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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 sounded 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 Rnance 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. 







o Butte and San Diego exhibit ~imilar 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. 
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' .._ 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 aara .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: 


FY85-86 
FY 86..S7 
FY 87-aB 
FY 88-89 


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


12.584,089 
Total $33,247,349 


Sales Tax 


FY 84-a5 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 $96.37 $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 49.16 470.06 


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 normally 


considered •general purpose. • 
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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 appropriate 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 confirms 
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. 







County of San Diego 


FISCAL CONDITION 


Background 


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 for 
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 Nadequate." Describing fiscal well-being in relative terms is less difficult given the 
availability of comparative data, but does not answer the question ~hat 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. 
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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 1SOA, 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 (159.9%) 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 Briefu 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. 
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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 re-duce 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 10, 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 couniles, 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 situailon: 
(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 
~amed~. · 


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 52.2SOk. 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 
17.8SOA> 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 8iego received $15.01 per 
capjta that year, for a shortfall of $6.49 miUion. 


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 million. 


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 bagin 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 conqition 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 tp 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 tum the situation ~ound? Is there enough time? 


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


February 7, 1990 


mediabrf.js 
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TO: 


FROM: 


RE: 


COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 


February 2, 1990 


Leon L. Williams, Chairman 
Board of Supervisors 


County Counsel 


Proposed Statewide Initiative ("Taxpayers' Fair 
Share Act") 


You have asked this office to review a proposed statewide 
initiative entitled the "Taxpayers' Fair Share Act" ("initiative"), 
a copy of which is attached, and provide you with our comments. 
We understand that the proposed initiative was drafted by Mr. Bruce 
Henderson, a member of the City Council of the city of San Diego. 


THE INITIATIVE 


The initiative would add an Article XIIIC to the California 
Constitution. The initiative would require the State Controller 
to distribute "state income tax collections" as follows: 


1. Each city and each county would share "in an amount not 
less than ten percent ( 10%) of the state income tax 
collections for the prior calendar year" (sec. 1. 1) . 
Apportionment of this 10% would be based on the 
population of each city and each county (unincorporated 
area only) to the total population of the State of 
California, to be estimated each year (sec 1.2). 


2. In addition, each county would share "in an amount not 
less than two percent (2%) of the state income tax 
collections for the prior year" (sec. 2.1). 
Apportionment of this 2% would be based on the 
population of each county to the total population of 
the State of California, to be estimated each year 
(sec. 2. 2) . 


The initiative would require that the distributions commence 
no later than June 15 of each year "commencing the second 
calendar year following enactment ... " of the initiative (sec. 
1.1). The distributions to each city and each county would be 
phased-in" so that in year four the full distribution would be 
received by each city and county (sec. 5). 
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The use of the funds received by each city and each county 
would be limited as follows: 


1. Fifty percent (50%) for "public infrastructure" 
(sec 4 . 1) ; and 


2. Fifty percent (50%) for "publlc safety services" 
(sec. 4.2); provided, however, 


3. The voters of a city or a county could authorize 
the use of such funds for "local expenditure 
programs" for a term not to exceed five years as 
adopted by a majority vote (sec. 4.3). Upon 
expiration of the five years, the funds may be 
used only as specifically permitted by the 
initiative unless further authorization is 
granted by the voters. 


The initiative provides that "[i]f. .the state reduces the 
percentage of the cumulative total of state revenues from any 
source whatsoever paid. .by the state. .commencing July 1, 
1989, to cities or counties, then the percent of state income tax 
collections payable ... shall be increased commensurately to 
fully compensate for such reduction of the cumulative total . 
. until such reduction in the cumulative total is fully restored . 


. " (sec. 3). The initiative would prohibit any "direct or 
indirect control'' by the state over the expenditure of the state 
income tax collections (sec.7). 


The initiative would exclude the state income tax 
collections received by a city or a county from calculation of 
any state expenditure limitation, including the Gann limitations 
(sec. 6). However, the distributions "may be subject to any such 
limitations or any other limitations to the extent adopted. 11 


by a majority vote of the city or county in which the limitation 
is imposed (sec. 6). 


The initiative authorizes but does not require binding 
arbitration where it is alleged that the state haws violated the 
provisions of the initiative (sec. 9). The arbitration panel 
must be at least three arbiters unless otherwise agreed to by the 
parties. An arbitration could be commenced by any city, any 
county or "by any not-for-profit organization organized and 
operating primarily to protect the concerns of state or local 
taxpayers" (sec. 9). 


COMMENTS 


We offer the following comments: 
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1. Under existing law, state income tax revenues are 
deposited into the General Fund of the State of California (see : 
26 Ops.Cal.Atty.Gen. 168 (1955]). The California Constitution 
provides that funds in the General Fund may be appropriated only 
upon a 2/3 vote of the Legislature plus approval by the Governor 
(Cal.Const. Art. 4, sec. 12). The proposed initiative directs 
that the State Controller "shall apportion and distribute" the 
state income tax collections which are by statute deposited into 
the General Fund. While there is the doctrine of "continuing 
appropriations" which recognizes that money in a specific fund is 
continuously appropriated for a specific purpose without 
violating the 2/3 vote requirement (see Daugherty v. Riley (19 34 } 
1 Cal.2d 298), it is unclear how a court might construe the 
initiative. The initiative does not expressly create a speci a l 
fund for these revenues to avoid the potential applica tion of the 
2/3 vote requirement. The question also arises whether this 
initiative adequately defines how a State executive officer, 
i.e., the State Controller, shall exercise the authority to 
"appropriate" state general funds since the amount to be 
apportioned and distributed is phrased in terms of "not less 
than". 


2. The language of the initiative may create some diff i c ult 
issues of interpretation. The meaning of section 3 is an 
example. Also section 7 may present a problem to any city or 
county other than a charter city (and possibly a charter county) 
since general law cities and counties may expend money onl y as 
authorized by the legislature. 


3. The arbitration provision which gives standing to not
for-profit groups to seek arbitration against the state should be 
carefully considered. The purpose of the arbitration section is 
not clear. Given the complexities of the issues surrounding the 
financing of government the use of arbitrators to determine these 
disputes raises some interesting philosophical and policy 
questions. 


4. The initiative does not address the under-equity 
problems of this County as against other counties. 


5. According to our figures, if the ten percent (10 %} 
distribution was now in effect the San Diego cities and County 
would get 8.44%, with the County receiving 1.37% of the 10% 
distribution. If the two percent (2%) was now distributed the 
County would get 8.44%. Our analysis suggest that this proposed 
distribution does not provide counties with enough of the 
guaranteed revenues. If the initiative had been fully 
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operational in 1989, the 10/2 percent division of income tax 
revenues would have resulted in the County of San Diego receiving 
only 0.3 percent of the total income tax collected within the 
state, while the cities in San Diego County would have received 
0.7 percent of the total income tax collected in the state. The 
urgent need of the counties, relative to the needs of the cities, 
is ignored by this proposed division of revenues, as is the far 
greater ability of the cities to generate new revenue through 
their ability to impose various taxes. 


6. While the state income tax funds are excluded from the 
Gann limitation, the local voters could make the Gann limitation 
or other limitation applicable to such funds so that the 
availability of the funds could be restricted. 


7. The term "local expenditure program" is not defined and, 
therefore, it appears the voters could authorize any use of the 
funds. 


8. Any election involving the County share (including that 
based on the population of the unincorporated area of the County) 
would be submitted to all the voters within the geographical 
boundaries of the County of San Diego; while any election 
involving a city share would be submitted to only the voters of 
the city. 


If you have any questions please call. 


LMH:bf 


LLOYD M. HARMON, JR. 
County Counsel 













LEGISLATIVE TRAVEL 


February 1990 


Tuesday. February 20 


11 :40 a.m. David Janssen and John Sweeten depart via USAir flight #2583 to 
Sacramento. 


1:15 p.m. Janssen and Sweeten arrive Sacramento, check into hotel, and commence 
peeling vegetables. 


1 :25 p.m. Supervisors Williams, Bilbray and Bailey depart San Diego via United flight 
#1006. 


2:56 p.m. Supervisors arrive Sacramento, and check into hotel. 


3:45 p.m. Supervisors receive briefing from Janssen and Sweeten re recent LAO 
report on County fiscal condition, and on rough outline of Administration's 
proposal re mandatory employer health insurance. 


5:00p.m. Reception hosted by Board for senior members of Administration and 
legislative leadership; CSAC building. 


7:30 p.m. Dinner with Dick Simpson and Victor Pottorf at Dawson's Restaurant; !Jick 
to brief Supervisors on pending CSAC study of county fiscal condition and 
jail operations study, and Victor to provide briefing on status of current 
growth management discussions and Speaker's proposal to create regional 
governments. 


Wednesday. February 21 


----a.m. Supervisor Williams meets privately with Speaker Brown. 


---- a.m. Supervisors meet with Senator David Roberti. 


----a.m. Supervisors meet with Senator John Garamendi. 


11:00 a.m. Supervisors meet with Senator Robert Presley. 


11 :45 p.m. Lunch meeting with Health & Welfare Secretary Cliff Allen by and Deputy 
Secretary John Ramy at Frank Fat's Restaurant to discuss the 
Administration's proposal for mandatory employer health coverage. 


1:15 p.m. Supervisor Bailey and David Janssen meet with Assembly Member Cortese 
re SB 705. 







1:30 p.m. Supervisor Bilbray meets with Assembly Member Peace re LAO's report 
on County's fiscal condition. 


2:00p.m. Supervisors Bilbray and Bailey, and David Janssen, leave Capitol for 
Sacramento airport. 


2:30 p.m. Supervisor Williams meets with Assembly Member Hunter re priority County 
issues. 


2:55p.m. Supervisors Bilbray and Bailey, and David Janssen, depart Sacramento to 
San Diego via United flight #1407, arriving at 4:18p.m. 


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


Dear Ass~onnier: 
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~l\.'\:1'\:E u·.\TF.R~ 


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. 


Description of the Data 


Our primary source for the information provided is the State 
Controller's report "Financial Transactions 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 directly 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 
Purpose Revenue 


Measures of County Fiscal Capacity 


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: 


1 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-required 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 gene.ral 
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 $105 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 historical 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·z 
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 AFOC). 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 differences 
in state assistance and, therefore, would distort county-by-county 
comparisons. These data indicate that San Diego received Sl38 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 


Eli' eth G. Hill 
Legislative Analyst 
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Attachment 2 


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


Alamt"da 
Atrin·· 
Amador 
Bull~ 


Dtavcras 
Colusa • 
Conl1'3 Cosu 
Del Non~ 
ElDorado 
Fresao 
Gkaa 
Humholdl 
1m peri:~ I 
I nyc:> 
Kern 
Kinj:~ 


u1;c 
Las.o,cn 
los AnJ,:dc:s 
M:ukr.1 
Marin 
MariJ'C"-.1 
Mcndocinc:> 
Merced 
Mudt\C 
Mont' 
M1>n1o:ro:y 
Nar:~ 
Nc:vad:1 
01'3n~c 
Placer 
Plumas 
Ri\'crsid~ 


~cr3mcn1o 


San !3cnil~> 
Saa !3cra:~rdino 
San Dic~o 
San Jo;aquin 
Sa a Lui~ Obispo 
Sao MaiC'O 


Sanu B:lrbara 
Sa.n ta Clara 
Santa Cruz 
Sb:lsla 
Sinn 
Sisldyou 
Solano 
Soaoma 
Staaislaus 
Sun~r 


T~bma 


Trinily 
Tular~ 


Tuoluma~ 


v~nlura 


Yolo 
Yutoa 


Suu·~·idc Tout 


S...rn: Lt,;. ........ .......,!" O!fo<< ftiMui<J . 


Pt' C•1iJ11 Progi'Tint Cos:ts 
1987-88 


S!69 
11S 
11S 
9S 
7_7 


147 
138 
157 
lOS 
11.'\ 
1-17 
109 
111 
181 
171 
13: 
131 
93 


!56 
103 
109 
1S6 
130 
Jl(l 
1~:! 


1 .V~ 


9S 
95 
96 


103 
!08 
95 


117 
lSi 
8~ 


105 
10:! 
139 
111 
1~9 


134 
138 
1:!8 
157 
594 
135 
137 
130 
107 
93 


115 
JS9 
13:! 
112 
107 
11~ 


113 


Sl3~ 


· .. PuC111it11 SIIII,Auistanu 
" 1987-88 


$153 
1.09~ 


170 
Hl 
15S 
300 
116 
266 
IS9 
ISS 
210 
189 
157 
279 
13: 
161 
202 
167 
~~~ 


. :!50 
136 
23S 
:!~9 


IS~ 


297 
:!S~ 


130 
1S~ 


135 
12(1 
135 
22~ 


H~ 


!50 
14~ 


II~ 


13:\ 
14~ 


143 
1:!6 
H6 
153 
158 
130 
831 
215 
142 
134 
ISO 
:!17 
168 
:!99 
171 
lSI 
100 
24:! 
H7 


SI•S 


l\f!4t: Su l<·tn~eitH r'"'J"'rftl ifiC'Iu6t rrW R'Wrtt. C'""ff1;,..,._ Aft>C. IHSS. .ra1al tlnhh. Jfttf't~ tt'-( aiM Mah'ta N"·icn. SutC' u~tstaACt .ed•Mt all a&alr atllJUact f""C''·t4N ('llfhf't. 


dL.aa t.«&.al Uf\"Ma c.udtlrM-4M ta J'lftb lftd rf\"J"Int. . 







Attachment 3 ., Per Capita General Purpose Revenue 


( ' 
Avatlable for Local Programs 


1984·85 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 -11.8% 
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 ·15.8% 
Humboldt 116 147 30 25.~ 
Imperial 81 92 10 12.9% 
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 9.6r. 
Marin 153 190 37 24.1% 
Mariposa 329 321 -8 -2.3% 
Mendocinc 185 213 28 15.3% 
Merced 130 108 -22 -16.8% 
Modoc 355 455 100 28.0% 
Mono 644 583 -61 -9.4% 
Monterey 90 123 33 36.0'1. 
Napa 131 160 29 22.4% 
Nevada 176 180 4 2.0% 


·orange 75 80 5 6.2% 
Placer 197 212 15 7.7'1. 
Plumas 512 462 -so -9.8% 
Riverside 88 96 8 9.5'1. 
Sacramento 111 122 11 9.7'1. 
San Benito 100 117 17 16.9'1. .. "· San Bernardi no 101 S6 -16 -15.4'1. 
San Diego 71 74 3 4.0% 
San Joaquin 105 88 -17 -16.3% 
San Luis Obs1po 190 224 34 18.1'1. 
San Hateo 87 116 30 34.2% 
Santa Barbara 117 123 6 5.3'1. 
Santa Clara 102 86 -17 -16.2'1. 
Santa Cruz 124 98 -25 ____ -20.5'1. 
Shash 76 71 -5 -6.3'1. 
Sierra 711 599 -112 -15.7'1. 
S1sldyou 236 297 61 25.7'1. 
Solano 85 57 ·28 -33.4'1. 
Sonoma 170 144 -25 -15.~ 
Stanfslau$ 56 76 19 . ·- -34. 3'1. 
Sutter 156 141 -14 -9.2'1. 
Tehama 154 154 0 .~ 
Trfnfty 362 407 44 12.3% 
Tulare 109 86 -22 -20.6% 
Tuolomne 233 250 17 7.3% 
Ventura 114 . 114 -0 -0.4'1. 
Yolo 138 ~5 -43 -3('1.9'/. 
Yuba 92 95 3 3.6'1. 


Statewide Total 104 108 5 4.6'1. 
----------------------------------------------·---·--·--·---------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 (1ncludfng 
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 limited 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 
AFDC 
IHSS 
Food Stamps 
General Assistance 


Expenditure Totals 


Residual General 
Purpose Revenue 


Source: Legislative Analyst 


Revised 


Table 1 


county General PUrpose Revenue and 
Expenditures for State-Required Programs 


· (dollars in millions) 


1984-85 1987-88 


$ 5,250 $ 6,616 


$ i,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 


Revised Attachment 1 


Average 
Percent Annual 
Change change 


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 Z 


Per Capita County Expenditures For State-Required Programs and Per Capita State Assistance 


FY 1987-88 


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


Alameda $240 $169 $153 $116 


Butte 172 98 141 85 


Contra Costa 236 138 126 74 


Fresno 219 123 185 101 
k:.:· 


Los Angeles 273 156 148 90 


Orange 183 103 120 71 


Riverside 213 117 144 93 


Sacramento 279 157 150 94 


San Bernardino 192 105 114 61 


San Diego 177 102 138 85 


Santa Clara 223 138 153 95 


Ventura 221 107 100 . ___!2. 


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 General PUrpose Revenue Available for Local Programs 
1984-85 -and ~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 114 114 __ o 0.4 


statewide Total $104 $108 $ s 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 34.98\ 0.73 0.70 


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 0.41 0.55 


San Diego 49.57 0.52 0.58 


Santa Clara 41.57 0.49 0.62 


Ventura 31,32 Q.d1. 0.48 


Statewide Total 39.64% 0.50% 0.56% 







county 


Alameda 


Butte 


Contra Costa 


Fresno 


Los Angeles 


Orange 


Riverside 


Sacramento 


san Bernardino 


San Diego 


Santa Clara 


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. 10 


51.45 


39.61 


70.92 -


158.24 


18.46 


56.10 


11.39 


44.29% 







Table 5 - Page 2 


county Mental 
Health services Health APDC 
Percent Change Percent Chanqe Percont 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 20().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% 







county 


Alameda 


Butte 


Contra Costa 


Fresno 


Los Angeles 


Orange 


Riverside 


Sacramento 


San Bernardino 


San Diego 


Santa Clara 


Ventura 


statewide Total 
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Food stamps 
Percent Chanqe 


1984-85 to 
1987-88 


13.87% 


13.63 


18.57 


20.44 


12.18 


16.40 


6.51 


14.72 


58.00 


33.22 


41.27 


25.84 


19.92% 


General Assistance 
Percent Chanqe 


1984-0S to 
1987-88 


134.35% 


348.11 


91.42 


23.99 


44.76 


159.06 


6.66 


68.20 


770.06 · 


284.98 


48.24 


150.19 


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 


FINES & FORFEITURES 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 i .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 







I' 


,. 
SAN DIEGO COUNTY POPULATION GROWTH 
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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 Oncludinq Fund Balance) 


These incfude: 


Revenues required by Federal and State 
law to be allocated to mandated programs". 


Discretionary Revenues available for 
local programs. 


\.SO 


\.00 


s.o 


DISCRETIONARY REVENUES 
ADOPTED 1989-90 


$ 1.475.831.378 


BiWONS OF O<>U.ARS 


&.CAHOAT£0 DISCttET10tiARY 
ftEVENUIE ftEVIENU£ 


~-


A-17 


%of Total 
Budget 


65.3 


32.2 


100% 


... 
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,. Indicator: Total Revenues 


TOTAL REVENUES 


MIWONS 
2~~--------------------------------~ 


0~~------------------------------~ 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88* 89* 90* 91* 92* 93* 


ACTUAL DOLLARS 


--+---


TfiEND 
--*---


Significant Changes/Comments 


FISCAL YEAR CONSTANT 1978 
DOLLARS 


---*
TREt~O 


-!l-


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. 


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 
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GENERAL PURPOSE REVENUES AS % OF 
TOTAL REVENUES 


PERCENT 


25.0 I 


78 79 so ~ 82 S3 34 ss as 87 as• 


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. 







,. 


. ,,... Indicator: Revenues Per Capita 


REVENUES PER CAPITA 


DOLLARS 


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


ACTUAL DOLU.RS 


TREND 
--X--


FISCAL YEAR 


Significant Changes\Comments 


1978 CONSTANT 
DOu.ARS 
__.j..._ 


TREND 
~ 


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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·EXPENDITURES PER CAPITA 
DOLLARS 


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


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


ACTUAL DOLLARS 
~ 


FISCAL YEAR 
CONSTANT 1978 


DOu.ARS 


ry 


TREND --t-


..__ _____ --*'-_____________ ~_RE.N-0 ---~ 


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 sector 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-----------------. 
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5.5 


5.0 
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78 79 80 81 82 83 M 85 86 87 88 


RSCAL 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 
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CONTINGENCY RESERVE AS A % OF 
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 


PERCENT 
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ASCAL YEAR 
ACTUAL PERCENTAGE 


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 Proposition 
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. 
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COUNTY AND STATEWIDE PER CAPITA 
EXPENDITURES ON LOCAL PROGRAMS 


Fiscal 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 ot san Diego ( IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS ) Statewide Average 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Total Staff Years by Budget Group 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Components of Public Protection 


1977-78 vs 1989-90 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 
Staff Year Comparison 
Fiscal Years 19n-78 vs 1989-90 
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COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 


INTER-DEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE 


February 16, 1990 


TO: 


VIA: 


FROM: 


SUBJ: 


Supervisor Leon L. Williams, Chairman 
Fourth District 


John R. Sweeten 
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs 


PROPOSED •BOARD OF GOVEP~ORS FOR STATE-COUNTY SERVICES• 


Following a review of the information provided in the CSAC memo from President 
Willie Kennedy regarding the establishment of a Board of Governors for State
County Services, it is my opinion that such a proposal would not be in the best 
interests of the County of San Diego at this time. This decision was arrived 
upon for the reasons enumerated below. 


o The Board of Governors caul d serve to add one more 1 ayer of 
bureaucratic oversight to a 1 ready over-regula ted county governments. 


o There is no guarantee that urban counties, and San Diego County in 
particular, would receive adequate representation on such a Board. 


o The establishment of regulations by the Board for all county services 
could seriously restrict the options available to local elected and 
appointed officials to provide services necessary to their counties. 


o Using the Board of Education as an example of how this body would 
function does not directly apply to counties. The Board of Education 
has one mission within the State, to provide an education. Counties, 
however, provide diverse and specific regional services which 
necessarily change with the makeup of their population and economies. 


o The Superintendent of Education is elected statewide; no similar 
office is proposed to forcefully articulate the suggested Board of 
Governors' priorities and concerns. 


It would seem premature to establish a Board of Governors to address counties' 
past inability to influence the current Administration without knowing what the 
situation will be when a new Administration is in place. The time and energy 
expended pursuing this endeavor would be better spent solving the problems 
existing within CSAC regarding its representation of counties to the 
Administration and Legislature. 


STO C K •75· 33 4 .. 







Supervisor leon l. Williams 
February 16, 1990 
Page 2 


If you have questions regarding this matter, or would like to discuss it further, 
please call. 


Respectfully submitted, 


JOH R. SWEETEN 
Di ctor 


JRS/AH 


cc: Board of Supervisors 
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INITIATIVE MEASURE TO BE SUBMITTED DIRECTLY TO THE VOTERS 


The Attorney General of California has prepared the following 
title and summary of the chief purpose and points of the proposed 
measure: 


(Here set forth the title and summary prepared by the Attorney 
General. This title and summary must also be printed across the top 
of each page of the petition whereon signatures are to appear.) 


TO THE HONORABLE SECRETARY OF STATE OF CALIFORNIA: 


We, the undersigned, registered, qualified voters of 
California, residents of County (or City 
and County), hereby propose amendments to the Constitution of the 
State of California and petition the Secretary of State to submit 
the same to the voters of California for their adoption or 
rejection at the next succeeding general election or as otherwise 
provided by law. The proposed constitutional amendments (full title 
and text of the measure) read as follows: 


SECTION 1. Title and Purpose 


1. This Act shall be known as the "TAXPAYERS' FAIR 
SHARE ACT." 


1.1. The purpose of this Act is to allocate to city and 
county governments 12% of the state income tax collections (as 
defined in Section 10.1) to assist in paying for public safety 
services (as defined in Section 10.2) and public infrastructure (as 
defined in Section 10.3) or for such other purposes as the local 
voters may from time to time direct. 


SECTION 2. Findings 


The People of the State of California find and declare that: 


2.1. The common objective of a sustainable quality 
environment in our state requires immediate and aggressive local 
action. 


2. 2 · Local governments (cities and counties) are 
presently burdened with financial crises which leave them 
insufficient revenues to adequately fund public safety and 
infrastructure needs or to repair and maintain existing 
infrastructure, all of which are essential components of a 
susta inable environment. 


2.3. In large part, the financial crises facing cities 
and counties are a result of the state legislature's failure to 
provide local government with a fair share of state tax collections 
following the enactment of "Proposition 13", now Article XIII A of 
the Constitution of the state of California. 
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2.4. Since the people of California exercise the most 
direct control over government at the local level (city andjor 
county jurisdictions) and are the most aware of the specific uses 
of their tax revenues by this level of government, it is desireable 
to provide local government with the necessary revenues to address 
those problems best solved at the local level. 


2.5. A fair share of the state income tax collections 
will permit cities and counties to address specific priorities of 
local urban and rural environments such as public safety and 
infrastructure as well as those areas the voters may from time to 
time direct. 


2.6. The allocation to local government of a fair share 
of the state income tax collections will not necessitate an 
increase in state taxes since implementation of the act will be 
phased over four years. 


2.7. The allocation to local government of a fair share 
of the state income tax collections will allow local governments 
the opportunity to provide for the needs of citizens on a 
jurisdiction by jurisdiction basis and will substantially reduce 
the potential for local tax increases. 


2.8. Collecting taxes on the basis of income and 
allocating distribution of tax revenue to local governments on the 
basis of population, for the specified provision of public safety 
services and infrastructure, is fair and equitable since all 
citizens of the state have the same fundamental right to the 
services and facilities specified in this Act and all local 
governments have the same fundamental need to provide such services 
and facilities. 
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SECTION 3. constitutional Amendment 


Article XIII C of the Constitution of the State of California 
is added as follows: 


Article XIII C 


TAXPAYERS' FAIR SHARE ACT 


Section 1. Distribution of Income Tax Receipts to Local 
Governments. 


1.1. On or before June 15 of each year commencing the 
second calendar year following enactment of this Article, the 
Controller of the State of California shall apportion and 
distribute to each city and county their respective share in an 
amount not less than ten percent (10%) of the state income tax 
collections for the prior calendar year. 


1.2. For purposes of Section 1.1 apportionment shall be 
based (a) for each city on its respective percentage of the total 
population of California and (b) for each county on its respective 
percentage of the total population of California living in that 
county's unincorporated areas. Population for the state, the cities 
and the counties shall for the purposes of this apportionment be 
estimated annually counting all natural residents legally residing 
within each city or county for United states Census purposes, as 
modified from time to time, and subject to state income tax 
collections. 


Section 2. Additional Distribution to Counties. 


2.1. In addition to the distributions to counties 
pursuant to Section 1.1 of this Article, on or before June 15 of 
each year, commencing the second calendar year following enactment 
of this Article, the Controller of the State of California shall 
apportion and pay to each county its respective share in an amount 
not less than two percent (2%) of state income tax collections. 


2.2. For purposes of Section 2.1, apportionment shall be 
based for each county on its respective percentage of the total 
population of California as estimated based upon United States 
Census as more fully provided in Section 1.2. 
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Section 3. No Reduction in current State Support. 


If from time to time and for any period of time following 
passage of this Article, the state reduces the percentage of the 
cumulative total of state revenues from any source whatsoever paid, 
directly or indirectly, by the state in the fiscal year commencing 
July 1, 1989, to cities and counties, then the percent of state 
income tax collections payable to cities andjor counties as a whole 
pursuant to Sections 1 and 2 shall be increased commensurately to 
fully compensate for such reduction of the cumulative total and 
shall continue to be recalculated and paid year to year until such 
reduction in the cumulative total is fully restored without 
reference to any individual city or county. 


Section 4. Use of Distributions. 


4.1. From year to year, fifty percent (50%) of any and 
all state income tax collections paid to local governments (as 
defined in Section 10.4) pursuant to this Article shall be used, 
or set aside for use within a reasonable time, for public 
infrastructure (as defined in Section 10.3). 


4.2. From year to year, fifty percent (50%) of any and 
all state income tax collections paid to local governments (as 
defined in Section 10.4) pursuant to this Article shall be used, 
or set aside for use within a reasonable time, for public safety 
services (as defined in Section 10.2). 


4.3. State income tax collections distributed to local 
governments pursuant to this Article shall be used only for those 
purposes set forth in Sections 4. 1 and 4. 2, except for local 
expenditure programs for a term not to exceed five (5) years as 
adopted by a majority of the voters to vote in an election in the 
respective city or county in which the program is to be adopted. 
At the end of the term of any local expenditure program, the use 
of state income tax collections shall revert to public safety and 
the public infrastructure, pursuant to Section 4 .1, subject to 
adoption of additional local expenditure programs as provided in 
this Section. 


4.4. Nothing in this Section shall affect the use of any 
city or county revenues received other than by way of this Article 
nor the use of any revenues received pursuant to the operation of 
Section 3 of this Article. 
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section s. Phasing Schedule 


The ten percent and two percent shares of the state income tax 
collections to be paid to local governments pursuant to this 
Article shall be phased in by the state as follows: 


In year one the state shall distribute to local governments one 
quarter of the percentage shares; one half in year two; three 
quarters in year three; and in year four and thereafter the full 
share; provided, however, nothing in this Section shall affect the 
immediate implementation of Section 3. 


Section 6. Spending Limitation Subject to Vote. 


Distributions received by cities and counties pursuant to this 
Article shall not be counted in calculations pursuant to any state 
expenditure limitations, including, but not limited to, 
Constitution of the State of California, Article XIII B; provided, 
however, distributions to a city or county may be·made subject to 
any such limitations or any other limitations to the extent adopted 
from time to time by a majority of the voters to vote in an 
election in the respective city or county in which the limitation 
is proposed. 


Section 7. No State Control of Local Expenditures. 


The state shall not exercise direct or indirect control over 
the expenditure of the state income tax collections received by 
cities or counties pursuant to this Article. 


Section a. Audit. 


On or before January 15 of each year, commencing the second 
January following enactment of this Article, the Controller of the 
State of California shall cause to be issued an independently 
audited report in conformance with generally accepted accounting 
principles setting forth state income tax collections, annual 
population estimates, distributions to cities and counties, and the 
details of the implementation of each and every provision of this 
Article by the State of California. 
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On or before ,January 15 of each year, commencing the second 
January following enactment of this Article, the official governing 
body of each local government (City Council or Board of 
Supervisors) shall cause to be issued an independently audited 
report in conformance with generally accepted accounting principles 
setting forth distribution amounts, categories of public 
expenditures pursuant to Section 4, and the details of 
implementation of each and every provision of this Article by the 
city or county. Notwithstanding any provision in this Article to 
the contrary, cities andjor counties may utilize distributions of 
state income tax collection to pay for such annual audits. 


Section 9. Arbitration. 


Allegations that the state has violated any provisions of this 
Article may where permitted by law, but are not required to, be 
submitted to binding arbitration pursuant to the procedures set 
forth in Title 9, California Code of Civil Procedure, as amended 
from time to time; provided, however, in no event shall the 
procedure provide for an arbitration panel with less than three 
arbiters unless agreed upon in advance by all parties to the 
arbitration. 


An arbitration may be commenced by any city or county or by 
any not-for-profit organization organized and operating primarily 
to protect the concerns of state or local taxpayers. An arbitration 
shall be held in California in the respective city or county 
affected or in any city or county if it relates to a statewide 
issue. 


Section 10. Definitions. 


10 .1. "State income tax collections" consist of .any tax 
imposed now or in the future by the State of California on gross 
income, including, but not limited to, the personal income tax and 
the bank and corporate franchise tax. For purposes of calculating 
state income tax collections for any year, taxes collected shall 
be tho.se fin<;lly due and payable in the prior calendar year, 
exclud1ng est1mated tax receipts but including any taxes for which 
extensions of time have been granted for payment andjor the filing 
of returns. The first tax collections pursuant to this Article 
shall be those for which a final return is due the calendar year 
following its enactment. 







.. . 
. ~ . J 


-7-


10.2. "Public safety services" may include, but is not 
limited to, police, fire, park, lifeguard and similar services. 


10.3. "Public infrastructure" may include, but is not 
limited to, libraries, recreation centers, recycling centers, jails 
and other capital assets under generally accepted accounting 
practices as well as repairs and maintenance, pursuant to a duly 
adopted repair and maintenance program for each such asset based 
on its useful life as adopted pursuant to generally accepted 
accounting practices. 


10.4. "Local governments" shall mean duly incorporated 
cities and counties of the State of California. 


Section 11. Severability. 


If any provision of this Article, or the application of any 
provision to any person or circumstance, shall be held invalid, the 
remainder of this Article, to the extent that it could be given 
effect, shall not be affected thereby, and to this end the 
provisions of this Article are severable. 





