION 


41,008 


0 


8,017 


49,025 


FY 88-89 
ALLOCATION 


30,572 


3,376 


11,696 


45,644 


FY 90-91 
GOVERNOR 
PROPOSAL 


30,662 


0 


12,281 


42,943 


*Cigarette Tax refers to the Cigarette & Tobacco Products Surtax Fund, 89-90 only. 
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ISSUE: 


COUN1Y OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Alcohol and Drug Programs Appropriations Discrepancy 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Pages HW 29-34 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: The total budget for the State Department of Alcohol 
and Drug Programs (DADP) is $197,508,000 and reflects a decrease of 7.3 per cent 
decrease from 1989-90. However, this budget does not yet reflect the $52.9 million increase 
that DADP expects to receive in Federal funds as a result of the National Dmg Control 
Strategy. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose until amended. 


DISCUSSION: 


The Governor's Budget as presented is not a true reflection of what is expected to occur. 
It is anticipated that there will be over $52 million in new Federal funds as part of the 
National Drug Control Strategy. Preliminary information is that San Diego County's base 
allocation from the State may reflect an increase of $3.6 million in new dollars for drug 
services and $1.9 million in new dollars for alcohol services. The State DADP anticipates 
submitting the amended budget figures to the Legislature in February, with public 
hearings most likely to be held in March. 


The State DADP will be asking that Counties quickly prioritize the use of new funds and 
provide appropriate detail for the public hearings. Of special concern to Drug Abuse 
Services is the possible use of available one-time Federal funds to extend one-time 
treatment waiting lists expansion program. If San D"iego were to realize our share of this 
one-time extension, the County would receive an additional $800,000. 


However, the allocation formulas will need to be closely monitored to assure that San 
Diego County receives its fair share and that the formulas address the equity issue. It is 
anticipated the County will received the preliminary allocation letters from the State 
DADP by mid-February. The County may have to take both legislative and legal action 
quickly should the allocation formulas create any new inequitable distribution formulas. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 
Uncertain 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Increase Perinatal Substance Abuse Pilot Project Appropriations 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 33-34 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


Funding for the State multi-agency "Services for Alcohol and Drug Abusing Pregnant and 
Parenting Women and Their Infants" pilot project will be increased by $1,938,000. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support 


DISCUSSION: 


Currently five pilot projects in four counties, including San Diego, Los Angeles, Alameda 
and Sacramento, are receiving funding for this pilot project. The Governor's 1990-91 
Budget includes continued funding for San Diego County's involvement in this project. 
It is anticipated that at least two additional Counties will be able to participate in the 
project and that 10 planning grants to other counties will be added. 


The project is a multi-agency one involving the State Departments of Alcohol and Drug 
Programs, Health Services and Social Services. In San Diego County, the program is 
involving Alcohol and Drug Services, Public Health Services, the Department of Social 
Services and community groups. Drug Abuse Services is serving as the lead agency. 


FISCAL IMPACf: 


While not specifically detailed in the Governor's Budget, it is anticipated that San Diego 
County Alcohol and Drug Services will receive at least $989,200, to continue providing 
direct drug and alcohol services for the targeted population. This amount is the amount 
received during Fiscal Year 1989-90. 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S 1990-91 BUDGET 


ISSUE: 


Reduced Funding of Medi-Cal 
Psychologists' Services. 


REFERENCE: 


Coverage 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


for Fee-for-Service 


Proposes to eliminate 
psychologists' services, 
psychologists. 


Medi-Cal funding for Fee-for-Service 
provided most often by private practice 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Actively oppose. 


DISCUSSION: 


This provision will not directly affect San Diego County Mental 
Health Services as psychology services provided under the Short
Doyle Medi-Cal program are incorporated into all-inclusive clinic 
services. The Short-Doyle Medi-Cal psychology services are not 
included in this reductiof'} proposal. However, the MHS program will 
be adversely affected if psychology services are not available to 
Medi-Cal recipients in the private sector. Demand for such 
services will then be focused on the local Short-Doyle mental 
health services system. The service is not designed merely to 
provide psychological assessment and treatment for private patients 
referred by other private providers. It cannot accommodate the 
increased workload, nor could we clinically support such a 
fragmentation of the patient's care. In addition, referrals for 
psychology services would naturally increase demand for other 
related mental health services (crisis intervention, day services, 
outpatient care, etc.) adversely affecting the public mental health 
system. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 


Statewide it is estimated that psychology services provided via the 
fee-for-service Medi-Cal system cost approximately $13.5 million. 
San Diego private providers account for a larger share of the State 
Medi-Cal program than our proportion of the general population . 
With 8.3% of the State's population, San Diego's private sector 
psychologists account for at least $1.1 million of the psychology 
services reimbursed by Medi-Cal. Much of the demand for those $1.1 
million worth of psychology services would shift to the local 
public mental health program with no apparent increase in funding 
for the Short-Doyle system to respond to that increased demand. 


:\PSYCH.BUD 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 
ANALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S 1990-91 BUDGET 


Non-Categorical Augmentation of Short-Doyle Program from the 
Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Pages HW 128 - 130. 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


Adjusts the budget for "Other Treatment" (i.e. the bulk of local 
Short-Doyle mental health services) by an additional $10,000,000 
from the Unallocated Account of the Cigarette and Tobacco Products 
Surtax Fund to provide a non-categorical augmentation for the 
Short-Doyle program. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support, knowing that such a small amount will not "augment" local 
programs. It will not keep pace with the costs of providing 
existing services. 


DISCUSSION: 


For the second year the lQcal mental health programs would receive 
an "augmentation" from Proposition 99 funds. Because San Diego 
county was able to comply with maintenance of effort requirements 
and maintain its local funding at 1988-89 levels, San Diego 
received $3.2 million of last year's statewide augmentation of $25 
million, or 12.8% of the total. The formula for the 1989-90 
allocations included a 50% weighting factor for counties under 
"equity" (such as San Diego). 


The State Department of Mental Health and the California Conference 
of Local Mental Health Directors are discussing possible formulae 
for the allocation of a $10 million augmentation. San Diego County 
representatives will push for formulae which weight the under
equity factor as heavily as possible. 
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FISCAL IMPACT: 


Various formulae are being considered. It is reasonable to expect 
that a compromise formula would provide San Diego County with 
approximately $1, 000,000 of the $10 million statewide augmentation. 
A $1, 000,000 augmentation will be insufficient to provide even 
salary increases necessary for contract and county providers to 
recruit and retain qualified mental health staff, and will most 
certainly not permit the implementation of new programs. 


:\AUGMENT.BUD 
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ISSUE: 


COUN1Y OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Immunization Appropriations Increase - Oral Polio Vaccine 


REFERENCES: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page HW 42 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


Legislation is proposed which will increase the funding for oral polio vaccine by $291,000 
state wide. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support 


DISCUSSION: 


The proposal would save the county approximately $60,000. 


At this point we are anticipating a reduction in federal government support for vaccines. 
If this takes place our county will have to provide $604,994 of new money to support 
the existing county immunization program at its current level. We would need to provide 
an additional $730,000 or a total of $1,334,994 if we were to start implementing the 
new federal and medical recommendations regarding giving two (instead of one) measles 
immunizations to all susceptables. The Governors proposal would save the county about 
$60,000 when our proportionate share of state vaccine supplies is considered and our 
cost to buy vaccines (which is greater) is compared to state costs to purchase the same 
materiel. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The county would save approximately $60,000. 
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ISSUE: 


COUN1Y OF SAN DIEGO 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES 


Analysis of the Governor's 1990-91 Budget 


Inadequate Funding for Growing AIDS Caseload 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget - Background Information, page 34 
Governor's Proposed Budget- Summary, page 76 · 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor's Budget proposes to maintain funding for AIDS at essentially the same 
level as the current year, actually reducing total funding slightly, $142.3 to $130.7 
million, by eliminating rollover of funding for certain activities and because of the end 
of a three-year capital outlay program. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support amendments to provide sufficient funding to increase AIDS services in proportion 
to the projected increase in the number of California residents living with AIDS. 


DISCUSSION: 


The Governor's proposal to freeze AIDS-specific programs at current levels will result in 
a serious reduction in the level of AIDS services available because of the projected 
increase in the numbers of people who will be needing services in 1990-91. The State 
AIDS Plan projects a 22% increase in the number of people living with AIDS statewide, 
and even greater increases for the San Diego area. Funding for AIDS services will 
become even more critical if the Governor's proposed reductions in Medi-Cal, AB-8, 
mental health, in-home support services, and medically indigent health services are 
enacted. 


a-32 







FISCAL IMPACT: 


HIV children's services (CCS) 
Home care, case management 
Screening and followup centers* 
Early intervention/ drug subsidies 
AIDS Medi-Cal Waiver program 
Homeless shelters 
Alternative treatment 
HIV drug treatment programs 


Costs Adjusted for 22% Statewide Caseload Increase 
Costs Adjusted for 5% Cost of Living Increase 


TOTAL SHORTFALL, STATEWIDE 


SAN DIEGO COUNTY SHORTFALL** 


Statewide 
FY 1990-91 
Gov. proposed 
1,100,000 
6,751,000 
1,500,000 
3,500,000 


908,000 
721,000 


12,000,000 
27.035,000 
$ 53,515,000 


Statewide Need 
FY 1990-91 
$ 11,660,000 
$ 2,650,000 


$ 14.200,000 


$ 1.000,000 


* A portion of case management funding in this county is from the State direct to 
private organizations. 


** San Diego County impact estimated based on 7% of the statewide AIDS caseload 
in this county. 
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STATE BUDGET ANALYSIS 
1990-91 GOVERNOR'S PROPOSED BUDGET 


ISSUE: 


STATE MANDATED LOCAL PROGRAMS 


REFERENCE: 


Page 154, Governor's Budget Summary 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor is proposing to excuse local agencies from complying 
with several existing mandates. The governor's budget has 
eliminated the funding for these mandates. In addition, the 
budget expands the recently instituted concept of a three year 
installment plan for reimbursing prior years' costs. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose the elimination of funding for these mandates. Also, 
oppose the three year payment plan for prior costs . 


DISCUSSION: 


Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California Constitution 
requires the State to reimburse units of government for costs of 
any State-mandated program. Such costs may result from 
legislative or executive acts which impose new or increased 
levels of service on local governments. 


The Governor's budget contains two proposals related to the 
reimbursement of State-mandated costs. 


1) The Governor is proposing the elimination of 10 mandates. Of 
these, 7 directly affect the County of San Diego. It appears 
likely that the County would still be obligated to continue these 
programs, but without the possibility of reimbursement form the 
State. 


2) The Governor is proposing to expand the concept of the three 
year installment plan for reimbursing prior year costs. This 
would mean that a significant portion of reimbursable costs 
incurred prior to 1990/91, would be received over a three year 
period. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


The estimated annual revenue loss due to eliminated mandates 
would be approximately $1.3. About $4.8 million in prior years' 
costs would be subject to the three year installment plan. 
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ISSUE: 


STATE BUDGET ANALYSIS 
1990-91 GOVERNOR'S PROPOSED BUDGET 


MEDI-CAL AND CMS PAYMENT DELAYS 


REFERENCE: 


Page HW 53 and 57, Governor's Budget Summary 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor proposes to delay by one month the Medi-Cal and 
County Medical Services (CMS/MISP) program monthly payments in 
order to shift budget requirements from one year's budget to the 
succeeding year. It is unclear at this time whether it is 
intended for the shift to effect only the final month's payment 
of the year or to shift payments for the duration of the fiscal 
year. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Oppose. 


DISCUSSION: 


The State, unlike the counties, operates on a cash-basis 
accounting system. Therefore, a shift of payments from one year 
to the next has budget implications that the Governor is 
attempting to take one-time advantage of. If this proposal is 
implemented, the State would enjoy a savings to the detriment of 
the counties which would be required to finance the cash flow 
necessary to sustain the program at existing levels. This would 
either cause a county's cash borrowing costs to rise or would 
reduce the interest earned by that county. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


Depending on the interpretation of the payment delay as affecting 
either a period of one month or a one-month shift throughout the 
fiscal year, the impact on this County's interest would range 
from about $28,000 to $100,000. 
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ISSUE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


SAN DIEGO COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY 
(Special Fund) 


Home Building and Rehabilitation Loan Fund 


REFERENCE: 


Governor's Proposed Budget, Page BTH 42 


PROPOSED BUDGET CHANGES: 


The Governor has proposed $12,714,000 in State wide funding as a 
result of the passage of Proposition 77. 


RECOMMENDED POSITION: 


Support. 


DISCUSSION: 


The passage of Proposition 77 has resulted in a significant 
increase in proposed funding levels for rehabilitation programs. 
Guidelines have now been distributed for the application and 
expenditure of these funds. A Notice of Fund Availability (NOFA) 
was distributed in November of 1989 and the State is now accepting 
applications. 


Of the funds available State wide, it is anticipated that San Diego 
County will be eligible to receive $250,000 for deferred, 
rehabilitation loans to lower income households both during FY 
89/90 and FY 90/91. 


FISCAL IMPACT: 


No increase in net County cost is expected from the implementation 
of this program. 
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EXHIBIT B 
OVERVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENTS' 


1990-91 BUDGET REQUESTS 


PAGE 


I. OVERVIEW OF THE DEPARTMENTS' 1990-91 BUDGET REQUESTS . . . . . B- 3 


II. KEY ITEMS REQUESTED BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 


Public Protection . . . . . . . . . . . B- 4 


Health & Social Services . . . . . . . . . . B- 5 


Community Services B- 6 


General Government B- 7 


Support Services B- 8 


Miscellaneous . . . . . . . B- 9 


III. SUMMARY OF THE DEPARTMENTS' 1990-91 BUDGET REQUESTS . . . . . . B-11 


*Important Note: The Departments' Budget Request data in this report represents 
available information as of February 20, 1990. This data is 
subject to refinement as Departments clarify their requests. 
and as budget balancing measures are considered. One 
department's request is estimated. The department request is 
in the process of being completed. 







REVENUES 
EXPENDITURES 


SHORTFALL 


REVENUES BY TYPE 


Program Revenue 
General Revenue 


Total 


EXPENDITURES BY TYPE 


Non-Personnel costs 
Staff Costs 


Total 


EXPENDITURES BY FUNCTION 


Capital 
Community Services 
Public Protection 
General Government 
Health & Social Services 
Support Services 
Miscellaneous 


Total 


STAFF YEARS 


OVERVIEW OF 
DEPARTMENTS' 1990-91 BUDGET REQUESTS 


(IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 


1990-91 
1989-90 Department 
Budget Requests Change 


$ 1,475.8 $ 1,665.3 $ 189.5 
11475.8 11923.2 447.4 


$ 0 $ 257.9 $ 257.9 


$ 963.3 $ 1,117.0 $ 153.7 
512.5 548.3 35.8 


$ 1,475.8 $ 1,665.3 $ 189.5 


$ 881.4 $ 1,207.9 $ 326.5 
594.4 715.3 120.9 


$ 1,475.8 $ 1,923.2 $ 447.4 


$ 70.2 $ 122.9 $ 52.7 
144.9 144.4 -.5 
295.5 382.9 87.4 
53.4 61.3 7.9 


766.1 986.8 220.7 
113.5 161.8 48.3 
32.2 63.0 30.8 


$ 1,475.8 $ 1,923.2 $ 447.4 


15,881.22 18,512.26 2,631.04 
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Percentage 
Change 


12.8% 
30.3% 


N/A 


16.0% 
7.0% 


12.8% 


37 . 0% 
20.3% 
30.3% 


75.1% 
( .3%) 


29.6% 
14.8% 
28.8% 
42.6% 
95.7% 
30.3% 


16.6% 







Trial Court Funding 


KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


PUBLIC PROTECTION 


The increase in Trial Court Funding (TCF) for 1990-91 is $4.5 million. The TCF 
agreement allocates this amount as follows: 


Municipal Court - El Cajon 


Superior Court 
Marshal 


Total 


- North County 
- San Diego 
- South Bay 


$ 321,631 
502,837 
896,099 
239,823 


1,650,638 
925,000 


$ 4,536,028 


OTHER MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


* 


Partial Year Funding of Sheriff's East Mesa 
Detention Facility 


Alternate Defense Counsel Fees 


Indigent Defense Workload 


Family Support Automated System 


Superior Court Prosecutorial Support 


District Attorney Training Unit 


East Mesa Probation Camp 


Probation Workload 


Reopening Rancho Del Campo 


($ In Millions) 


7.3* 


9.9 


1.8 


4.0 


.7 


.4 


2.0 


1.4 


.4 


Estimated request. The department's request in the process of being 
completed. 
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KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


(continued) 


HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES 


MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


Social Services 


Food Stamps Cash-Out 


Caseload Increase 


Cost of Living Adjustments (COLAs) 


Transitional Chi ld Care 


Telephone Moving Expenses 


Greater Avenues for Independence (GAIN} 


Health Services 


AB 75 Implementation 


Drug & Alcohol Augmentation 


Choice Point Implementation 


State Hospital Days 


Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (AB 
3777) 


Mental Health Acute Inpatient Services 
Augmentation 


Mental Health Services for AIDS Patients and the 
Homeless 


Institutional Mental Disease Program 


Adult Psychiatric Unit 


In-Home Mental Health Service Program 


Penal Commitment Unit for East Mesa Detention 
Facility 


Vaccine for Community Disease Control 


Mandated Increase for California Children's 
Services 


Increased costs for Third Operating Agreement 
with University Hospital for Indigent Medical 
Care 
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($ In Millions) 


65.9 


34.5 


16 . 0 


5. 0 


1.4 


1.2 


24 . 2 


15 . 4 


5. 4 


11.0 


8.1 


2. 2 


2.0 


1.8 


1.7 


1.3 


1.5 


1.3 


1.1 


.8 







KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


(continued) 


COMMUNITY SERVICES 


MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


Codes, Regulatory, Community 
Administration, Program Increases 


Coroner Equipment, Technical Support 


Planning, 


General Planning Work Elements Including Growth 
Management Measures 


Registrar of Voters - Polls Officers 
- Equipment 


Operation of Various Regional Parks 


Transit Center Operations 
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($In Millions) 


.9 


.8 


.5 


. I 


.3 


.1 


.1 







KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


(continued) 


GENERAL GOVERNMENT 


MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


Property Assessment Workload 


Regional Urban Information System {RUIS 
Implementation 


Auditor & Controller Office Automation 


Tax Collector Equipment 


Community Enhancement 
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($ In Millions) 


• 7 


. 4 


.3 


.2 


.2 







KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


(continued) 


SUPPORT SERVICES 


MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


Leased Facilities 


Vehicle Replacement 


Critical Major Maintenance 


New Facility Telephone Expansion/Upgrade 


Remodels 


DIS Office Renovation 


DIS DASD Computer Data Storage Expansion 
Equipment 


Countywide Voice Mail System 


Postage, Gas & Electric Utilities 


Preventative Maintenance 


Expand Child Support Collection/Enforcement 
Program 


Dependency Workload Increases 


Roof Replacement Program 


Communications Equipment 
Communication Center 


Move UCSD Microwave Tower 


For Sheriff's 


Telephone Utility Cost Incentives For New 
Hookups and Rate Increases 


SanContel Telephone Equipment For Existing 
Facilities 


Microwave Installation - Askew Building 


Centralized Contracting/Additional Buyers for 
Purchasing 
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($ In Millions) 


17.9 


4.4 


4.2 


2.5 


1.7 


1.5 


. 5 


1.4 


1.2 


.6 


. 5 


. 5 


.5 


.5 


.5 


. 5 


.5 


.3 


.3 







KEY ITEMS REQUESTED 
BY DEPARTMENTS 


(continued) 


MISCELLANEOUS 


MAJOR INCREASE ITEMS REQUESTED BY DEPARTMENTS INCLUDE: 


Salary & Benefit Increase Requested 


Capital Projects 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Solid Waste Transfer Station Site 


Twin Oaks/San Marcos Library 


Fifth Floor Downtown Courthouse 


Valley Center Substation 
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($ In Millions) 


48.5 


18 . 1 


2.5 


2.8 


1.8 







SUMMARY OF DEPARTMENTS' 
1990-91 BUDGET REQUESTS* 


NET 
DIRECT COUNTY 


DEPARTMENT COSTS REVENUE COST S!AFF YEARS 


Agriculture, Weights & Measures 204,272 -113,005 91,267 4.00 
Air Pollution Control District -584,350 -584,340 
Alternate Defense Counsel 9,666,382 200,000 9,866,382 7.00 
Animal Control 1.114. 605 -1.131.953 -17,348 17 . 50 
Area Agency on Aging 625,846 -414,604 211,242 7.08 
Assessor 1. 093,178 -131,190 961.988 24 .50 
Auditor & Controller 877,151 -32,908 844,243 2.50 
Board of Supervisors 177,618 177,618 
Cable TV -227,755 252,572 24,817 
Capital Asset Leasing 4,049,018 4,049,018 
Capital 52,668,000 8,806,000 43,862,000 
Cash Borrowing -250,000 -250,000 
Chief Administrative Officer 1.126, 229 -138,165 988,064 6.00 
Civil Service Commission 22,076 22.076 
Clerk Board of Supervisors 77,496 77,496 .60 
Community Enhancement Program 233,700 233,700 
Contingency Reserve - General 31,800,000 31,800,000 
Coroner 784,604 784,604 10.50 
County Clerk -8,840,038 6,046,699 -2.793,339 -293.50 
County Counsel 3,900.748 -500,000 3. 400.748 
County Library 301.351 -298,376 2,975 2. 16 
Department of Human Resources 3,206,635 -845,075 2,361,560 55.63 
District Attorney 16,573,341 -2,601,462 13,971.879 98.84 
Equal Opportunity Management Office 59,132 59' 132 1. 00 
Equipment Acquisition 4,056,957 395,000 4,451.957 
Farm Advisor 65,689 65,689 2.00 
General Revenues -35,746,354 -35 ,746,354 
General Services 5,985,670 -266,090 5,719,580 103.50 
Grand Jury 30,000 30,000 
Health Services 75,291.085 -17,368,097 57,922,988 461 . 77 
Housing/Community Development -62,965 62,965 
Information Services -1,529,410 1,220.286 -309,124 
Information System/Equipment 4,039,443 64,440 4' 103,883 
LAFCO Administration 36,410 -11,850 24.560 
Marshal 1. 977.900 138,600 2,116. 500 32.50 
Municipal Courts - EDP 224,397 224,397 
Municipal Court - El Cajon 446,213 -150,000 296,213 
Municipal Court - orth County 627,837 -300,000 327,837 
Municipal Court - San Diego 1,473,598 -350,000 1.123. 598 
Municipal Court -South Bay 432,915 -115,000 317,915 
Parks & Recreation 573.645 -32,000 541.645 8.00 
Planning & Land Use -1,821,885 3,330,952 1. 509,067 
Probation 5,644,272 119,317 5,763,589 108 . 50 
Property Management 2,466,209 2,953,990 5,420,199 
Public Administrator 351,022 -153,000 198,022 6. 75 
Pub 1 ic Defender 4,342,383 -138,218 4. 204,165 58.00 
Public Services Utilities 3,166,107 3,166,107 
Pub 1 ic Works -825,042 932,512 107,470 
Purchasing and Contracting 356,651 14,829 371.480 13 . 00 
Recorder -9,047 -181,575 -190,622 1.00 
Registrar of Voters -355,546 770,500 414,954 -11.29 
Rents and Leases 21.238,127 -528,187 20,709,940 
Retirement Assoc1ation 30,642 -30,642 
Revenue & Recovery 1,159.753 1,159,753 34 .00 
Sheriff 42,582,938** 46,921** 42,629,859** 892 .25** 
Sheriff's Asset/Forfeitures -700,000 700,000 
Social Services 144,832,276 -129,647,724 15,184,552 618.75 
Superior Court 12,242,930 -6.181.281 6,061,649 353 .00 
Transborder Affairs 17,554 17,554 
Treasurer/Tax Collector 324,563 -501,562 -176,999 5.50 


TOTAL 447,372.530 -189,464,735 257,907,795 2. 631.04 


* Amounts shown are increases/decreases from the 1989-90 Final Budget. 
** Estimated request . The department's request Is in the process of being completed . 
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EXHIBIT C 


MULTI-YEAR FORECAST 
FEBRUARY 1990 


HIGHLIGHTS AND KEY ASSUMPTIONS 
OF THE FIVE-YEAR EXPENDITURE AND REVENUE FORECAST 


REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS 


KEY FORECAST ASSUMPTIONS 


POPULATION/ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS 


REVENUE PROJECTIONS - SUMMARY 


GENERAL REVENUE FORECAST 


EXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS - SUMMARY 


SALARY AND BENEFIT COST INCREASES 


DETENTION AND COURT EXPANSION COSTS FOR DEBT SERVICE AND OPERATIONS 


PROJECTED GANN APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT 


PROJECTED GANN APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT IF SCA-1 IS ENACTED 


MAJOR CAUSES OF THE PROJECTED DEFICIT 


INFLATION TRENDS 







EXHIBIT C-1 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


TABLE OF COMBINED PROJECTIONS (IN THOUSANDS) 


ADOPTED PROWECTED PROUECTED PROWECTED PROUECTED PROUECTED 
FY 1989-90 FY 1990-91 FY 1991-92 FY 1992-93 FY 1993-94 FY 1994-95 


EXPENDITURES $1.475,831 $1,694,247 $1,845,420 $1,985,771 $2,128,811 $2,281,143 


PROUECTED REVENUES $1,475,831 $1,623,244 $1,725,911 $1,827,519 $1,939,265 $2,057,436 


POTENTIAL GAP $0 $71,003 $119,509 $158,252 $189,546 $223,707 







REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE PROJECTIONS 
(MILLIONS) 


(DOLLARS) 
2500~------------------------------------------~ 


2000 


1500 


FY89 FY90 FY91 


EXPENDITURES .. 
FY92 


FISCAL YEAR 


FY93 FY94 


REVENUES ... 


FY95 







0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


LOCAL POLICIES 


Sa 1 ary l Benefit Increases for 
FY 1990-91 will be based on 
current salary surveys and 
various agreements. Histori
cally, salaries have been 
adjusted 4% to 6% annually. 
Similar rate increases have been 
assumed in the projections, but 
not budgeted. In addition, 
Health and Retirement costs have 
increased at an annua 1 rate of 
20% and 6.2% respectively for an 
annual cost of $8 million to $10 
million. 


Cost for Service Leve 1 s in Pub 1 i c 
Protection and He a 1 th l Socia 1 
Services are estimated at level 
required to keep pace with 
caseload growth, and cost of 
living adjustments. 


Cost for General Government and 
Community Services functions are 
adjusted for population growth 
and some cost-of-living 
adjustments. 


Cost estimates for Capital and 
Public Protection include debt
service and operating costs for 
the Detention and Court projects 
summarized on Exhibit C-8. 


Contingency Reserve wi 11 be about 
. 3% of the operating budget for 
FY 1990-91 and .5% for FY 1992 to 
FY 1995. 


Exhibit C-2 


SUMMARY OF KEY ASSUMPTIONS 


FEDERAL/STATE POLICIES 


o Federal Aid will continue to decline 
as has been the trend for the last 
7-8 years. 


o Additional revenue loss from 
possible cut-backs due to the Gramm
Rudman-Hollings (G-R-H) or other 
reduction package cannot be totally 
determined at this time. However, 
some of the G-R-H impact is already 
been felt, i.e., by implementing 
Federal reduction for the Refugee 
Assistance Program from 24 months to 
4 months. 


o Mandated AFDC Program cost-sharing 
formula is estimated to remain the 
same. 


o Appropriations for the Trial Court 
Funding Bill is assumed at full 
funding with 5% COLA. 


Note: Over 50% of County revenues come 
from the Federal and State government. 
Over 80% of County expenditures are 
allocated for Federal and State 
programs . 


POPULATION/ECONOMIC FACTORS 


o Inflation will be between 5.0% to 
5.8% annually in San Diego, 
somewhat higher than the State and 
national rates. 


o Population growth in the County 
wi 11 cant i nue at rates varying from 
3 .1% to 1. 9% throughout the 
forecast period. 


o The Nation a 1 economy wi 11 cant i nue 
to grow at a s 1 ow rate of about 
2.0% for 1990, with a possible 
improvement in 1991 which will have 
a mi 1 d effect on the State and 
County. 


o The California and Local Economy 
wi 11 cant i nue to outperform the 
nation led by high technology, and 
service sectors. However, the 
construction sector will soften in 
1990-91 and will pickup in 1992-
93. The possible reduction in 
defense spending could have a 
negative impact on the State and 
local economy. However, 
preliminary studies indicate that 
the impact will be mild. 


o Long-term tax exempt interest rates 
wi 11 be around 8% over the term and 
around 7 3/4% long-range. 
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r EXHIBITC-3 
DEMOGRAPHIC\ECONOMIC PROJECTIONS 


(ANNUAL RATE OF CHANGE) 


YEAR 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 


Real Gross National Product (1982 $) 2.9 1.7 2.6 2.4 2.6 3.1 
Real Gross State Product (1982 $) 1.7 2.0 2.4 1.5 3.0 3.3 


Personal Income 
u.s. 8.9 6.1 6.6 7.4 7.1 6.8 
California 8.5 7.3 8.0 8.8 8.1 7.9 


Consumer Prices 
u.s. 4.1 4.8 4.6 4.9 5.1 5.0 
California 4.6 5.3 5.0 5.5 5.5 5.6 
San Diego 4.8 5.8 5.4 5.7 5.8 5.8 


llmglicit Price Deflator 3.4 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.9 5.1 


Pogulation 
California 2.1 2.1 1.9 1.7 1.7 1.6 
San Diego 3.5 3.1 2.9 2.4 2.2 2.0 


Unemgloyment Rate 
u.s. 5.5 5.5 5.8 5.6 5.3 5.3 
California 5.6 5.2 6.0 6.1 5.5 5.5 
San Diego 4.4 4.5 5.5 5.4 4.8 4.8 


Interest Rates 
Mortgage Rate 10.33 11.05 10.29 10.45 11 .24 10.n 
Discount Rate 6.20 6.99 6.64 7.60 7.91 7.38 


NOTE: Many County Revenues (especially general purpose revenues) and expenditures (primarily) direct programs) are historically growing or 


changing at rates similar to certain economic and conditions (I.e., population, various consumer price indicles, Interest rates, etc.). These are 


used to forecast the County's general revenues, using standard econometric techniques, where possible. 


In the case of expenditures, for Health and Social Services programs, statewide projected growth rate Increases were used as a basis and 


adjusted for known local trends. For Public Protection programs, trend projections were used. 


SOURCES: Commission on State Finance, Annual long Term Forecast Winter 1989-90. UCLA Business Forecast for California and the Nation, 
December 1989. Data Resources December 1989. 
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CURRENT 
ADOPTED 


FY1eae-eo 


DIRECT PROGRAM REVENUES: 


CHARGES & FEES/LICENSES 119,944 
SUBVENTIONS & GRANTs-STATE 421,231 
SUBVENTIONS & GRANT5-FEDERA 260,068 
OTHER DIRECT REVENUES 36.662 


SUB-TOTAL $837,905 


GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES: 


CURRENT PROPERTY TAXES 278,800 
OTHER LOCAL TAXES 50,350 
REVENUE FROM OTHER AGENCIES 100,907 
TRIAL COURT FUNDING 35,800 
MISCELLANEOUS 22,188 
FUND BALANCE 24,449 


SUB-TOTAL $512,494 


TOTAL GENERAL FUND $1,350,399 


SPECIAL FUNDS 


TOTAL SPECIAL FUNDS $78,383 


TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $1,428,782 


CAPITAL BUDGET 


GRANTS 4,037 
CHARGES & FEES 1,010 
CONTRIBUTION TO COF 23,179 
OTHER 18,823 


SUB-TOTAL $47,049 


TOTAL FUNDING $1,475,831 


myf89-exhibc-4 
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EXHIBIT C-4 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


FAMILY OF FUNDS REVENUE SUMMARY (IN THOUSANDS) 


PROJECTED ~CHANGE PROJECTED ~CHANGE PROJECTED 


FY 1890-81 FROM80 FY 1881-«! FROM81 FY 1882-43 


123,346 2.8% 127,904 3.7% 131,476 
463,755 10.1% 490,528 5.8% 519,315 
338,629 30.2% 355,511 5.0% 375,859 
31,913 -13.0% 33,335 4.5% 34,934 


$957,643 14.3% $1,007,278 5.2% $1,061,584 


305,130 9.4% 334,903 9.8% 368,720 
55,113 9.5% 59,157 7.3% 63,759 


108,900 7.9% 117,850 8.2% 123,300 
36,870 3.0% 38,066 3.2% 39,391 
22,228 0.2% 22,495 1.2% 22,866 
20.000 -18.2% 20.000 0.0% 20.000 


$548,241 7.0% $592,471 8.1% $638,036 


$1,505,884 11.5CMI $1,599,749 6.2% $1,699,620 


$76,725 -2.1% $78,259 2.0% $79,996 


$1,582,609 10.8% $1,678,008 6.0% $1,779,616 


4,037 0.0% 4,037 0.0% 4,037 
1,010 0.0% 1,010 0.0% 1,010 


18,779 -19.0% 21,379 13.8% 21,379 
16,809 -10.7% 21,477 27.8% 21,477 


$40,635 -13.6% $47,903 17.9% $47,903 


$1,623,244 10.0% $1,725,911 6.3CMI $1,827,519 


- -


~CHANGE PROJECTED ~CHANGE PROJECTED ~CHANGE 


FROM82 FY1883-84 FROM83 FY1884-85 FROM84 


2.8°AI 136,171 3.6% 139,364 
5.90AI 550,022 5.9% 582,242 
5.7% 396,273 5.4% 419,447 
4.8oAI 36,666 5.00AI 38,275 


5.4% $1,119,132 5.4% $1,179,328 


10.1% 406,590 10.3% 448,270 
7.8% 69,087 8.4% 74,616 
4.6% 130,180 5.6% 136,450 
3.5% 41,109 4.4% 43,191 
1.6% 23,228 1.6% 23,616 


~ 20.000 0.0% 20,000 


7.7% $690,194 8.2% $746,143 


6.2% $1,809,326 6.5'Mt $1,925,471 


2.2% $82,036 2.6% $84,062 


6.1% $1,891,362 6.3% $2,009,533 6.2%j 


0.0% 4,037 0.0% 4,037 
0.0% 1,010 0.0% 1,010 
0.0% 21,379 0.0% 21,379 
0.0% 21,477 0.0% 21,477 


0.0% $47,903 0.0% $47,903 


5.9% $1,939,265 6.1% $2,057,436 
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Exhibit C-5 


GENERAL REVENUES FORECAST 
FOR THE PERIOD FY 1991-95 


0 


0 


0 


0 


The Family of Funds revenue is projected to grow by an 
average of $116.5 million or a 7.0% average 
approximately annual rate . 


General Fund revenues (excluding special funds and 
capital funding) are estimated to grow at an average 
annual rate of 7.5%. 


General purpose revenues (which represent Net County 
Cost, excluding fund balance) will grow at about 8.0%. 


Property Tax revenues (10.0% of all revenues) is 
estimated to grow at about 9. 9% assuming current 
population and moderate interest rate trends throughout 
the period. The Assessed Valuation will grow about 
11.0% annually; however, the County's revenue growth 
is significantly slower due to loss of revenues to 
Redevelopment Agencies. 


o Motor vehicles revenue ( 7. 4% of total revenues) is 
estimated to grow at an annual average of 7.6% over the 
period. This is significantly lower than prior years. 
This is due to the assumption that new vehicles sales 
will slow down versus the strong auto sales in 1988 and 
1989. 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Fund Balance is projected to remain at the $20 million 
level due to potential demands on this year's 
contingency reserve. 


Charges for Current Services and Fines are projected 
to grow at the rate of cost of living index, about 5.0 
annually. 


Subventions and grants for Health and Social Services 
programs from the Federal and State government will be 
kept essentially the same level. 


Subventions and grants for non-social services will 
continue to decline. 
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EXHIBITC-6 


C 0 U N T Y OF SA N D I E G 0 


FAMILY OF FUNDS EXPENDITURE SUMMARY (IN THOUSANDS) 


CURRENT 
ADOPTB> PROJECTED ~CHANGE PROJECTB> ~CHANGE PROJECTED ~CHANGE PROJECTS) ~CHANGE PROJECTB> ~CHANGE 


FY 1888-80 FY 1880-81 FROM80 FY 11181-e:! FROM81 FY1892-e3 FROM82 FY1~ FROM83 FY1894-e5 FROM84 


OPERATING BUDGET FUNCTIONAL AREAS 


JUSTICE/PUBLIC PROTECTION $295,522 $339,943 15.0% $362,707 6.7% $390,766 7.7o/o $415,716 6.4% $442,195 


HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES $766,057 $911,078 18.9% $969,165 6.4% $1,035,280 6.8% $1,102,135 6.5% $1,176,322 


GENERAL GOVERNMENT $53,387 $56,769 6.3% $57,715 1.7% $58,642 1.6% $59,586 1.6% $60,525 


SUPPORT SERVICES $113,515 $122,448 7.9% $127,669 4.3% $131,477 3.0% $135,743 3.2% $141,391 


COMMUNITY SERVICES $144,929 $139,447 -3.8% $142,934 2.5% $144,876 1.4% $149,801 3.4% $152,180 


MISCELLANEOUS : 


DEBT SERVICE $11,250 $11,250 0.0% $11 ,250 0.0% $11 ,250 0.0% $11,250 0.0% $11,250 
SHERIFFS ASSET FORFEITURES $1,110 $1,110 0.0% $1,110 0.0% $1,110 0.0% $1,110 0.0% $1,110 
SALARY & BENEFITS/ 


CONTINGENCY RESERVE $19,545 $52,500 168.6% $103,300 96.8% $142,800 38.2% $183,900 28.8% $226,600 
EDGEMOOR DEVELOPMENT $168 $168 0.0% $168 0.0% $168 0.0% $168 0.0% $168 
RESERVE DESIGNATIONS $120 $120 0.0% $120 0.0% $120 0.0% $120 0.0% $120 


SUB-TOTAL 132.193 165.148 102.4% 1115.948 78.0% 1155.448 34.1% 1196.548 26.4% 1239.248 


SUB-TOTAL OPERATING BUDGET $1,405,603 $1,634,833 16.3% $1,776,138 8.6% $1,916,489 7.9% $2,059,529 7.5% $2,211,861 


CAPITAL BUDGET AREAS 


CAPITAL OUTLAY FUND (CO F) $30,246 $28,535 -5.7% $32,058 12.3% $32,058 0.0% $32,058 0.0% $32,058 0. 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO COF $23,179 $18,779 -19.0% $21,379 13.8% $21,379 0.0% $21,379 0.0% $21,379 
COUNTY HEALTH COMPLEX $2,790 $2,535 -9.1% $2,535 0.0% $2,535 0.0% $2,535 0.0% $2,535 
JUSTICE FAC. CONSTRUCTION $14,013 $9,565 -31.7% $13,310 39.2% $13,310 0.0% $13,310 0.0% $13,310 


TOTAL CAPITAL $70,228 $59,414 -15.4% $69,282 16.6% $69,282 0.0% $69,282 0.0% $69,282 0. 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES $1,475,831 $1,694,247 14.8«MM $1,845,420 8.9% $1,985,771 7.6% $2,128,811 7.2% $2,281 ,143 


. CONTINGENCY RESERVE FOR FY 1989-90 INCLUDED SALARY ADJUSTMENTS 







MILLIONS 
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PROJECTED EXPENDITURES 
BY FUNCTIONAL AREA 
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SERVICES SERVICES PROTECTION GOVERNMENT SUPPORT CAPITAL .. ~ CJ ~ ~ ~ 
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EXHIBIT C-7 


SALARY AND BENEFIT COST INCREASES 
ANNUAL AND CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 


(IN THOUSANDS) 


PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED PROJECTED 
1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 


$17,485 $18,010 $18,550 
$17,485 35,495 54,044 


23,313 24,246 25,216 
23,313 47,559 72,n5 


29,142 30,599 32,129 
29,142 59,740 91,869 


1993-94 


$19,106 
73,151 


26,224 
98,999 


33,735 
125,604 


1994-95 


$19,680 
92,830 


27,273 
126,273 


35,422 
161,026 


EXHIBC-7 
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EXHIBITC-8 


FISCAL IMPACT OF PROPOSED DETENTION/COURT PROJECTS 


(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS) 


PROJECT: FY89-90 FY 90-91 FY91-92 FY92-93 


CENTRAL DETENTION COMPLEX PHASE I 
OPERATING 
DEBT SERVICE * 


EAST MESA PHASE I 
OPERATING 12.50 20.50 
DEBT SERVICE 4.30 4.60 4.60 


PHASE II* 
OPERATING 
DEBT SERVICE * * 


JUVENILE HALL 
OPERATING 0.00 0.00 2.10 
DEBT SERVICE 1.14 1.14 1.14 


DOWNTOWN COURTROOMS SUPERIOR (1) 
OPERATING 0.00 3.30 6.90 
DEBT SERVICE (LEASE) 0.00 0.40 0.90 


SO. BAY REGIONAL CENTER EXPANSION 
OPERATING 0.00 0.00 1.30 
DEBT SERVICE 0.00 2.20 2.30 


EL CAJON REGIONAL CENTER EXPANSION 
OPERATING 0.00 0.00 1.60 
DEBT SERVICE 0.00 2.40 2.50 


DOWNTOWN MUNICIPAL EXPANSION 
OPERATING 0.00 1.10 2.30 
DEBT SERVICE (LEASE) 0.00 0.15 0.31 


TRAFFIC SMALL CLAIMS COURT EXPANSION 
OPERATING 0.00 1.10 2.30 
DEBT SERVICE 0.40 0.20 0.40 


TOTAL OPERATING 0.00 18.00 37.00 


TOTAL DEBT SERVICE 5.84 11.09 12.15 


GRAND TOTAL 5.84 29.09 49.15 


• Total cost Is estimated to be $52.0 million of which $32.6 million will be paid from Prop. 86 funds. The 
remaining cost will be paid from the General Fund. 


• • East Mesa Phase II $46.0 million from Prop. A funds. No debt service. 


21.10 
4.60 


15.00 
0.00 


4.80 
1.14 


7.30 
0.90 


3.20 
0.00 


3.20 
0.00 


2.40 
0.32 


2.40 
0.40 


59.40 


7.36 


66.76 


.. 


FY93-94 FY94-95 


15.00 
0.00 


22.00 23.1 
4.6 4.60 


29.90 31.40 
0.00 0.00 


5.00 5.50 
1.14 1.14 


7.70 8.00 
0.90 1.00 


3.40 3.60 
0.00 0.00 


3.40 3.60 
0.00 0.00 


2.60 2.70 
0.33 0.34 


2.60 2.70 
0.40 0.40 


76.60 95.60 


7.37 7.48 


83.97 103.08 







APPROPRIATlONS LIMIT 


PROCEEDS OF TAX SUBJECT TO LIMITATlON 


AMOUNT UNDER (OVER) LIMIT 


U.S. CPI 
POPULAllON CHANGE 


U.S. CPI FACTOR 


POPULAllON FACTOR 


COMBINED FACTOR 


EXHIBIT C-9 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
PROJECTED APPROPRIATION LIMIT SUMMARY 


1989-90 TO 1994-95 


1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 


$421,096,910 $453,240,922 $486,860,520 $522,947,596 $560,076,875 $599,354,252 


$454,708,176 $493,726,324 $535,490,298 $578,400,298 $527,570,340 $680,198,761 


1 ($33,611,266) ($40,485,402) ($48,629, 778) 1 ($55,452, 1o2) $32,506,535 ($80,844,509) 


A voter approved Gann Limit waiver Is In effect through FY 1991-92. 


5.0% 
3.8% 


1.0498 
1.038 


1.0897 


4.6% 
3.1% 


1.046 
1.031 


1.0784 


4.9% 
2.9% 


1.049 
1.029 


1.0794 


5.1% 
2.4% 


1.051 
1.024 


1.0762 


5.0% 
2.2% 


1.05 
1.022 


1.0731 


5.0% 
2.0% 


1.05 
1.02 
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APPROPRIATIONS LIMIT 


PROCEEDS OF TAX SUBJECT TO LIMITATION 


AMOUNT UNDER (OVER) LIMIT 


CALIFORNIA PER CAPITA INCOME 


POPULATION CHANGE 


CALIFORNIA FACTOR 


POPULATION FACTOR 


COMBINED FACTOR 


EXHIBIT C-9A 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
PROJECTED APPROPRIATION LIMIT SUMMARY 


1989-90 TO 1994-95 
( IF SCA-1 IS ENACTED ) 


1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 


$421,096,910 $459,286,327 $501,671,903 $543,764,457 $587,445,270 $635,791,739 


$454,708,176 $493,726,324 $535,490,298 $578,400,298 $627,570,340 $680,198,761 


I ($33,611,266) ($34,439,997) ($33,818,395>1 ($34,635,841) ($40,125,o7o> ($44,4o7,o22> 


A voter approved Gann Umlt waiver Is In effect through FY 1991-92. 


4.9% 
3.8% 


1.049 
1.038 


1.0889 


4.1% 
3.1% 


1.041 
1.031 


1.0733 


6.7% 
2.9% 


1.0667 
1.029 


1.0976 


6.1% 
2.4% 


1.0606 
1.024 


1.0861 


5.9% 
2.2% 


1.059 
1.022 


1.0823 


6.2CMJ 
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EXHIBIT C-10 


I MAJOR CAUSES OF THE PROJECTED DEFICIT 


FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1995 


ANNUAL GENERAL REVENUE INCREASE $35,747 $44,230 $45,565 $52,158 $55,949 


INCREASES IN NET COUNTY COST BY FUNCTION/PROGRAM 


JUSTICE/PUBLIC PROTECTION 42,941 21,490 26,211 23,399 24,905 


HEALTH AND SOCIAL SERVICES 18,372 11,723 14,012 13,433 16,160 


GENERAL GOVERNMENT 2,334 1,059 742 738 868 


COMMUNITY & SUPPORT SERVICES 10,462 5,064 3,843 5,104 5,589 


CAPITAL AREAS (4,400) 2,600 · o (322) (112) 


CONTINGENCY/SALARIES & BENEFITS * 32,955 50,800 39,500 41,100 42,700 


MISCELLANEOUS 4,086 


ANNUAL TOTAL EXPENDITURES 106,750 92,736 84,308 83,452 90,110 


ANNUAL PROJECTED DEFICIT 71,003 48,506 38,743 31,294 34,161 


CUMULATIVE PROJECTED DEFICIT 119,509 158,252 189,546 223,707 


.. Assumed but not budgeted. .. _ • 


------







INFLATION TRENDS 
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San Diego County continues to outpace the Nation and the State in terms of 
increases in the Consumer Price Index (CPI). 








Issue 


Two years ago, at a major conference on the County's fiscal condition, the alarm was 
sounded that San Diego County was in very serious financial difficulty. Those difficulties 
continue. 


Action Needed 


o The Legislature should correct the currently arbitrary and inequitable property tax 
sharing ratios which will cost San Diego County $85 million this fiscal year. 


o The Legislature should redesign pre-Proposition 13laws which further deplete county 
property tax and sales tax revenues when there are annexations, incorporations and 
redevelopment projects. 


o The Legislature should provide to counties the more flexible revenue generating 
authority enjoyed by cities in California. 


o The Legislature should appropriaie sufficient funds to finance the cost of new 
programs it has mandated or old programs whose costs have increased. 


o The Legislature should rescind statutory cost-of-living adjustments for programs 
which are unrelated to revenue growth or spending capacity. 


Discussion 


Examples of the deterioration in San Diego County's fiscal condition include the following: 


o Adjusted for inflation, general revenues per capita available to the County have 
decreased by 24% since FY 1978-79, and expenditures per capita have decreas~d 
16%. 


o San Diego County has nearly 19% fewer employees per capita than it did in FY 
1978-79. 


o Actual State spending for medically indigent health care in San Diego has increased 
only 9% since FY 1978-79, while the population has grown by 43%. 


o San Diego County's jails are the most severely overcrowded of any large detention 
system in the nation. 
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Legislative Analyst's Report. A recent report by the Legislative Analyst confrrms 
what we have been saying for years about San Diego County's fiscal condition: 


o San Diego County has a lower level of general purpose revenue, on a per capita 
basis, than all but one of the other 57 counties in California. 


o San Diego County has less "net" revenue remaining to address local needs, after 
paying the costs of State-required programs, than other counties. 


o San Diego County has less fiscal capacity to deal with local service demands and 
changing State requirements than most other counties. 


The Butte County Comparison. Butte County is preparing to file for federal 
bankruptcy protection. Both the Legislative Analyst and a Department of Finance 
consultant have independently examined the Butte County problem, and attributed it to 
"structural" problems over which Butte County has little~ if any, control - basically, local 
spending for State-required programs has grown faster than local revenue. 


Butte and San Diego exhibit similar fiscal indicators: 


o Butte receives the lowest per capita level of general revenues ($172); San Diego 
receives the second lowest {$177). 


o Butte enjoys the 5th lowest per capita level of net general revenues ($75); San Diego 
receives the 4th lowest ($74). 


o Butte receives the 14th lowest allocation of State assistance per capita ($141); San 
Diego receives the 13th lowest ($138). 


Butte County, in other words, appears to preview what is coming for San Diego. 


The Bottom Line. Based on a review of data pertaining to Butte County, San Diego 
County, and other counties statewide compiled by the Legislative Analyst, the Department 
of Finance, and others: 


o San Diego County is on the verge of bankruptcy. 


o San Diego County does not have the authority to raise added revenues. 


o San Diego County may not eliminate those State-required programs which 
consume more than 91% of the County's general revenues, and more than 
97% of the County's total expenditures. 


o There is no solution to this critical problem in sight. 
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Issue 


How to provide health care for the 5.5"- 6 million uninsured persons in California? 


Action Needed 


• Fully fund existing county obligations to provide health care to indigent persons. 


• Fully fund any new obligations placed on counties to provide health care to 
indigent persons. 


• Resist any ·effort to divert Medically Indigent Services Program (MISP) funds to 
offset the costs of an insurance program. 


Background 


A 1985 study by the UCLA School of Public Health found that approximately 5.2 million 
persons in California did not have health insurance. Of that group 80% were either 
employed or the dependents of employed persons. The remaining 20% was unemployed. 
Those persons who are unemployed generally meet the qualifications for Count-y-sponsored 
health care. The group that is employed, but uninsured, may qualify for Medi-Cal if there 
is a single parent of minor children in the home, or are aged, blind or disabled ( commorJy 
referred to as categorical linkage). If there is no categorical linkage to Medi-Cal, uninsured 
workers obtaining health care are written off as bad debt or charity care by providers. To 
further complicate matters, there is a group that flows between employment and 
unemployment with some regularity. The complex nature of the uninsured population 
makes planning for the health care of uninsured persons difficult. 


In the final days of the 1989legislative session, the Legislature passed AB 350 (W. Brown). 
The bill required the Governor to appoint a body to develop a proposal for mandatory 
health insurance and health care cost containment. The Governor did convene a taSk 
force of public and private health care interests. In January 1990, the Health and Welfare 
Agency released to the task force a proposal to provide .health insurance to working people 
in California. This proposal is based on the following principles: 


• The program must be affordable. 


If a mandatory health insurance program is to work, those who will pay the 
premiums, i.e., employers and employees, must be able to afford the cost of 
coverage. Mandatory insurance should not force marginally viable employers out 
of business. 
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• The program should not create adverse incentives in employmen~ practices or 
encourage employers to discontinue offering insurance. ' 


The costs of the program should not cost so much that it would cause employers 
to artificially reduce costs by placing full-time employees on part-time. Employers 
who are currently providing health insurance should be encouraged to continue 
providing health insurance to their employees. 


• Dependents. as well as workers. must be covered. 


This principle of social responsibility is cost effective for the employer and society 
as a whole. Covering dependents as well as workers produces risk pools with 
larger numbers of healthy individuals (there are more well people to offset the 
costs of unwell persons). 


• All emplo.yed persons must participate. 


Mandatory participation would increase access to care, provide incentives for 
preventive care, and assure a "level playing field" for business. 


• The publicly-funded safety net health care system should remain in place. 


The Health and Welfare Agency proposal assumes that it will remove a substantial 
burden from providers, counties, and insurers; thus placing counties in a better 
position to provide health care to the unemployed-uninsured. County hospitals 
accounted for more than 60% of the charity care and bad debt reported to the 
state in recent years. 


In counties without county hospitals (managed care counties), county funds or Medically 
Indigent Services Program (MISP) funds are used to purchase care for persons who meet 
eligibility requirements. Generally, the unemployed-uninsured population is served. 
Therefore, managed care counties will see little or no relief for their county-funded and 
MISP indigent ·health care programs. 


The proposal does not speak in much detail to counties' continuing obligation to care for 
indigent persons. There is a misconception on the part of many persons that the Medically 
Indigent Services Program (MISP) serves the "working poor." In San Diego County, and 
most other counties, individuals earning more than minimum wage are not eligible for 
MISP. In other words, unemployed persons comprise the bulk of MISP caseloads. While 
the administration proposal is silent on this issue, it should be noted that attempts to divert 
MISP funds to subsidize an insurance program would cause significant hardships for 
counties. 


The Health and Welfare proposal would require employers and employees to share in the 
cost of a basic health insurance package: (75% employer- 25% employee for employee 
coverage and 50-50 for dependents). Businesses which earn less than $2000 per employee 
would be able to "buy into" the Medi-Cal program, i.e., the state, employers, and employees 
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would purchase health care financed by Medi-Cal. The proposal does not state if the "buy
in" would be financed solely by the state. Presumably, the majority of these employees 
would not have the categorical linkage to make them eligible for federal financial 
participation. Under this proposal, the Medi-Cal program would increase rates paid to 
providers in areas where access to health care is a problem. 


The proposal contains $400 million in tax incentives for small businesses to purchase health 
insurance. Employers who did not provide health insurance would be required to pay the 
full cost of an employee's illness. 


The possibility cf general availability of the Medi-Cal program is expected to act as a cost
containment incentive. H medical costs rise faster than the Consumer Price Index, the 
Medi-Cal "buy-in" program would become available to any person or business who so 
desired. The threat of general access to the Medi-Cal program and its low reimbursement 
rates, aggressive utilization review, and prior authorization requirements is intended to 
induce the medical industry aggressively control costs so that the industry can continue to 
receive the higher rates paid by private insurance companies. 


The Health and Welfare proposal does not address the issue of reimbursement to local 
governments for increased costs of providing health insurance to employees who are not 
presently covered -generally, part-time employees. As this proposed mandate would affect 
public and private employers, it is likely that a court would hold that the mandate contained 
L.1 the proposal is not reimbursable. Counties do not have the ability to generate new 
revenues to meet demands such as mandatory health insurance for all employees. As a 
result, existing services would have to be reduced to pay for the premiums. 







OVERVIEW OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY FISCAL CONDITION 


1. Background 


o Two years ago, at a major conference on the County's fiscal condition, 
the alarm was sounde'd that San Diego County was in very serious financial 
difficulty. Those difficulties continue. 


Examples 


Adjusted for inflation, general revenues per capita available to the 
County have decreased by 24% since FY 1978-79, and 
expenditures per capita have decreased 16%. 


San Diego County has nearly 19% fewer employees per capita than 
it did in FY 1978-79. 


Actual State spending for medically Indigent health care in San 
Diego has increased only 9% since FY 1978-79, while the population 
has grown by 43%. 


San Diego County's jails are the most severely overcrowded of any 
large detention system in the nation. 


2. Legislative Analyst's Report 


o A recent report by the Legislative Analyst confirms what we have been 
saying for years. 


o San Diego County has a lower level of general purpose revenue, on a per 
capita basis, than all but one of the other 57 counties in California. 


o San Diego County has less .. net" revenue remaining to address local needs, 
after paying the costs of State-required programs, than other counties. 


o San Diego County has less fiscal capacity to deal with local service 
demands and changing State requirements than most other counties. 


3. The Butte County Comparison 


o Butte County is preparing to file for federal bankruptcy protection. 


o Both the Legislative Analyst and a Department of Finance consultant have 
independently examined the Butte County problem, and attributed it to 
"structural" problems over which Butte County has little, if any, control -
basically, local spending for State-required programs has grown faster than 
local revenue. 
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o Butte and San Diego exhibit ~imllar fiscal Indicators: 


Butte receives the lowest per capita level of general revenues ($172); 
San Diego receives the second lowest ($177). 


Butte enjoys the 5th lowest per capita level of net general revenues 
($75); San Diego receives the 4th lowest ($74). 


Butte receives the 14th lowest allocation of State assistance per capita 
($141); San Diego receives the 13th lowest ($138). 


o Butte appears to preview what is coming for San Diego. 


4. Causes 


o Proposition 13 resulted in a 47% reduction in San Diego County's primary 
revenue source -- the property tax. 


o Th~ Legislature's implementation of Proposition 131ocked into place arbitrary 
and inequitable property tax sharing ratios which cost San Diego County 
$85 million this fiscal year. 


o The Legislature has failed to redesign pre-Proposition 13 laws which 
further deplete county property tax and sales tax revenues when there 
are annexations, incorporations and redevelopment projects. 


o The Legislature has not provided to counties any of the more flexible 
revenue generating authority enjoyed by cities in California. 


o The Legislature has failed to appropriate sufficient funds to finance the cost 
of new programs it has mandated or old programs whose costs have 
increased. 


o The Legislature has imposed statutory cost-of-living adjustments for 
programs which are unrelated to revenue growth or spending capacity. 


5. The Bottom line 


o San Diego County is on the verge of bankruptcy. 


o San Diego County does not have the authority to raise added revenues. 


o San Diego County may not eliminate those State-required programs which 
consume more. than 91% of the County's general revenues, and more than 
97% of the County's total expenditures. 


o There is no solution to this critical problem in sight. 







' c COUNTY FACTS 


property Tax Percentages - Selected Counties FY 87-88 


Cities County Schools Districts 


Alameda $.23 $.30 $.24 $.23 
Butte .08 .23 .56 .13 
Contra Costa .11 .25 .33 .31 
Fresno .15 .30 .42 .13 
Los Angeles .19 .42 .21 .18 
Orange .12 .18 .49 .21 
Riverside .07 .26 .37 .30 
Sacramento .12 .37 .29 .22 
San Bernardino .09 .27 .31 .33 
San Diego .15 .25 .50 .10 
San Francisco .84 .09 .07 
Santa Clara .12 .26 .46 .16 
Ventura .08 .28 .38 .26 


Statewide $.13 $.33 $.36 $.18 


Redevelopment 


County's Share of property tax diverted to redevelopment agencies: 


FY 85-86 
FY 86-87 
FY 87-88 
FY 88-89 


Total 


Sales Tax 


$5,020,250 
6,754,359 
9,123,464 


12.584.089 
$33,247,349 


FY 84-85 County: $12,959,961 {9% of Total Sales Tax In Region) 


FY 88-89: County: $ 9,152,083 (4.6% of Total Sales Tax In Region) 


Loss due to incorporations: 


Encinitas= 
Solana Beach = 


Total= 


$4,071,314 
1.137.353 


$5,208,667 


General Purpose Revenue Allocations FY 87-88: Per Capita - Selected Counties 


Butte San Diego Los Angeles Statewide San Francisco 
Average* 


Revenue: 
Property Tax $64.66 ~.37 $169.93 $130.40 $458.90 
Sales Tax 18.02 3.73 4.82 10.54 103.74 
Fines & Forfeitures 4.33 4.74 10.83 10.00 52.84 
Vehicle in Ueu 31.85 32.30 40.35 36.25 73.16 
Other 31.81 36.47 42.17 49.16 47.0.06 


Total** $150.67 $173.61 $268.09 $236.35 $1,158.70 


Population 172,636 2,327,684 8,555,937 27 ,278,335* 742,681 
Percentage .63% 8.53% 31.37% 2.65% 


* Statewide Average excludes San Francisco 
** Per Capita figures differ from Legislative Analyst's report which Includes additional revenues not nonnally 


considered •general purpose. • 
00-2/15/90 (<:tyfads.mhb) 







Background 


County of San Diego 


FISCAL CONDITION 


County "fiscal well-being" is a concept which attempts to measure the ability of the County 
to (a) finance locally determined priorities, (b) provide adequate matching resources tor 
State-interest programs, and (c) respond to increased programmatic and fiscal demands 
placed on the County by the State. Fiscal well-being is a function of the interrelationship 
of three variables -- general revenues, program revenues and service demand. 


Fiscal well-being can be described in both absolute and relative terms. Describing fiscal 
well-being in absolute terms is difficult due to the lack of any universal standard of what 
is "adequate." Describing fiscal well-being in relative terms is less difficult given the 
availability of comparative data~ but does not answer the question "what is adequate?" 


In absolute terms, the deterioration noted in the County's fiscal condition during the April 
1988 Board conference has continued. 


o San Diego County receives $13.3 million less than its fair share of existing 
State mental health resources, according to the State Department of Mental 
Health. Our unmet need for such resources is much greater. 


o State spending for medically indigent adults in San Diego has decreased by 
34.4% since FY 82-83; since FY 79-80 State spending increased only 9%, 
while population increased 43%. 


o Notwithstanding the new Trial Court Funding Program, each new judicial 
position still costs San Diego County a net $475,000 per judge. 


o Our ability to provide facility services to the courts and other high priority 
programs continues to diminish -- the proportion of County staff allocated 
to support services in FY 89-90 reflects a 16.5% reduction compared to FY 
77-78. 


o The adult probation supervision caseload on February 6, 1990, was 16,276. 
Since 1985 the ratio of offenders to probation officers has doubled and the 


• level of supervision has been cut in half. · 


o Our jails, according to a recent Arizona-based study, are the most severely 
overcrowded of any large jail in the country. 


o Our ability to address locally determined needs and priorities has been 
nearly eliminated - the proportion of staff resources allocated to community 
services programs such as parks, libraries, land use planning, etc., in FY 89-
90 shows a 36% reduction since FY 77-78. 







o Total revenues, adjusted for inflation, have increased only 4.5% since FY 
1978-79, for an average annual adjusted growth rate of only 0.005%. 


o Revenues per capita, adjusted for inflation, have actually decreased 24% 
since FY 1978-79. 


o General purpose revenues represented 45% of the County's budget in FY 
1978-79. That percentage dropped to 36.7% by FY 1988-89. 


o Expenditures per capita for County services, when adjusted for inflation, 
have decreased 16% since FY 1978-79. 


o Employees per capita numbered 6.84 per 1,000 in FY 1978-79. That ratio 
dropped to 4.99 per 1,000 in FY 1984-85, and has since returned to the 
1982 staffing ratio of 5.55 per 1,000. 


o The County's contingency reserve, as a percentage of total expenditures, 
has remained at approximately 1% since FY 1978-79. 


o Based on data contained in the "Report of Financial Transactions of 
Counties," prepared by the State Controller, San Diego is next-to-last in 
terms of general revenues per capita. That shortfall in FY 1987-88 amounted 
to $146.06 million, making San Diego County number "57 out of 58" counties 
in per capita general revenues statewide. 


New Approach 


Another approach to addressing the issue of absolute need is presented by recent 
attention paid to Butte County. If a consensus assessment of Butte County's fiscal 
condition can be found, perhaps San Diego County's condition can be ascertained by 
comparison to it. 


By all accounts, Butte is on the verge of collapse. The county has retained an attorney 
to assist it in filing for Chapter 9 federal bankruptcy. A consultant for the Department of 
Finance and the Legislative Analyst have independently examined Butte County's fiscal 
situation, and arrived at mutually consistent conclusions. 


o Department of Finance Consultant. In a December 1989 report to the 
Department, "oversight advisor" Mr. Richard Cutting concluded 


that Butte County was in good fiscal condition at the time of 
Proposition 13, with 26% of the local property tax and a healthy fund 
balance. 


that Butte County lost property tax revenues due to annexations and 
redevelopment projects initiated by two cities in Butte, Chico and 
Oroville. 
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that Butte County experienced no growth in sales tax during the 10-
year period ending FY 89-90 due to the ability of cities in Butte to 
annex retail centers. 


that locally raised revenue increased only 58.9% during that same 
period, while State-required program expenditures increased nearly 
100%. 


that Butte County experienced a disproportionately large increase in 
the number of persons on AFDC (159.goA,) compared to counties 
statewide (22.1%) during the nine-year period ending in FY 89-90, 
and that its matching costs for the program increased 322.2% during 
that period. 


that the number of persons receiving General Relief in Butte County 
increased 611.2% during the nine-year period ending in FY 89-90, 
compared to a statewide average increase of 224.4%; while the 
county's annual cost for the program increased by over 2,000%. 


that Butte County experienced an increase in expenditures for its 
public defender ·· program of 402.8% during the nine-year period 
ending in FY 89-90. 


o Legislative Analyst's Office. The Legislative Analyst reviewed the Butte 
County situation in a "Policy Brief" issued in December 1989. The Analyst 
concluded: 


that Butte County is characterized by a structural budget problem 
common to many counties -- high growth in county costs for State
required programs, and slower growth in local general purpose 
revenue. 


that because costs for State-required programs increased faster than 
general purpose revenues, the county had to divert a larger share of 
its general purpose revenue to these programs. 


that the per capita general purpose revenue available for discretionary 
programs in Butte County, when adjusted for inflation, declined by 21 
percent between FY 84-85 and FY 87-88. 


that Butte County experienced general purpose revenue growth of 
about 15 percent between FY 84-85 and FY 87-88, while statewide 
general purpose revenue grew 26 percent; and that Butte County's 
expenditures for State-required programs grew by 38 percent during 
that period. 


-- 3 --







. ., I 


New Data 


that Butte County, in addition to experiencing relatively low growth in 
general purpose revenues, has a small general revenue ~relative 
to other counties; due primarily to county efforts to reduce property 
tax rates prior to Proposition 13, and due to its reliance on federal 
revenue sharing funds prior to the termination of that program. 


that in the absence of State intervention, Butte County's serious fiscal 
condition will probably continue to deteriorate over time. 


In attempting to compare San Diego County's fiscal condition to that of Butte and counties 
statewide, a January 1 0, 1990, report from the Legislative Analyst to Assembly Member 
Mojonnier. provides new data to support earlier claims. Some of the observations were 
as follows: 


o "Although [San Diego County] spends roughly the statewide average 
proportion of its general purpose revenue on state-required programs, it has 
a lower aggregate level of general purpose revenue, on a per capita basis, 
than the average for all counties. As a result, relative to other counties, San -
Diego County has less revenue remaining to address local needs after 
paying the costs of state-required programs . .. it has less fiscal capacity to 
deal with local service demands and changing state requirements than most 
other counties." 


" ... two factors appear to contribute to San Diego County's fiscal situation: 
(1) the county's relatively low share of property taxes and (2) the amount of 
state program funding received by the county." 


o In FY 1984-85 San Diego County had less "residual" or "net general revenue" 
--i.e., revenue available to fund local priorities after contributions to State
required programs --than all but two California counties: Alameda and 
Stanislaus. In FY 1987-88 San Diego County was fourth-lowest in net 
general revenue, behind Solano, Shasta, and Alameda Counties. 


o Not only does San Diego County fare poorly in comparison to statewide 
averages for counties; it also fares poorly in comparison to the so-called 
"distressed" counties. The notion has developed that only California's rural 
counties are fiscally distressed, but the LAO's January 10 report belies that 
notion. For example, note the following comparisons between data for San 
Diego, for counties statewide, and for Fresno County -- which receives 
nearly 20% of the entire $15 million "Stabilization" fund allocated to the 44 
"distressed" counties: 


Counties statewide had $242.53 per capita in general revenues to 
start out with in FY 1987-88. Fresno had $219.44 per capita and 
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Butte had $172.12 per capita. San Diego had only $176.62 per capita 
- the lowest of any of the ten largest counties, and next-to-lowest of 
any county in California. 


Counties statewide also received about $145 per capita in State 
assistance payments in FY 1987-88. Fresno received $185 per capita 
and Butte received $141. San Diego received $138 per capita- the 
5th lowest of the ten largest counties. 


Counties statewide spent 56% of their local general purpose revenues 
on State-required programs in FY 1987-88. Fresno also spent 56% 
of its general revenue on State-required programs, while Butte spent 
57%. San Diego spent 58%. · 


After necessary .contributions in support of State-required programs, 
counties statewide had $108 in "residual" or "net" general purpose 
revenue per capita left to finance local priorities in FY 1987-88. 
Fresno had $97 per capita and Butte had $75 per capita. San Diego 
had $74 -- next-to-lowest of the ten largest counties (behind 
Alameda). 


o During the period FY 1984-85 to FY 1987-88, the amount of local general 
purpose revenue contributed to the support of State-required programs 
varied from program to program, and from county to county. The following 
examples come from the January 10 LAO report: 


During the period FY 1984-85 to FY 1987-88, counties statewide 
increased the amount of local general revenues allocated to county 
health services by 52.2SOA>. San Diego increased its allocation by 
94.85% during that time. Fresno and Butte decreased their allocation 
by 26.5% and 26.55% respectively. 


During the period FY 1984-85 to FY 1987-88, counties statewide 
increased the amount of local general revenues allocated to mental 
health services by 53.73%. San Diego increased its allocation by 
206. 16% during that time, while Fresno increased its allocation by 
17.89% and Butte increased its allocation by 34.70%. 


During the period FY 1984-85 to FY 1987-88, counties statewide 
increased the amount of local general revenues allocated to AFDC 
administration and matching requirements by 21.04%. San Diego 
increased its allocation by 36.13% during that time, while Fresno 
increased its allocation by 28.38% and Butte increased its allocation 
by 42.58%. 
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Causes 


During the period FY 1984-85 to FY 1987-88, counties statewide 
increased the amount of local general revenues allocated to General 
Assistance by 60.83%. San Diego increased its allocation by 284.98% 
during that time, while Fresno increased its allocation by 23.99% and 
Butte increased its allocation by 348.11%. 


The causes of the fiscal problem in San Diego seem. to flow from the same "structural" 
defects cited by the Legislative Analyst, as well as by the Governor in his proposed 
budget for FY 90-91 : rapid growth in State-required program costs, brought on frequently 
by statutory cost-of-living adjustments; accompanied by relatively slower growing local 
general purpose revenues; combined with inadequate State program revenues. Indicators 
of this problem are as follows: 


o General revenue shortfalls stem primarily from the following: 


Property tax: The statewide average in FY 1987-88 was $130 per 
capita. San Diego received $96 per capita. This was based on the 
1979 AB 8 property tax sharing formula which gives San Diego 
County only 25% of the regional property tax compared to a statewide 
average of 33% for counties. In dollar terms, the difference amounted 
to $79.22 million in FY 1987-88. In FY 1989-90, the difference 
amounts to approximately $85 million. 


Sales tax: The statewide average in FY 1987-88 was $10.54 per 
capita. San Diego received $3.73 per capita, for an extrapolated 
shortfall of $15.85 million. 


Fines and forfeitures: The statewide average was $10.00 per capita 
in FY 1987-88. San Diego received $4.7 4 per capita, or $12.25 million 
less than it would have received based on the statewide average. 


Vehicle in Ueu Fees (VLF): The statewide average was $36.25 per 
capita in FY 1987 ~as. San Diego received $32.30, for an extrapolated 
shortfall $9.2 million. 


Other general revenues: The average per capita statewide in FY 
1987-88 was $49.16 for all other general revenues. San Diego 
received $36.47 per capita, or $29.54 million less than the statewide . 
average would have. produced. 


o These general revenue shortfalls dramatically affect our ability to backfill high 
priority State-required programs, which are also substantially underfunded 
in comparison to other counties due, primarily, to historical and political 
factors. For example: 
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Conclusions 


Mental Health: The average Short-Doyle allocation statewide was 
$17.80 per capita in FY 1987-88. San Biego received $15.01 per 
cap_ita that year, for a shortfall of $6.49 mil.lion. 


Drug Abuse Programs: The average allocation statewide in FY 1987-
88 was $2.19 per capita. San Diego - the acknowledged 
•methamphetamine capitol of the nation" -- received only $1.40 per 
capita, for a shortfall of $1.84 miliion. 


Alcohol Abuse Programs: The statewide average allocation was 
$1.88 per capita in FY 1987-88. San Diego received $1.41 per capita, 
for a shortfall of $1.09 million. 


AB 8 County Health Services: The average allocation statewide ·in FY 
1987-88 was $13.79 per capita. San Diego received only $6.32 per 
capita, for a shortfall of $17.39 million. 


o San Diego County has substantially fewer general revenue dollars per capita than 
the average for counties statewide, and -- after contributions to the cost of State
required programs - has substantially fewer net general revenue dollars per capita 
with which to finance local priorities and backfill underfunded State mandates. 


o The demand in San Diego County for local general revenue to finance State
required programs has grown much faster in San Diego (49.57%) than has that 
local general revenue (33.06%) between FY 1984-85 and FY 1987-88. 


o San Diego County allocates its limited discretionary resources in much the same 
way, proportionately, as counties statewide. Because San Diego has less 
resources to begin with, needs are not addressed as well as in other counties. 


o San Diego County has had to reprioritize its allocation of limited resources, shifting 
more funding to health and justice system priorities, and reducing funding for 
system maintenance and community service programs. 


o San Diego County's ability to make further shifts in funding has become 
increasingly limited, while at the same time demands in the justice system and in 


· the area of system maintenance have become more severe. 


Implications 


What are the implications of these data? By all accounts, Butte County is in severe 
financial straits. And yet, the data indicate that San Diego is very near - and fast 
approaching-- Butte's condition. Further, this assessment is consistent with data which 
indicate that San Diego is in worse fiscal shape than most of those "distressed" counties 
which have qualified for several years for State "stabilization" assistance funds. 
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If San Diego's fiscal condition is ne~r to that of Butte, and if Butte verges on financial 
collapse, what does this promise for the Mure of county programs in San Diego? And 
assuming, for argument, the State were to act quickly to address the structural problems 
faced by counties, is there time to prevent a major disruption in service delivery? How 
long will it take to turn the situation around? Is there enough time? 


We cannot know the answer to these quest~ons, but the future of Butte County may offer 
some clues. 


February 7, 1990 


mediabrf.js 
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January 10, 1990 


Assembly Member, 75th District 
Room 4005, State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814 


Dear Ass~onnier: 
This is in response to your request that we update certain data on 


county costs for state-required programs, state subventions, and county 
general purpose revenue. Your letter notes that in the past this 
information was of assistance in analyzing the fiscal condition of San 
Diego County compared to that of other counties in the state. 


Attachments 1 and 2 provide the updated information you requested. 
As you requested, we included cost data for general assistance, indigent 
health, and indigent legal defense (the latter is included in the judicial 
totals). In the remainder of this letter we: {1) describe the sources and 
limitations of the data provided; (2) discuss alternative measures of 
county fiscal capacity; and (3) discuss the fiscal capacity of San Diego 
County relative to the statewide average. 


Descriotion of the Data . 


Our primary source for the information provided is the State 
Controller's report "Financial Tra·nsactions of California Counties." In 
addition, we derived information on net county costs for other programs 
from various state departments, including the Department of Mental Health, 
the Department of Social Services, and the Department of Health Services. 
In these cases, the Controller's reports did not contain adequate detail on 
program expenditures. 


We provide data for the years 1984-85 and 1987-88, the latter being 
the most recent year for which data are available. Please note that these 
data are not di rectly comparable to the information we provided earlier; as 
some of our data sources and definitions have changed since the last 
report. · 
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Table 1 summarizes the statewide county-level data provided in the 
attached tables. As this figure indicates, county costs grew most rapidly 
in the In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) program, General Assistance, and 
the County Health Services and Mental Health programs. In contrast, county 
costs grew relatively slowly in the AFDC and Food Stamps programs. 


Table 1 


County General Purpose Revenue and 
Expenditures for State-Required Programs 


(dollars in millions) 


General Purpose Revenue 


Expenditures: 


Judicial 
Corrections 
County Health Services 
Mental Health 
AFDC 
IHSS 
Food Stamps 
General Assistance 


Expenditure Totals 


Residual General 
Pur.pose Revenue 


Measures of County Fiscal Caoacity 


1984-85 1987-88 


$5,250 $6,582 


$1,097 $1,495 
790 1,140 
186 284 
59 91 


265 321 
6 18 


93 111 
124 200 


$2,621 $3,660 


$2,629 $2,922 


Percent 
Change 


25.4% 


36.3% 
44.3 
52.3 
53.7 
21.0 


178.0 
19.9 
60.8 


39.6% 


11.2% 


Average 
Annual 
Change 


7.8% 


10.9% 
13.0 
15.1 
15.4 
6.6 


40.6 
6.2 


17.2 


11.8% 


3.6% 


You requested that we provide a measure of the impact that state 
programs have had on San Diego County and other counties. We provide two 
measures of the effect of state programs on county general purpose revenue: 


• Percentage of general purpose revenue spent on state-required 
programs. The two last columns of Attachment 1 provide this 
information. The advantage of this measure is that it enables 
one to compare the relative load that various counties carry in 
the financing of state-required programs. 
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1 General purpose revenue net of state-reauired program costs. To 
obtain this measure, we subtract net county costs for 
state-required programs from general purpose revenue. 
Attachment 3 presents this information on a per-capita basis, for 
the periods of 1984-85 and 1987-88. This comparison shows how 
much revenue the counties have available for local general 
purposes after state requirements are met. The advantage of this 
measure is that it allows us to compare the residual fiscal 
capacity of counties after meeting state requirements, and to 
observe how this has changed over time. 


It should be noted that these measures do not give a precise 
portrayal of a county's "fiscal health" or its success or failure in 
meeting the needs of its residents. For example, a county that had a 
relatively small amount of local revenue available for local programs might 
still be in good financial shape if local service demands were modest. 
Rather, these measures allow one to compare the impact of state 
.requirements on local general purpose revenue, and the. residual capacity of 
counties to address whatever service demands might arise. 


Fiscal Capacity of San Diego County 


In recent years, state programs. have had roughly the same impact on 
San Diego's general purpose revenues as they have had on county revenue 
statewide. Attachment 1 shows that, in 1987-88, San Diego spent about 58 
percent of its general purpose revenue on state-required programs in the 
areas of health and welfare, the courts, and corrections. Statewide, 
counties spent 56 percent of general purpose revenue on these programs. 
Moreover, between 1984-85 through 1987-88, adjusting for inflation, the per 
capita revenue available for general purposes declined 7 percent in San 
Diego. This was roughly comparable to the statewide trend~-an 8 percent 
decline. 


Although the county spends roughly the statewide average proportion 
of its general purpose revenue on state-required programs, it has a lower 
aggregate level of general purpose revenue, on a per capita basis, than the 
average for all counties. As a result, relative to other counties, San 
Diego County has less revenue remaining to address local needs after paying 
the costs of state-required programs. Specifically, Attachment 3 
illustrates that, in 1987-88, San Diego County had about $75 per capita in 
general purpose revenue to spend on local programs, compared to S105 per 
capita statewide. As a result, it has less fiscal capacity to deal with 
local service. demands and changing state requirements than most other 
counties. 


As we have pointed out in earlier.analyses, two factors appear to 
contribute to San Diego County's fiscal situation: (1) the county's 
relatively low share of property taxes and (2) the amount of state program 
funding received by the county. 


Property tax revenue share. San Diego receives a lower-than-average 
share of property tax .revenue. Under the AB 8 property tax allocation 
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formula (enacted following the voters• approval of Proposition 13}, the 
share of the property tax allocated to each local agency is based on its 
share of the total amount of property taxes collected in the county during 
the three fiscal years prior to 1978-79. For histor ical reasons, San Diego 
County receives 25 percent of the property taxes generated within its 
boundaries, while the statewide average county share is 33 percent. San 
Diego ranks 51st of the 58 counties in terms of property tax share. If San 
Diego County received an average share of the property tax generated within 
its boundaries, it would have greater ability to fund local programs. 


Per capita state assistance. In addition, the county receives 
smaller amounts of state funding than do many other counties. Attachment ·2 
summarizes information for San Diego County on the per capita state funding 
received by the county in 1984-85 and 1987-88. This table excludes 
payments for programs providing direct grant payments to individuals {such 
as SSI/SSP and AFDC). It also excludes state payments for social service 
program costs that are primarily caseload driven. We exclude these 
caseload-driven payments because they do not reflect meaningful differenc~s 
in state assistance and , therefore, would distort county-by-county 
comparisons. These data indicate that San Diego received $138 per capita 
in state assistance in 1987-88, compared to the state average of $145. 
There are at least two possible reasons that San Diego receives a 
lower-than-average share of state assistance: 


• Funding for many programs is .allocated in proportion to each 
county's relative level of expenditure during a "base year." For 
example, the subvention for county public health services is 
based partially on the level of "net county costs" for health 
programs during the 1977-78 fiscal year. Counties which chose to 
provide higher levels of service, at county expense, during that 
base year are, in effect, now rewarded by higher allocations of 
state funds than counties that provided relatively lower levels 
of services for these programs. 


t Some programs, such as the state's alcohol and drug programs, 
provide a minimum amount of assistance regardless of population. 
This results in a higher per capita allocation of program funds 
for the less-populated rural counties. 


We are currently conducting a more detailed analysis of relative 
county fiscal capacity. This analysis will examine some of the causes for 
differences in county resources, and discuss the potential effects of these 
disparities. We will be happy to share our findings with you when we have 
completed this analysis. In the meantime, if you have any questions about 
the information we provided, please cont~ct Peter Schaafsma or Juliet Musso 
at 445-6442. 


Enclosures 


s~~ly, 


~~th G. Hill 
legislative Analyst 
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Attachment 2 


Per Capita County Expenditures For State-Required Programs And Per Capita State As.c;istance 
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Kinj:~ 


Lake 
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MonCI 
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Attachment 3 
Per Capita General Purpose Revenue 


Ava11able for Local Program-s 
1~84·85 to 1987-88 


Change Pet Change 
1984-85 to 1984~85 to 


1984-85 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88 . 
··-----·-··---------------------------------------·---------------Alameda 48 72 24 50.1~ 


Alpine 1,421 1,837 416 29.3~ 
Amador 253 260 7 2.~ 


Butte 84 75 -10 -11.~ 
Calaveras 194 251 57 29.7~ 
Colusa 361 291 -70 -19.3~ 
Contra Costa 78 97 19 24.2~ 
Del Norte 141 185 44 31.1~ 


El Dorado 176 185 9 4.~ 
Fresno 104 97 -7 -7 .1,; 
Ghnn 211 177 -33 -ts.a,; 
Humboldt 116 147 30 25.~ 
Imperial 81 92 10 12.~ 
Inyo 257 355 98 38.1% 
Kern 220 204 -17 -7.6~ 
Kings 145 169 24 16.3,; 
Lake 300 208 -91 -30.5~ 
Lassen 234 211 -23 -9.~ 
Los Angeles 107 117 10 9.2% 
Madera 135 147 13 9.6% 
Marin 153 190 37 24.1~ 
Mariposa 329 321 -8 -2.3% 
Mendocino 185 213 28 15.3% 
Merced 130 108 -22 -16.~ 
Modoc 355 455 100 28.~ 
Mono 644 583 -61 -9.4~ 
Monterey 9.0 123 33 36.0% 
Napa 131 160 29 22.4,; 
Nevada 176 180 4 2.~ 


·orange 75 80 5 6.2% 
Placer 197 212 15 7.7~ 
Plumas 512 462 -so -9.~ 
Riverside 88 96 8 9.5~ 
Sacramento 111 122 11 9.7~ 
San Benito 100 117 17 16.~ ·"\ 
San Bernardino 101 S6 -16 -15.4~ 
San 01ego 71 74 3 4.0% 
San Joaquin lOS 88 -17 ·16.3% 
San Luis Obs'tpo 190 224 34 18.1~ 
San Mateo 87 116 30 34.~ 
Santa Barbara 117 123 6 5.3% 
Santa Clara 102 86 -17 ·16.2% 
Santa Cruz 124 9&___-25 ___ -20.5% 
Shasta 76 71 -5 -6.3~ 
Sierra 711 599 -112 ·15.7S 
Siskiyou 236 297 61 25.7S 
Solano 85 57 ·28 ·33.4S 
Sonoma 170 144 -25 -15.01 
Stanfslau~ 50 76 19 ... -34.3S 
Sutter 156 141 -14 -9.2S 
Tehama 154 154 0 .~ 
Trfnity 362 407 44 12.3S 
Tulare 109 86 -22 -20.6S 
Tuolomne 233 250 17 7.3S 
Ventura 114. 114 -0 -0.4~ 
Yolo 138 95 -43 -3(\.9S 
Yuba 92 95 3 3.6~ 


Statewide Total 104 108 5 4.6~ 


---------------·------------------------------·-···---------------Source: Legislative Analyst Estimates 


Note: General purpose revenues include property taxes, other 
taxes (including sales tax, transient occupancy tax) 
and other general purpose revenue sources (including 
state and federal general purpose subventions. fines, 
franchise fees, and revenue from use of money/property}. 







NOTE 


The attached tables are partial summaries of the 
tables contained in the Legislative Analyst's 
January 10, ·1990, report to Assembly Member 
Mojonnier. For the most part, summarized data 
comparisons are Umited to the ten most populous 
counties, plus Fresno County (as an example of 
a "distressed" county receiving State stabilization 
assistance funds), plus Butte County (as the 
county presently contemplating federal bankruptcy 
protection). 







General Purpose Revenue 


Expenditures: 


Judicial 
Corrections 
County Health Services 
Mental Health 
AFOC 
IHSS 
Food Stamps 
General Assistance 


Expenditure Totals 


Residual General 
Purpose Revenue 


Revised 


Table 1 


County General Purpose Revenue and 
Expenditures for state-Required Programs 


· (dollars in aillions) 


1984-85 1987-88 


$ 5,250 $ 6,616 


$ 1,097 $ 1,495 
790 1,140 
186 284 


59 91 
265 321 


6 18 
93 111 


124 200 


$ 2,621 $ 3,660 


$ 2,629 $ 2,956 


Source: Legislative Analyst Revised Attachment 1 


Average 
Percent Annual 
Change Cll&nqe 


26.0\ 8.7\ 


36.3\ 12.1\ 
44.3 14.8 
52.3 17.4 
53.7 17.9 
21.0 7.0 


178.0 59.3 
19.9 6.6 
60.8 20.3 


39.6\ 13.2\ 


12.4 4.2\ 







Table 2 


Per Capita County Expenditures For State-Required Progra.s and Per Capita State Assistance 


FY 1987-88 


Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita Per Capita 
General Purpose Revenue Program Costs State Assjstance State Assistance Adjysted 


Alameda $240 $169 $153 $116 


Butte 172 98 141 85 


Contra Costa 236 138 126 74 


fresno 219 123 185 101 


Los Angeles 273 156 148 90 


Orange 183 103 120 71 


Riverside 213 117 144 93 


Sacramento 279 157 150 94 


San Bernardino 192 lOS 114 61 


San Diego 177 102 138 85 


Santa Clara 223 138 153 95 


Ventura 221 107 1oo · ---42. 
Statewide Total $243 $134 $145 $87 


Note: The legislative Analyst has included in "State Assistance" tabulations certain general purpose revenues (e. g., motor 
vehicle in-lieu taxes) which are also included in the "G~neral Purpose Revenue" tabulations. As a result, these 
two columns are not additive. The last column reflects State Assistance adjusted to exclude those revenues. 
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Table 3 


Per capita Gener al PUrpose Revenue Available for Local Programs 
1984-85 -and J.987-88 


Change Change 
1984-85 to 1984-85 to 


1984-85 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88 


Alameda $ 48 $ 72 $ 24 50.1% 


Butte 84 75 -10 -11.8 


Contra Costa 78 97 19 24.2 


Fresno 104 97 -7 -7.1 


Los Angeles 107 117 10 9.2 


orange 75 80 5 6.2 


Riverside 88 96 8 9.5 


Sacramento 111 ~22 11 9.7 


San Bernardino 101 86 -16 -15.4 


San Diego 71 74 3 4.0 


Santa Clara 102 86 -17 -16.2 


Ventura --11! __lll __ o 0.4 


statewide Total $104 $108 $ 5 4.6% 







Table 4 


STATE-REQUIRED EXPENDITURES 


Grand Total 


Percent Change Ratio Ratio 
1984-85 to Exp\Rev Exp\Rev 


1987-88 1984-85 1987-88 


Alameda 34.98t 0.73 ' o. 70 


Butte 38.95 0.47 0.57 


Contra Costa 29.61 0.59 0.59 


Fresno 16.56 0.52 0.56 


Los Angeles 37.19 0.53 0.57 


orange 41.85 0.51 0.56 


Riverside 44.38 0.52 0.55 


Sacramento 45.41 0.52 0.56 


san Bernardino 76.98 o. 41 0.55 


San Diego 49.57 0.52 0.58 


Santa Clara 41.57 0.49 0.62 


ventura 31.32 0.43 0.48 


statewide 'l'otal 39.64% 0.50% 0.56% 







County 


Alameda 


Butte 


Contra Costa 


Fresno 


Los Angeles 


Orange 


Riverside 


Sacramento 


San Bernardino 


San Diego 


Santa Clar a 


Ventura 


statewide Total 


Table 5 


COUNTY GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES AND 
EXPENDITURES FOR STATE-REQUIRED PROGRAMS 


General Purpose 
Revenues Judicial 


Percent Change Percent Change 
1984-85 to 1984-85 to 


1987-88 1987-88 


40.87% 31.20% 


15.58 30.04 


30.82 25.97 


7.83 12.64 


26.94 31.60 


27.50 42.34 


37.56 46.80 


33.14 35.17 


31.23 40.35 


33.06 53.29 


13.48 36.81 


17.74 29.68 


26.02% 36.33% 


Corrections 
Percent Change 


1984-85 to 
1987-88 


24.09% 


29.27 


21.22 


19.13 


51.70 


51.45 


39.61 


70.92 


158.24 


18.46 


56.10 


11.39 


44.29% 







Table 5 - Paqe 2 


county Mental 
Health services Health APDC 
Percent Change p rcent Chanqe Perc nt Change 


1984-85 to 1984-85 to 1984-85 to 
county 1987-88 1987-88 1987-88 


Alameda 64.86% 46.78% 13.81% 


Butte -26.55 34.70 42.58 


contra Costa 31.57 61.75 23.68 


Fresno -26.50 17.89 28.38 


Los Angeles 44.08 46.80 13.55 


Orange 3.37 50.05 -2.73 


Riverside 113.46 89.93 31.66 


Sacramento 81.15 96.75 22.99 


San Bernardino 325.40 59.31 49.19 


San Diego 94.85 206.16 36.13 


Santa Clara 69.61 -35.65 6.42 


Ventura 416.03 -3.51 4.05 


statewide Total 52.26% 53.73% 21.04% 
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Table 5 - Paqe 3 


l'oo4 stamps 0 neral Assistance 
Percent Change Peroent Cbanqe 


1984-85 to 1984-85 to 
county 1987-88 1987-88 


Alameda 13.87% 134.35% 


Butte 13.63 348.11 


Contra Costa 18.57 91.42 


Fresno 20.44 2 3. 99 


Los Angeles 12.18 44.76 


Orange 16.40 159.06 


Riverside 6.51 6.66 


Sacramento 14.72 68.20 


san Bernardino 58. 00 770.06 · 


San Diego 33.22 284.98 


Santa Clara 41.27 48.24 


Ventura 25. 8 4 150.19 


s t atewide Total 19.92% 60.83% 
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REVENUE ALLOCATION: PER CAPITA 
SEVEN LARGEST CALIFORNIA COUNTIES 


FY 1987-88 


54.80 1.79 10.54 3.73 


13.57 4.74 10.00 4.74 


40.35 32.30 36.25 32.30 


59.80 36.47 49.16 36.47 


SHORT DOYLE $21.73 $14.85 $17.90 $15.01 


2.70 1.40 2.19 1.40 


2.15 1.29 1.88 , .41 


NOTES: 1. Seven largest counties by population are Los Angeies, San Diego, Orange, Santa Clara, 
Alameda, San Bernadino, Sacramento. 


2. Total General Revenue Budgeted FY 1987-88 = 374.0 million. 
3. Does not Include San Francisco. 
4. In millions of dollars. 


FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 
FILE: 7COUNT.WR1 


11/22/89 
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.. SAN DIEGO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH 
FOR FISCAL YEARS 79-90 


.( MILLIONS) 
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STATE EXPENDITURES (FY79-83) AND 
ALLOCATIONS (FY84-90) FOR MEDICALLY 
INDIGENT ADULTS IN SAN DIEGO COUNTY 


EXPENDITURES ( IN MILLIONS ) AllOCATIONS 
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DISCRETIONARY REVENUE 


The County's 1989-90 estimated revenue totals $1,475,831,378. Revenue categories are outlined 
as follows: 


0 


0 


Program Revenues 


These must be used for specific purposes 
such as welfare grants, health, mental 
health and roads. 


General Revenues (including Fund Balance) 


These include: 


Revenues required by Federal and State 
law to be allocated to mandated program$. 


Discretionary Revenues available for 
local programs. 


\.10 


\.00 


DISCRETIONARY REVENUES 
ADOPTED 1989-90 


$ 1,475,831,378 


BiWONS OF DOU..ARS 


1 .0 ---.. ~,., 
o.o.__ _____ ...._ _____ _._ _____ __. 


A-17 


%of Total 
Budget 


65.3 


32.2 


100% 


... 
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,. Indicator: Total Revenues 


TOTAL REVENUES 


MIWONS 


2~~--------------------------------~ 


78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88* 89* 90* 91* 92* 93* 


ACTUAL DOLLARS 


--+-


TnEND ___.__ 


Significant Changes/Comments 


FISCAL YEAR CONSTANT 1978 
DOLLARS 


-*
TREt~D 
--B-


o FY budgeted revenues, in constant 1978 dollars, show a slight 


increase from 519.6 million in FY 78 to 543.1 million in FY 88 


or about a 4.5% increase over the ten year period. 


( J/ 


o The increase represents an insignificant .005% annual average annual 


growth rate. · Thus revenues have not kept up with inflationary levels 


over the ten year period. 


o For the next ·5 years, the revenue growth rate is projected to be 


about the same, assuming that a severe recession or a severe cut


back in the construction industry does not ocurr. 
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Indicator: General Purpose Revenues 


GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES AS o/o OF 
TOTAL REVENUES 


PERCENT 
50.0.-----------------. 


45.0. 


40.0 


35.0 


30.0 


2S.o.._._.__...__........,_...._....__..._.._..._ ....... 
78 79 90 31 82 S3 84 SS 86 87 38* 


FISCAL YEAR 


Significant Changes/Comments 


o Due to the passage of Proposition 13 in FY 1978, General Revenues or 
net county cost decreased from 45% in FY 1978 to 36.7% in FY 1988. 
The 36.7% equates to $415.3 million. 


o This trend will continue unless the State provides additional funding for 
mandated programs, thus allowing general revenues to be released for 
other purposes. 
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. ,._ .... . Indicator: Revenues Per Capita 


REVENUES PER CAPITA 


DOLLARS 


700~------------------------~-----, 


ACTUAL DO~AS 


TREND 
--X-


FISCAL YEAR 


Significant Changes\Comments 


1978 CONSTANT 
DOUAAS 
--+-


TREND 
_g_ 


o Revenues per capita exhibit continued increases from $306.6 


to 486.2 from FY 1978 to FY 1988. 


o When inflationary impacts are considered, revenues per capita 


have decreased from $306.6 in FY 1978 to $233.3 in FY 1988. 


This represents an overall 24% decrease. 


o The County will have to continue to redistribute resources among 


programs or to become more efficient, given its inability to adjust 
the majority of its revenues due to inflationary and population 
impacts. 
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Indicator: Expenditures Per Capita 


·EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA 
DOLLARS 


700~----------------------------------~ 


78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88* 89* 90* 91* 92* 93* 


ACTUAL DOLLARS 
--ito-


TREND 
----*-


FISCAL YEAR 
CONSTANT 1978 


DOll.ARS 
---I-


TREND 
--&-


ry 


'------------------------------' 


Significant Changes\Comments 


o Exenditures per capita increased from $274 in FY 1978 to $482 in FY 1988 
an increase of 76%. 


o When inflation is taken into consideration, expenditures per capita have 
decreased from $231 in FY 1978 to $242 in FY 1988; or a 16% decrease. 


o This decrease implies a dual impact regarding levels of service: first, a per 
capita cost reduction may imply the govrnment sect-or becomes more effi
cient; second, a continuous reduction may imply a decrease in the level of 
service. The latter is the case with San Diego County, which has exper
ienced one of the highests growths in population (37%) during this period. 


o Finally, the population growth has necessitated additional capital and 
operating expenditures which will require a reallocation or reduction in the 
level services the County provides. 
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.. ~ Indicator: Employees Per Capita 


EMPLOYEES PER CAPITA 
PER 1000 POPULATION 


7.0....----------------. 
6.5 


6.0 


5.5 


5.0 


4.5 . ......,_..__ ...... __.._...__._....,._.....__._ __ ~...._. 


ASCAL YEAR 


Significant Changes\Comments 


o Employees per capita peaked at 6.84 employees per 1,000 residents in 
FY 1978. · Since that time, employees per capita have continued to 
decrease reaching its lowest value of 4.99 employees per 1,000 
residents in FY 1984. Since FY 1985 a gradual increase has taken 
·place. FY 1988 indicates that the County has the. same number of 
per capita as it had in FY 1982. 


o The current trend suggests that employees per capita will continue to 
to increase at a similar level since 1985. 
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Indicator: Contingency Reserve as a Percentage of Total Expenditures 


4.0 


3.0 


2.0 


1.0 


CONTINGENCY RESERVE AS A % OF 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 


PERCENT 


o.o ..... _...._..-,._..__.._..-..._......., ____ __.. __ 


FISCAL YEAR 
ACTUAL PER:ENTAGE 


Significant Changes\Comments 


o Experts recommend that for sound fiscal planning contingency reserve 
should be approximately 3% of the operating budget. 


o In FY 1979, the County had the highest contingency reserve. This was in 
anticipation of the uncertainty which followed the passage of Propos.ition 
13. 


o The County's contingency reserve level has remained at the 1% level. While 
this has provided a low level of comfort for the County, it has also served 
as an indicator of the severe fiscal situation the County has been facing 
year after year. 







SCHOOLS 51 cents 


SAN DIEGO REGION 
PROPERTY . TAX ALLOCATION 


2scents 


5.0 cents 
0.9 cents 
3.2 cents 
9.8 cents 
2.5 cents 


L------------J 2. 2 cents 
1.4 cents 


Public Protection 
General Government 
Health 
Social Services 
Community Services 
Support 
c"apital/Other 


25~0 cents TOTAL 


CITIES 15 cents 


SPECIAL DIST. 9 cents 
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COUNTY AND STATEWIDE PER CAPITA 
EXPENDITURES ON LOCAL PROGRAMS 


Fisc al Year 1987-88 
STATEWIDE AVERAGE ( IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS ) COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO -
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Revenue Sources Per Capita 
County of San Diego vs Statewide Average 


Fiscal Year 1987-88 
county of san Diego ( IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS ) - Statewide Average -
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Download of this portion is not publicly 
available due to copyright restrictions. 


Contact Special Collections & University 
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NORMAN W. H ICKE Y 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 


(619) 531 - 6226 CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 
(Location Code 730) 


1 600 PACI F IC H IGHWAY. SAN D IEG O. CALIFORNIA 921 0 1 - 2472 


January 10, 1990 


TO: 


FROM : 


Supervisor Leon L. Williams, Chairman 
Supervisor John MacDonald, Vice Chairman 
Supervisor Brian P. Bilbray 
Supervisor George F. Bailey 
Supervisor Susan Golding 


Norman W. Hickey 
Chief Administrative Officer 


GOVERNOR'S PROPOSED BUDGET FOR FY 90/91 


Attached is a copy of preliminary information received regarding the Governor's 
Proposed Budget for FY 90/91 (Attachment A). The proposed cuts, characterized 
by the Governor in his eighth and final State-of-the-State address as reasonable 
and necessary, total $838.1 million. The proposed cuts would affect 
predominately health and welfare programs. Enabling legislation will be 
necessary to implement a significant amount of the proposed cuts. 


Notwithstanding the proposed cuts, the Governor has proposed increased funding 
in certain programs. The most notable program funding increases include medical 
1 i cens i ng and cert i fi cation enforcement activities ( 23% increase), the Ca 1 i forn i a 
He a lthcare for lndi gents Program (CHIPs - $35 mi 11 ion), and 226 new beds in 
Institutions for Mental Disease. 


The Governor has emphasized that this is his January proposal and, as was the 
case last year, he is prepared to work with the Legislative leadership to achieve 
a consensus budget. The State's fiscal problem is mainly a revenue problem, not 
the "structural" problem (i.e., Gann Limit and Prop 98) described by the Governor 
when unveiling last year's State budget. The Governor notes that for FY 90/91 
some programs, such as corrections and health and welfare, are expanding at a 
rate of 11 percent in the coming year, while additional income is estimated to 
grow about 8 percent, thus necessitating some program adjustments. 







Given the already deficient funding this County receives for these very necessary 
health and human service programs, reductions in funding of the magnitude 
proposed by the Governor could have serious consequences for the citizens of this 
region. Attachment B is an initial assessment by staff of the impact on the 
County of San Diego of these proposed State funding cuts. A comprehensive report 
will be developed in conjunction with the Departments of Health Services and 
Social Services to provide more detailed information to quantify the operational 
impact on County services resulting from the proposed budget cuts. 


Respectfully, 


Financial Manageme 
Auditor/Controlle 
Health Services 
Social Services 







A'ITACHMENT A 


MOST SIGNIFICANT PROGRAM REDUCTIONS 


o A DEFERRAL of the June 1991 Medically Indlacnt 
Ser-vices Prosram untll July 1991 


o A REDUCTION in the AB 8 Program - County Health 
Services Program, based on an anticipated oCfaet 
of federal dollars provided under the Omnibus Budaet 
Reconciliation Act of 1987. 


o SUSPEND OR ELIMINATE Cost-of-Llvlna Adjustments for . 


AB 8 
IHSS 
AFDC 
SSI/SSP 
MediCal 


$22.5 million 
2.6 million 


Sl0.-.1 million 
$130.6 million 
$17,9 million 


o SHORTFALL in Caseload growth in Family Maintenance, 
Family Reunification and Permanent Placement programs. 


o REDUCTION in Greater Avenuca for Independence will 
necessitate the targctins of services to AFDC reci· 
picnts who have been on aid a lonaer period of time. 


o REDUCTION in the ID Home Supportive Servieca Proaram: 


o DELAY the final Medi-Cal check writes for both 1989·90 
and 1990·91 until the ltart of tho new fiscal year. 


$2S million 


$1 SO million 


$268.8 million 


$24.1 million 


$91.6 million 


$$71.1 million 


$90 m~llion ($45 million Ocneral Fund) 


o ELIMINATION of optional benefits provided under 
the Medi-Cal pro1ram, including medical transportation, 
paycholosy, chiropractic, podiatry, acupuncture, 
and heroin dctoxiflcation, 


$74.5 million ($36.4 anillion General Fund) 


o REDUCTION of Mcdi·Cal rates by restructurina the 
Relatlvc Value Scale (RVS) for Medi-Cal 


$20 million ($1 0 million General Fund) 


o Fami1y Plannin1 Service• held at REDUCED fiaca11989·90 level. 


Short $23 million 


TOTAL OF SIGNIFICANT REDUCTIONS WITH DIRECT COUNTY IMPACT: 
$838.1 MILLION• 


*Note: This reduction is not offset by any propgscd augmentations for the 90-91 budaet. 


~RMATION DEVELOPED BY CSAC - 1/10/90 







HEALTH &. HUMAN SERVICES BUOGET INFORMATION 


The Governor's Budget proposes the followlna items. which would li1nificant1y reduce 
funding and services provided for the youna, the old and the poor: 


o A OEFERRAL of the June 1991 Medically Indiaent Services Proaram until July 1991 


$25 million 


Impact: The Medically Indisent Services Proaram provides necessary funding to 
counties for indigent health care services. Fund ins for this program has 
dropped from 70 cents on the dollar to 44 cents on the dollar in the past 
five years. Deferral of the checkwrite will impose a severe fiscal 
hardship on coYnties which operate on a month·by·month basis to pay 
for services to the indiscnt. We anticipate that counties would be forced 
to borrow funds with hish ahort•term Interest rates in order to cover the 
dcriciency. 


o A REDUCTION in the AB 8 Program • County Health Services Prosram, based on an 
anticipated offset of federal dollars provided under the Omnibus B\ld&ct Reconciliation 
Act of 1987. 


Impact: 


$150 million 


The County Health Services Proaram waa enacted in 1979 to provide 
counties with a constant atream of funding for public health care 
f'ollowina maasive property taxloues tied to Proposition 1 J. AB 8 County 
Heahh Services funds may be apcnt for public health services, outpatient 
services and inpatient health servicca. The State provides 50% of these 
funds, with a local matchina requirement of SO%. Many counties have 
"over·match" these funds in order to maintain local services. 


It is questionable. at beat, whether counties will realize sufficient new 
funds from OBRA to offset this reduction in State funds. Further, this 
will directly impact counties ability to comply with the statutory 
maintenance of efforts requirements In order to obtain Citarettc c.t 
Tobacco Tax funds. The AB 8 reduction will lmpact all flfty-elabt . 
couatlet aad cooatltutes a 31.7 perceat cut Ia fundlaa. 


o SUSPEND OR ELIMINATE Cost•of•LivJna Adjustments for 


AB 8 
IHSS 
AFDC 
SSI/SSP 
MediCal 


$22.5 million 
2.6 million 


$104.1 million 
$130.6 million 
$17.9 million 


Impact: 


$268.8 million 


The repeal of the AB 8atatutOtY COLA will result in counties losina the 
only atable fundina aoyrce in buyina power tied to indiaent medical 
public health aod services. For the thOYaands of Californians livin&at 
poverty level, the discontinuation of COLAs threatens their ability to 
obtain basic necessities. Thla will have an inevitable apill·over Into 
homelcssncss, crime, deteriorating health (both phyaicaland mental) and 
potentially impacts other county proarams. ' 







o SHORTFALL in Caaeload growth in Family Maintenance, Family Reunification and 
Permanent Placement proarams. 


Impact: 


$24.1 million 


This funding shortfall translatcslnco a net losses of 343 full-time social 
workerS which are identified as needed by SDSS caseload estimates. 
Specifically, this means either of the following •• some children go 
unserved or all children receive Jess service because cascloads per worker 
are higher. Overall, chis shortfall will likely translate into increased 
eases per social workers, which in turn meana child vlaitation standards, 
court-ordered service requirements and overall supervision of child and 
family situations will be compromised. 


o REDUCTION in Greater Avenues for Independence will necessitate the taraetina of 
services to AFDC recipients who have been on aid a lonaer period of time. 


Impact; 


$91.6 million 


Because coufttics are in different ataaes of GAIN program 
implementadon, a continuation or the FY 89·90 fundina level in FY 90· 
91 means no expansion or the AFDC populations served by GAIN and 
a net loss of program resources due to inflation. Counties currently 
funded to serve all AFDC caseloada may face reductions if current year 
allocations to counties arc modified so that all counties arc mandated to 
serve the same priority AFDC populations. 


o REDUCTION in the In Home Supportive Services Proaram: 


Impact: 


Eliminate the hourly waae to the 
IHSS recipients' relatives who aervc 
as care providers 


$11 million 


Reduce eli&ibility to provide benefits 
only to the most phyaically limited 


$60.1 miJlion 


$$71.1 million 


Coat aa vinss will probably be temporary and may not materialize at all. 
Without services, the functional level of many ot these IHSS clients will 
quickly deteriorate to a dleabllhy level which would aaain make them 
eliaiblc for IHSS. In addition, the health atatus of aome of these clients 
may actually deteriorate to such a level that medical care, hospitalization 
or lona-cerm care may be required. Becauao IHSS clialblc clients are 
elisible for Medi·Cal, the atate may end of payina more in the lons·run 
to serve clients proposed to be removed from the JHSS program. In 
addition, the impact of ellminatlnalHSS services aa a aource of income 
to poor families with a disabled family member will likely force thole 
hmilies more deeply into poverty. 


o DELAY the nnal Medl·Cal check writes for both 1989·90 and 1990·91 until the start or 
the new fiscal year. 







Impact: 


$90 million ($45 million General Fund) 


Although this proposal would affect all Medi-Cal providers, counties 
would be adversely affected. Counties arc disproportionate providers of 
Medi-Cal aervices and struggle with the inadcq\latc: rate structure of the 
Medi-Cal pro11ram. This proposal, along with a similar concept for the 
Medically Indigent Services Program, would areatly exacerbate cash· 
flow difficulties for already financially strapped counties. 


o ·· ELIMINATION of optional benefits provided under the Medi·Cal proaram, including 
medical transportation, psychology, chiropractic, podiatry, acupuncture, heroin 
detoxification. 


Impact: 


$74.5 million ($36.4 million General Fund) 


May provide increased demands upon county indi1ent health care 
pro1rams aa medical necessity demands the provision of services that 
would be eliminated under Mcdi'-Cal. 


o REDUCTION of Medl·Cal rates by restructurlnl the Relative Value Scale (RVS) 


Impact: 


$20 million (SIO mllUon General Fund) 


Movins towards a uniform rate under the Medi·Cal proaram will 
undoubtedly lead to rate reductions, thus increaaina the uncompensated 
care burden upon county aovernmcnt. 


o Family Planning Services held at REDUCED fiscal 1989·90 level. 


Impact: 


Short $23 million 


Win continue the affect of the current proaram reduction •• to increase 
abortions and increase the number or unwanted prcanancics, many or 
which will be delivered in county faclllties at county cost. 


PROGRAM EXPANSIONS. AUQMENIAIJQNS, OR OTHER GOOQ IQEAS: 


o TRANSFER mental health and residential services for children, pursuant to an 
individualized education plan (as created under AB 3632), f'rom the Department of 
Mental Health to be provided by the State Department or Education. 


Impact: 


$41.1 million 


Wlll provide much needed fiacal relief for the Local Assistance/Short· 
Doyle Mental Health budget by transfcrina these costs to the State 
Department of Education from Proposition 98 fundinasourcea. Budset 
control lan1u•1e will asaure onaoina acrvicea to children durina the 
period of the proaram transfer. 


o Increase for the Immunization Proaram (3,114 percent increase) 


Impact: 


$17.4 million 


Counties arc running short of these medical supplies mid-way through 
the fiscal year. These seruma and immunizations will prevent the spread 
of communicable diseases and will reduce pressures on county health 
systems to purchase serum a at county costs w~cn supplies are diminished. 







o INCREASE In Mental Health Funding • Local Assistance 


Impact: 


$10 million 


These new funds, combined with the $25 million already appropriated 
for FY 90·91 (under AB 7S), wlll atsist in malntainins services within 
the Community Mental Health System. However, 535 million In lncre .. ed 
fundln1 for 90·91 will aot be aufflclent to atan off c:utt In eounty a11d 
clinic prograru becau" tbe ••ntal bealtb proaramt hue beea to 
drama tlc:all) t~aderluaded. 


o INCREASE funding for Institutes for Mental Disease (JMD) 


$6.1 million 


o INCREASE fundina for Mental Health Services to wards and dependents (SB 370) 


$3.8 million 


o INCREASE funding for l'iiOt systems of care for mental health (AB 3777 and AB 377) 


$4.8 million 


o INCREASE funding for the California Healthcare for the Indiaent Prosram out of 
lntcrest·c:arninas frorn the Cigarette & Tobacco Tax fund. 


Impact: 


$35 million 


Interest earninas offset the natural decline: in revenues as cigarette sales 
drop. The addition of $35 million for the second fiscal year of &he CHIP 
prosram wm provide some atabillty in planning and administerina new 
programs and payment systems for uncompensated health care. 


o AUGMENT the Perinatal Substance Abuse Pilot Proaram from four counties, to at least 
slx counties with Ul' to ten more countlc1 which would receive l'l&nnins and 
development srants. 


$4.6 miUio.a 







GOVERNOR'S PROPOSED BUDGET FY 90/91 
IMPACT ON SAN DIEGO COUNTY (DSS) 


Prelimin~tY Estimates 


ATrACHMENT B 


The following is a preliminary estimate of the fiscal impact on 
County serv i ces of the Governor's budget proposals in the Social 
Services Programs. 


Proposal; withhold the statutory cost-of-living adjustments in the 
Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Program, 
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFOC) 
Program and the In-Home Supportive Services Program. 


Imnact; 


The Administration proposes to continue the current grant 
levels for AFDC and SSI/SSP until they are more 
comparable to levels provided by other states. 


The SSI/SSP Program is administered by the State. The 
In-Home-supportive services savings is not significant 
when compared to the major program reduction proposed in 
the next proposal. 


An AFDC Cost-of-Living increase will increase 
expenditures by $18.2 million and Net County cost by $1 
million. The General Relief grant is also increased 
based upon the AFDC COLA. A $631,000 Cost is estimated. 


The Governor's Proposed would save $1.6 million in Net 
County Cost. 


~he AFDC COLA is a statutory increase which requires a 
change in existing law to delete. The Governor has been 
unsuccessful in his effort to delete this COLA in each 
of his previous Budgets. 


Proposal~ A reduction of $71.1 million in the In-Home Supportive 
Services (IHSS) Program. This proposal would restructure 
IHSS eligibility requirements to provide benefits to 
recipients who are the most physically limited and 
therefore in the most need of services. In addition, 
this proposal would eliminate the hourly wage to IHSS 
recipients • relatives who serve as care providers in 
cases requiring limited care. 


Impact: Since San Diego County received 8.16% of the FY 1989-90 
allocation, an estimated $5.8 million savings in State 
revenue will occur locally through reduced client 
services. This is a service level reduction and will not 
save local funds. Concern continues that State 
reductions in this program will push more elderly and 
disabled individuals from independent living to nursing 
home care. 







Proposal: A reduction of $91.6 from full funding in the Greater 
Avenues for Independence (GAIN) Program. This reduction 
will necessitate the targeting of services to AFDC 
recipients who have been on aid for longer periods of 
time. The GAIN program is proposed to be funded at a 
level of $364.3 million ($119.9 million General Fund). 
These resources will provide services to approximately 
273,421 AFDC recipients. 


Impacj::.: San Diego County received $22 million in FY 1989-90. The 
Governor's Proposal may represent an estimated $4. 2 
million reduction for this county. Fewer aid recipients 
will be assisted in finding employment and leaving cash 
aid programs. 


Proposal: A savings of $24.1 million General Fund by holding 1990-
91 funding levels for all components of Child Welfare 
Services, except Emergency Response, at the 1989-90 
levels. Despite this reduction, the Governor's Budget 
provides an additional $30.9 million General Fund for 
caseload growth in Emergency Response and for other 
policy changes. 


Impact: san Diego county received a $39.5 million allocation in 
FY 1989-90. The Governor's Proposal represents a $3.1 
million increase but restricts growth to the Emergency 
Response portion of the program. Funding will be 
inadequate to serve the increased demand for services. 
Children and their families will not be provided required 
protective service. 


Proposal: A reduction of $41.1 million General Fund from 
anticipated 1990-91 funding levels, by repealing current 
law which transferred mental health and residential 
services (Seriously Emotionally Disturbed {SED} Foster 
Care) pursuant to an individualized education plan, from 
the Department of Education to the Department of social 
Services and Mental Health. These services will continue 
to be provided by the Department of Education consistent 
with the requirements of federal law. 


Impact: The SED Foster Care Program is expected to serve 100 
cases per month in FY 1990-91 at a total cost of $3.4 
million. While the Governor's Proposal will reduce 
expendi turea by this amount, there is no associated 
County cost. The difficulty of obtaining services 
through the educational system which prompted this 
program will cause severe problems for families. 


Proposal: Implements SB 370 Foster Care rate increases and FY 90-
91 5% COLA by providing funding for Foster Family Home 
and Group Home rate adjustments. 







ImJJact: Implementation of SB 370 provided for a 12% COLA for 
Foster Homes effective January 1, 1990 and a 5% COLA 
effective July 1, 1990. The Governor is funding this 
legislation in his proposal. The 12% COLA has a 1990-91 
Net County Cost of $180,000. The 5% COLA has a 1990-91 
Net county Cost of $72,000; the Board will make a 
decision during Budget hearings on whether to pass on the 
5% COLA or accept the additional revenue and reduce the 
County's excess cost. 


Pr2posa1: Insures compliance with SB 991, which requires that AFDC 
benefits began accruing from the date of application. 


Impact: San Diego County has 7. 4% of the AFDC cases in the state. 
Accordingly, a $21.8 million state-wide increase 
represents a County expenditure increase of $3.6 million 
at a County cost of $200,000. 


Eroposal: Implements the federal government 1 s reduction of the 
period of time during which services to refugees are 100 
percent federally funded from 24 months to 4 months. 


Impact: The loss of federal funds is expected to increase County 
cost for AFDC, General Relief and program administration 
by an estimated $800,000 in FY 1990-91. 







GOVERNOR'S PROPOSED BUDGET FY 90/91 


IMPACT ON SAN DIEGO COUNTY (DHS) 


Preliminary Estimates 


The following is a preliminary estimate of the fiscal impact on County services 
of the Governor's proposed cuts in Health Services programs. Staff will continue 
to analyze and quantify the operational impact resulting from these funding cuts. 


Proposal: Reduce funding for •AB a• health services funding by $150 H, offset 
by Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 {OBRA) funding. 


Impact: Would result in a reduction of approximately $5.25 M, from the 
current total of approximately $16.4 M. The Governor proposes that 
this reduction be offset by funding from OBRA. It is anticipated 
that 1 oca 1 health care services wi 11 be reduced because these revenue 
sources will not translate to an equal dollar offset for the reduced 
AB 8 funding. This is because eligibility requirements for these 
federal funds differ from the current funding source, because the 
federal government's commitment to fully fund these programs has 
waned. This exchange of revenue sources would result in a funding 
dilemma similar to that experienced this past year when State general 
fund MISP revenues were exchanged for SLIAG and Prop 99 revenue. 


Proposal: Reduce budget expenditures by $25 Has a result of "check lags .. in 
the HISP program. 


Impact: This proposal would require counties to fund MISP costs temporarily 
due to a delay in State payments. The State would pay for the month 
of June 1991 in the next fiscal year beginning July 1991. 


Proposal: Reduce budget expenditures by $45 Has a result of •check lags" in 
the Medi-Cal program. 


Impact: This proposal would require counties to fund Medi-Cal eligibility 
administrative costs temporarily due to a delay in State payments. 
The State would issue the final checks for FY 90/91 Medi-Cal payments 
in the next fiscal year beginning July 1991. This proposal could 
also impact timely funding for Medi-Cal health care services provided 
at Edgemoor. 


Proposal: Reduce funding for Medi-Cal optional benefits by $50 H. 


Impact: No direct impact to County programs. This proposal will reduce 
funding available to health care providers. 







Proposal: Reduce funding for mental health by $25M by eliminating optional 
case management in mental health. 


Impact: The County would experience a reduction in funding of approximately 
$1.5 million. 


Proposal: Increase the CHIP program as authorized by AB 75 with $60-80 million 
in unspent interest earned on tobacco tax funds. 


Impact: This proposal would provide a one-time funding allocation to the 
County of approximately $4 million. 


Proposal: Transfer to the Department of Education the treatment for Special 
Education Students mandated by AB 3632 (W. Brown). 


Impact: The Department of Health Services, Mental Health Division, expended 
approximately $934,000 in State funds during FY 89/90 to provide 
services to Special Education Students. The County match was 
approximately $102,000, which would be saved by this proposal. 







NORMAN W . HICKEY 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER 


(61 9 ) 531 - 6226 


(Location C ode 730} 


illountt! of ~an ~icgo 
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 


1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY. SAN DIEGO. CALIFORNIA 92 101 - 2472 


January 3, 1990 


TO: 


FROM: 


Supervisor Susan Golding, Chairperson 
Supervisor Leon L. Williams, Vice Chairman 
Supervisor Bri~n P. Bilbray 
Supervisor George F. Bailey 
Supervisor John MacDonald 


Norman W. Hickey 
Chief Administrative Officer 


BUTTE COUNTY FISCAL REPORT 


The State Legislative ·Analyst has just released the attached report regarding 
the fiscal crisis in which the County of Butte finds itself. You may recall that 
Butte County, because of concerns about the county's ability to continue 
providing services, has announced its intent to seek bankruptcy protection in 
federal court. 


This report is all the more interesting because of parallels which can be drawn 
with San Diego County. 


Please contact John Sweeten (x5198) if you have questions. 


:({'ectfully SIJlfl' 
~Wckfv ! 
Aktachment 


! 


NWH/js 


cc: Executive Staff 
Manuel Lopez 
Rod Calvao 
Lloyd Harmon 
John Sweeten 
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combination of state and federal funding Because . the _, cost of _state-requiTed 
which is tied to specific .. program · programs increased faster than the growth · 
reqUirements. An additiol}al ~percent is ingeneralpurposerevenue, thecountyhad 
supported by fees, wllicl} bear a direct. · to divert an increasll}g share of its geneial · 
relationship' to the services provided and :. purpose revenue to these programs. Thus, 
cannot be diverted for general purposes. : the portion of general · purpose reven~e 
·This means that any .budget.reductions available for discre~~nary local pqrposes 
wou'l~ have to comeo':lf of th~ rem~g . dec;lined by $700,000 between 1984-85 ~d-


~- $35 million in gen~ purpose reveriues, · . , 1987-,88. ~djusting for j.nflation, per capita 
... ;..- ,..;._. f ._ /: •• :--- :::-"~ < • :.-. · .. • • ~hi~ include locally. ~d .fuiu,is,;ru,td general .purpose revenue ·.-av~b!~. _for_' . 
· ;r~_- ~/:~:-~ .. -. ~ AdJystzngfor: . . __ geperalpw:P?sesubve~ti?hs:~?st{}n~;.·~ ·- ~ti~~~eclined~y.·t~~t; 


·· ·· . t '• ·in · t • ·· · .. · ~- , · half of- this general purpose revenue, ·. ·.·dunng this ~od. , ·. · .:. · . ·- . . , ·,~ ... . 
-:.~ _l,rl;J, ~~~ __ !'!.n ~ per:.:· .. : · _ · -·, h()~~ver, ispsed t? pay for s,tai~~reqtllie~ _..: ·--: .,-:A~ ,;.;e: ha.;e.~sro~sed -~ prlo: ~~y~S:: 
. i·~tapzta:g?n.eral. ·:· ~ . l?ro~ain_sover~h,i;ch_ the .C9~ty~asyezr -~.: ,-·_(for: e~ple;.: see_ pu£ ~SC\lSSi<?I(of.':$av: 
- ·": : - .. · .. ; ' < :.:. - ·"-; . ~. :· · .. , ~.-· . ·- limited budgetary·control,-such as.health r"':•-cburt -funding ··'in ·, The -1989-90· Btidget· 1 
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F~t~rs kiderlying slow g~a~ purpose 
. revenue g'row~h. Fig~ 3 compares growth 
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data clearly indi~te, however, that Butte . mechanisms. These'options~outlin~jri·~ , .. ;;i 
Countyisplaguedwithastructuralfiscal. · :FigureS. · ·. ··."}· : · <·~ : . "··~ ;:.: ... --- •· 
problem steillllili,lg from factors that are . The_ oounty ~epartS . that it is .e~g -._; . ;. 
l~gely beyond local eon trot ' ' ' · ' ' the . possi~~ty of including· some:~ all.of ' ·,, I 


What' 1s the Outlook· For the Future? these options on the June .1990 .~ot. The 
' potential suceess ·. of these, mea~ui:es . is 
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