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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
(title) 
(address) 
Sacramento, CA xxxxx 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would lik 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Res~onsibilities and Revenues. It provides a 
overview of how our reg1on views the financin~ issues related to 
growth management. Specifically, I am referr1ng to the ability o 
cities to make land use decisions which have significant impact o 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided to 
citizens county-wide. As an example I note the instance in which 
the City of San Diego added 50 police officers to their force at 
cost of 5.2 million dollars. The cost to the County of San Diego 
was 7.4 million dollars in associated support services and 
facilities. 


Our losses as a result of t~n of redevelopment areas is 
equally dramatic. Some for - s ~i lion dollars in revenue have 
been lost between 1985 and a result of redevelopment area 
Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the loss of tax 
increment to these entities, the levels of service required of th 
County remains the same, or, more likely, rises substantially. 







A second concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility f 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which 
do this as a result of the incorporations and annexations. I can 
site a local example in the County of San Diego, wherein we have 
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lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of the 
incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana Beach. 
Despite the significant diminution of our tax base following an 
annexation, the county is still required to provide services whic 
include the criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile hall 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, social 
services, public health, air pollution control, solid and hazardo 
waste management, primary medical care, and a host of federally o 
state mandated programs, to the residents of these cities. Unlik 
cities, County government has few options to increase revenue, an 
little discretion on how it spends its revenues. 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providin 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
arity here. 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both j~risdiction~QJnlike the cap placed on roper y axes y 


opos1t1on 13, sales tax can keep ace with inflation and better 
reflect risin servic ts. ecause sales ax 1s a oca e a 


re sales occur rather than on where the consumer lives, one 
community can capture sales tax from another. An excellent examp 
of the inequity which can arise from this situation is reflected 
the following figures: the County of San Diego has 20 percent of 
the population, yet receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales 
tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. This 
plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the current situ 
distribution method. Under the proposed method, there would be a 
redistribution of the local share of sales tax based on a 
combination of population and situs, with sales tax growth 
allocated on a per capita basis. This is a proposal which I 
believe merits serious consideration. It is a viable means of 
dealing with growth management and fiscal impacts on County 
government. 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate t 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspecti 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressin9 t 
the xx (need number) counties throughout the state of Californ1a. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 


enclosure (1) 
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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
(title) 
(address) 
Sacramento, CA xxxxx 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


Regional Growth Management 


There is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional growth 
management strategy. That need is being addressed by the San Diego 
Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a board which 
the voters of this county have already approved. This board should 
be given the time to fully implement its plan, and prove that this 
process can work. 


Annexations and Incorporation 


A second concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
do this as a result of the incorporations and annexations. 


* A local example: in the County of San Diego, wherein we 
have lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of 
the incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana 
Beach. 
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Despite the significant diminution of our tax base caused by the 
annexation or incorporation, the county is still required to 
provide services which include: 


* criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile halls, 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, 
social services, public health, air pollution control, 
solid and hazardous waste management, primary medical 
care, and a host of federally or state mandated programs, 
to the residents of these cities. 


* Unlike cities, County government has few options to 
increase revenue, and little discretion on how it spends 
its revenues. 


Sales Taxes 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. 


* Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by Proposition 
13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. 


* Because sales tax is allocated based on where sales occur 
rather than on where the consumer lives, one community 
can capture sales tax from another. 


* An excellent example of the inequity which can arise from 
this situation is reflected in the following figures: the 
County of San Diego has 2 0 percent of the population, yet 
receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. 


* This plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the 
current situs distribution method. Under the proposed 
method, there would be a redistribution of the local 
share of sales tax based on a combination of population 
and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per 
capita basis. 


This is a proposal which I believe merits serious consideration. 
It is a viable means of dealing with growth management and fiscal 
impacts on County government. 
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Redevelopment Areas 


Our losses as a result of the creation of redevelopment areas are 
equally dramatic. 


* Some forty six million dollars in revenue have been lost 
between 1985 and 1991 as a result of redevelopment areas. 


* Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the 
loss of tax increment to these entities, the levels of 
service required of the County remains the same, or, more 
likely, rises substantially. 


Property Taxes 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 


Fiscalization of Land Use Decisions 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. 


* Specifically, I am referring to the ability of cities to 
make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided 
to citizens county-wide. 


* As an example I note the instance in which the city of 
San Diego added 50 police officers to their force at a 
cost of 5.2 million dollars. The cost to the County of 
San Diego was 7.4 million dollars in associated support 
services and facilities. 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate the 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspective 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressing to 
the xx (need number) counties throughout the state of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 


enclosure (1) 
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Stanislaus County 
Chief Administrative Officer 


August 27, 1991 


Local Agency Formation 
Stanislaus County 
1100 H Street 
Modeste, Ca 95354 


Pea~ Commissioners: 


CollUT\is s ion "' 


P.O. Box 3404 
Modesto, California 


9~ 
(209) 525·6333 


Fa~ (2()9) 54-4-5226 


~r;re ar~ '"'riting you concerning Sphere of Influence Modification 91-
04 and LAECO Application ~l-15, Village One Reorganization to the 
City of Modesto. 


Before I begin to address our overall and specitic concerns, eome 
may question why the County is addressing you this evening on this 
issue. Certainly the Village One issue is not new. But we have 
deo:tded that we must now stand up and partieipate in this process·
to 6neure that the quality of life county~wid& is maintained and 
enhanced which me~n~ or transl~tes to the provision of adequata 
public' services to all the residents of our county. County 
governmept can no longer keep up with the · rapid growth and 
enrinking dollars. We muet all work togethe~ toward tbi~ goal. 


~his letter is being offered because the County is .concerned that 
the fiscal impacts in the environmental impact report, the City's 
financial analysis, and the re~ort before the Commission do not 
adequately add~es~ All ~be publie earvi¢G needs provided by aii 
government~l jurisdictions to th~ propO$$d area. Secondly, we are 
concerned about the adoption by the City, of Statements of 
Ov~rriding Concern on the iesue of decreased regional air quality 
and cumulative air quality. Additionally, we wish to not0 for the 
record that tha solid waste disposal i~pacts and ~esulting 
mitigations will not elimi~ate the significant environmental 
impacts. 


eefore addressing our specific concerns we would like to make clear 
that this letter and the re.mal:'kS we intend to make befo:t"e the 
Commission are intended to be pos i tive and constructive. The City 
o f Modesto has done an outstanding job in putting this proposal 
together and the cot~cept of villa9es is, we agl;'~e, "superior" to 
othe r app~oaches. Howe ve r , ther~ has bee~ tre~endous growth in 
Stanislaus County over t he p~st decade--most of 1t has occurred in 
the cities. Our writ i ng this letter is not intended to be 
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interpreted as opposition to growth in general or this annex~tion 
in pa~ticula~. ~ather, we are addressing !i$cal issues that must 
be considered in all annexations that occur where the potential ot 
ne-gative fiscal impacts will occur, if they are not adequately 
}?.covided for during the review process. 


As a matter of historical reviewr it is interesting to note that 
over the past·. 40 years almost all population q:~:owth has oecurred il\ 
the cities. As indicated on Attachment A, population in the 
uninco~porated a:;ea has only increased by 9, 000 persons. The 
percentage of unincorporated population has decreased during that 
.time from 71.4% to 27.9%. At the SlilYle time, the incorporated 
population baa increased at a rapid rate, increasi~g t~om 28.6% 
(36,359 population) in 1950 to 72.1% (250,384 population) in 1989. 
One can make the observation that the County's qeneral planning 
process and the cooperation between the County and Cities has been 
ver;y S\lccesstul. 


A know historicall i rest · nnexation ha related to 
the anpexl..ng agency beiog ahle to provide munic~pal ser'\ti,ces to he 
ann~xed ~a. City ~nunicipal services basieally include fire, 
pol1ce, wa.ter, a ewer, parks and recreation, planning, building 
inspection, general ~overntrtent, and specialty servioes. 'rhe County 
government continues to provide to all re~idents of thG County, 
including the resident$ within the citie~, the ~ervices listed in 
Attachment a ~anging from orimi~al justice system, courts, jails, 
juvenile halls, mental health pro;~~~s, dru9 program$, indi9ent 
care, social service3, public health, ai~ pollution control, solid 
and ha~ardous ~aste management, primary medical care and, a host of 
servieea mandated by the state and federal governments. With a few 
eJtceptions all of the services· are provided to the residents of 
each of the nine cities in the County. As population increases due 
to qrowth in the cities the demand for County services inc~eases. 


Unlike citie~, County government has significantly less flexibility 
in its ability to increase revenues. County qovernment al$0 has 
less discretion on how it spends its re.,.enues. In stanisla"'s 
Co\.\Pty land use policy and state actions have. resulted (on a 
present ~alue basi~) in a total reduction of 3.0\ in local taxes 
since 1978. At the same t.ime, the amo\mt of local revenue directed 
to mandated state and federal programs that serve all residents of 
the County has grown from less than 30% to ~ore than 59% of the 
county discretionary re"lienue. conversely, the City o~ Hodesto's 
local taxes have grown by 65.6% and tbe other citie~ have grown by 
~S.l\. 


As we all ~now, residential growth has not paid for itself $ince 
the pas~a e f Pro osition 13 in 1978. As a ~esult, ove~ the pa~t 


3 years, there has been. a significant growth in the numl;ler and 
type ol fees that are charged for new development . . Add1tionally, 
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cities h&v& utilized &ldsting and new statutory authority to 
increase revenue. Cou~ties have fewer areas in which to incr~~~e 
fees or apply new fees. And in many cases when tees have been 
establi$hed they have been asaessed against cities who have sou9ht 
judiciaJ. relief. 


Finally, in Stanislaus County the cities have !"lOt historically 
utilized Redevelopment to meet their infrastructure a~ct lo~ income 
housing needs. As a rosult there has beetl little diversion of 
County property tax income growth to these activities. However, 
this sit.uation is rapidly changing ~ith mo~e than $300,000,000 in 
redeve~opment proposals now being diseussed and several more ~~e 
beinq pl~nned, 


It is because of the confluence of all these events that the County f\ 
believes that annexation proposals must address the fiscal impacts 
to County services with the same attention to ~etail and mitigation 
as has been historically paid to the annexing city's fiscal impacts 
and ability to deliver services. 


Attachment C li~ta the estimated impacts that Village I will 
on selected County services that are provided to cities. 
selected these pa~ticular services because they will be the 
impacted. 


hav~ 
we 


most 


A$ you can see fro~ the exhibit, the net coat to the County is more 
than $2,1 million dollars in ongoing operating expenses. In 
addition to these costs, there will be a~ditional capital costs 
that m~y or rnay not be oovered b1 the co~nty's public facility 
!eeB. 


One specific area that we are concerned with in this p~oposal is 
the library that is planned. A~ you will noto, we conse~atively 
project an increase in costs ~ithout a new lUb~ary o~ the purchase 
of additional books of $154 1 000. If you ~tilize the standard of 
2.1 books per capita and apply it t.o thG projected 22,000 new 
people, and then apply the ave~age cost of a new book of $25 pe~ 
book1 thetl you ax-rive at a cost; impact of $1,050,000. 
Additiotlally, we note that th~ proposal assunv~s the constr-uction of 
a new $3,000,000 library to be paid !or from county publio facility 
fees. We note that our projections for ineome in this catego:cy are 
$2,800,000 to be collected ovet' 20 yeal':~ and according to the 
County Librarian the annual operating cost of the new library would 
be in e~cess of $2,000rOOO. We need to point out that there h~ve 
been no detailed discussions on this issue and yet there is an 
expectation that this will happen an? be paid for by the County. 


In summarizing our co~cerns on fiscal impact, we again point out 
that the Cof(\II\ission has _a requi:cement ~nd obligation to consider 
the fiscal impacts of all public services an.d the ability of the 
9ervicing agency to me~t their s~~vice requ~rements .. The proposal 
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before you a~tieipates developirtg esee~tially a ~ity within th~ 
city of Modesto that i1 about the same si1.e as the cities of 
Oakdale and Riverbank combined. 


The County has asked itself the question of whethe~ or not it can 
provide ita requir~d services while losing basic revenues fo~ that 
area, ~nd wa conclude that it cannot. Without adequate allocation 
of property tax, sales tax, ci9arette tax, motor ~ehicle taxe~, 
etc, the County cannot in 900~ ~aith indicate its future ability to 
pr¢vide ~o~ this type of !ncr~aeed popul~tion. 


We would li~e to now turn to the other major issue the Commission 
muet consider before approving this annexation. That is the air 
pollution impacts and the adoption of a Statement of Overridi~9 
Consideration•. 


As you may know, the California Clean Air Act now requires that 
100% of all ne.w emissions resulting from eJCpansion of existin9 
sources, new so~rces and ne~ development must be mitigated. This 
~equirement went into effect on July 1 of this year. The proposed 
n\itiga.tion measurea in the projeet will at De$t result in a 
miti9ation o'f 30' of t.h9 additional pollution ereated by this 
p:;oject, 


As noted in the environmental impact report the County is not 
presently in compliance with state standards. As a result ~e are 
required to reduce by 5\ a year ~xisting air pollution levels, As 
a response to this requirement the air pollution control district 
began a process that will eventually lead to adoption of rules to 
enforce the reduction of e~..i.ssions from mobile sourc~s i.e. 
automooiles ~nd trucks. This process has baen delayed at least 
te~porarily while the formation of the e~ght county air pollution 
control distrlct for the Valley is completed. The amount ot time 
for the delay is difficult to gage at this time but it could be 
more than a year. Because of thi3,. the economic impact of 
mitigating the 70% of the additional pollution created by this 
proj~ct ~ill fall on the County's industrial base. 


We believe that this situation will a~ve.re.ly restrict it not 
entirely prev~nt the addition or expansion of the County's 
ind\l.etrial/manufaoturing base and thus restrict the employment base 
and f~ustrate the Cities and County combined economic oevelopment 
efforts. 


As pointed out in the beginning of this letter, we axe here tonight 
because the County is concerned that it will not be ablQ to meet 
it~ public service requirements beca\l.se of the negative fiscal 
impacts associated with new primarily residential development, and 
the problems associated with not mitigating the air pollution 
impacts. 
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so 'What would we like the Commission to do .in response to our 
commants? simply to con~ider the broad$r implications we have 
addressed and, if appropriate, amend the proposed plan to provide 
fO~ time to ad~ress the concerns 1 or delay action on the annexation 
for a period of time that woul~ a~lo-w the County and City to 
aa~re~~ the issues. 


~CO HAS A WONDEJWUJ:, OfPORTUNlTX AS ONE OF THE FEW AGENCIES 
FEVP-ESENTING THE COUNTY 1 ClTIES, AND THE l?OSLIC tr'O BE IMPARTIAL ~..NO 
D~~IBERATE IN ITS REVIE~ 0~ THIS PROJECT. 


We stand ready to provide any additional informat-ion whieh you 
believe may be assistance to you or the City of Modesto in this 
matter. 


Sincerely, 


asP 
Aibert P. Beltrami 
Chief Admi~istrative Officer 


APB:da 
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DE?ARTMENT Of FINANCE POPULATION FOR STANISLAUS COUNTY 1950 - 1989 . 
n. 


CENSUS 
1989 1968 1987 1986 1985 1984 1983 1982 1981 1980 1979 


CERES 22,316 18,631 17.981 17,320 16,793 16,314 15,371 14,738 14,072 13,281 11,009 


HUGHSON 3.133 3,078 3.,090 3,060 3,032 2,972 3,094 3,005 2,997 2,943 2,669 


MODESTO 152,118 144,682 13811524 131.,377 126,353 122,855 117., 739 114,.958 109,529 106,602 99,226 


HOlMAN 3.,470 3,399 3,416 3,418 3,411 3,390 3,336 3,138 2.903 2,800 2,594 


OAKDALE 10.,928 1{),678 10,173 9,954 9,665 9,167 9.,094 8,909 8,695 8,474 8,278 


PATTERSON 7,574 6,702 5,695 5,020 4 ,.804 4,636 4.,383 4,390 4.145 3,908 3,951 


RIVERBANX 7,697 7,367 6,958 6,883 6,446 6,172 6,236 5,966 5,842 5 ,'695 5,014 


TURLOCK 39.,698 37,161 34,76(} 33,546 32,426 31,755 30,399 28,867 27,966 26,287 23,041 


WATERFORD 3"450 3,358 3,284 3,121 2,917 2.,931 2.940 2,873 2,787 2,683 2.442 


tnriNCOR-
PORATED 97,122 98.143 96,764 95,740 93,460 92.125 93~772 92.359 93 ,lSI 93,242 91,371 


TOTAL INCOR-
PORATEO 250,.384 235,.056 223,881 213.699 205,847 zoo ,192 192'.592 186.844 178.936 172,658 158.224 . 


1'- TOTAL 
~ COUNTY 347,506 333,199 320,645 309,439 299.307 292,317 286.364 279,203 272 ~087 265.900 249,595 .. 
N ... 
~ 


PERCENT 
w UNIMCOR-
3 POOATED 27.9% 29.5'X 30.1% 30. 9t 31. 2.% 31.5% 32.7% 33.0l 34.2Z 35% 36.6% 
N 
(11 


PERCENT I 
(11 INCORPOR-N 
I PORATEO 72.1% 70.5% 69.9% 69.1% 68.8% 68.5% 67.3% 67.0% 65.8Z 65~ 63.4% z 
« ., 
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CENSUS CErfSUS CHtSUS CENSUS 


l978 1977 1976 ~ 1970 1960 19~ 


- - -
10,634 11>~088 9,763 9~544 6.029 4,tl06 2,351 


2,693 2,494 2,453 2,459 N/A N/A N/A 


95~769 90~047 85,047 84,158 61?712 36,585 l7 ,389 


2,564 2.,528 2,541\ 2,544 2,.505 2 .. 1118 1,815 


8,179 7,828 7,655 7,547 6,.594 4,.900 4,064 


4,013 3,999 3.,976 4,o:n 3,147 2,246 l.,S07 


5,050 4,760 4,572 4,561 3.,949 2, 786 2,662 


21.130 18~962 13,363 18,151 13,992 9,116 6,235 


2,372 2,339 2,274 2,256 2,243 N/A N/A 


92,156 91,502 90,465 89,448 94,335 95,027 90,872 


152,404 143 t045 136t647 135,261 100~ 171 52,267 36.,359 


00 
~ 244,.570 234,547 227.,112 224.709 194,506 157,294 127 .. 231 


.. 
N 
.... 


l=l 
w 37.71. 39.0% 39.8% 39~8% 48.5% 60.4X 71.41 


3 


N 
()'\ 


I 
()'\ 


N 62.3% 61.{)1 60.2% 60.Z'.t 51.5t 39.6l 18.6~ 


I 
,Z 
([ 


'"'I 
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STANISLAUS COUNTY SBRVlCES 


smnVICES P~OVIDED 
COQNTX-WIDE 


*Agricultural Education 
*Agricultural Protection 
*Air Pollution Control 
Mimal control 


*Assessment of P4opert~ 
~~uditing-Controlling 
*Ba~liff Se~vices 
*Board of Supe~iaors 
Bridge Conetruction 
aridge Maintenance 
~care in State Hospitals 
Communications ~ 911 
*Co~oner 
*Detention and Correction 


(Adult & Juvenile) 
*Distriet Attorney 
'~~!!:leotiona 
*Jr~mily Support 


E'lood Control 
*Grand Jury 
*Ha~ardous waste Re9~lation/Disposal 
Health Care Deposit Fund 


(Medi-Cal) 
~Health Services 
*Hospital Care 
*Judicial-Superior Co~rt System 
*Juvenile Delinquency Prevention 
'~'~:t.e<Je.l. Counsel 
*Loeal Agency Formation Commissions 


Mapping Services 
*Mental K$alth Services 
*Municipal Court Syatem 
~Probation Services 
Process Serving 


(Civil & Criminal) 
~~ublio Gu~~di~n 
~Public Oe~ender 
*Recording Fublic Documents 
*Solid Waate Disposal 
~state Correctional Schools 


(Local Responsibility) 
~substance Abuse - Prev~ntioo 
surv~ying 


*'tax Collecting 
*Treaeurer 
~water Quality Control 
~wei9hts & Measures 
*Welfar~ Administration 
~welfare Assistance Se~v~oes 
*Welfare Categorical Aids · 
*Welfare General Reli~f 


S~RVICES ~~OVIDED 
QNINCOBPOR~TED AREA ONLY 


Ci-vil Defense 
Engineeri~9 Service (Roads) 
Fire Protection 
Lal:lor Relations 
Personnel Ser~ices 


(Civil ~ghts Act) 
~lanninq-Land Use 


(Subdi vie ion Zoning Laws) 
Road Construction 


Maintertance 
Workers Compensation & 


Safety 'rraining 


~INDICATES ~DATED SERVICES 
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VlLLAGE I 
COUNlY PtSCAL IMPACT 


NEi COST VILLAGE I 
COUNTY PER COST AT 


COST CAP IT A BUILDOUT 
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Mvnlclpal and $1,016,111 $S $66,000 
Su~tlor Courts 


Indigent Defense 


District Attorney 


Public Defender 


Marshal 


Juvenile Hall 


Probat1on 


Incarceration FacUlties 


Corner/Civil 
Olvlsfon 


Library 


Hospital 


Agricultural Commissioner 
~nd Sealer of Weight$ 
and Measures 


Social Services 
County Share (23%) 


1,285,750 


3,960,723 


1.734,255 


1.112,411 


2A4S,832 


3,378,473 


2,293,900 


LeS$ Additional Revef'1ue Per E)(lstlng Property 
Tax and Sales Tax Ol&trlbuUon Agreements 


4 


11 


5 


3 


7 


10 


7 


88,000 


242,000 


110,000 


66,000 


154,000 


220,000 


620,000 


42,000 


154,000 


820,750 


42,000 


2,070,000 


$4,694,750 


NET COUNTY FISCAL IMPACT $2,136,650 


mmmm~mm\l!ilil1\l\!i1l!l1lillll!l\mmmmmmmmmmmmmlili!lllll!ll1l\lllil!\i\l\!\llil\!11ll\lm)l!!l\lll!\ll~ll\1\llnl!ll\llWllm1ili~~~~~~~~~ll!\l\llil\\llmlill\\l\l\H~)mmmmm 
NOTES: 


1. Co$ts based OJ'I 90-91 Budget, 
2 . Costs are e~pressed to 1991 doUars. . 
3. Total Is not alllncfuslve -Illustrates departments most likely Impacted by growth. 
4. Cost$ represent only a single year at bulldout- does not factor cumulati:va 


iocremental cost leading to bulldout . . 
s. Assumes Village I buildout to Increase population by 22,000 people. 
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1600 PACIFIC HIGHWAY • SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 92101 • (619)531-5544 


February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
Director 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 TENTH STREET, Room 156 
Sacramento, California 95814 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


Regional Growth Management 


There is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional growth 
management strategy. That need is being addressed by the San Diego 
Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a board which 
the voters of this county have already approved. I hope that your 
recommendations will respect the decisions of the voters of San 
Diego County. This board should be given the time to fully 
implement its plan and demonstrate that this process can work. 
What we don't have is a solution to the fiscal problems created by 
growth. We think it urgent that this matter be addressed in the 
context of your proposed growth plan. 


Annexations and Incorporation 


A serious concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
fulfill this mission as a result of the incorporations and 
annexations. 


* A local example: in the County of San Diego, we have 
lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of the 
incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana 
Beach. 


@)Rec) cled paper 
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Despite the significant diminution of our tax base caused by 
annexation or incorporation, the county is still required to 
provide services to all citizens which include: 


* criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile halls, 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, 
social services, public health, air pollution control, 
solid and hazardous waste management, primary medical 
care, and a host of federally or state mandated programs, 
to the residents of these cities. 


* Unlike cities, county government has few options to 
increase revenue and little discretion on how it spends 
its revenues. 


Sales Taxes 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. 


* Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by Proposition 
13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. 


* Because sales tax is allocated based on where sales occur 
rather than on where the consumer lives, one community 
can capture sales tax from another. 


* An excellent example of the inequity which can arise from 
this situation is reflected in the following figures: 


the County of San Diego has 20 percent of the population 
residing in its unincorporated area yet receives only 
4.8 percent of these area's sales tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. 


* This plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the 
current situs distribution method. Under the proposed 
method, there would be a redistribution of the local 
share of sales tax based on a combination of population 
and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per 
capita basis. 


This is a proposal which I believe merits serious consideration. 
It is a viable means of dealing with growth management and fiscal 
impacts on County government. 
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Redevelopment Agencies 


Our loss of revenue as a result of the creation of redevelopment 
areas are equally dramatic. 


* Some forty six million dollars in revenue have been lost 
between 1985 and 1991 as a result of the creation of 
redevelopment areas. 


* Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the 
loss of tax increment to these entities, the levels of 
service required of the County remains the same or, more 
likely, rises substantially. 


Property Taxes 


Property taxes are yet . another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 


Fiscalization of Land Use Decisions 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments, we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. 


* Specifically, I am referring to the ability of cities to 
make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided 
to citizens county-wide. 


* As an example: when the city of San Diego added 50 police 
officers to their force at a cost of 5.2 million dollars, 
the cost to the County of San Diego was 7. 4 million 
dollars in associated support services and facilities. 


I thank you, again, for the time you have given us. I appreciate 
the attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county 
perspective on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on 
county government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk 
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further with you and your staff on this issue which is so very 
pressing to the counties throughout the State of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 
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Lost to Redevelopment Agencies 


FY 86-87 . FY 87-88 FY 88-89 FY 89-90 FY 90-91 (est) 


Fiscal Year 
I Z l County Share of PTI 







COUNTY FACTS - FY 89-90 


Property Tax Perce~tages - Selected Counties FY 89-90 


Cities County Schools Districts 


Alameda $.23 $.30 $.24 $.23 
Butte .07 .23 .56 .14 
Contra Costa .11 .25 .33 .31 
Fresno .16 .30 .40 .14 
Los Angeles .19 .42 .21 .18 
Orange .12 .18 .48 .22 
Riverside .07 .25 .36 .36 
Sacramento .11 .36 .27 .26 
San Bernardino .10 .27 .30 .33 
San Diego .16 .24 .50 .10 
San Francisco .85 .09 .06 
Santa Clara .11 .26 .47 .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 
FY 89-90 


Total 


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


12,584,089 
13.480,429 


$46) 727) 778 


Sales Tax 


FY 84-85 


FY 88-89 


FY 89-90 


County: $12,959,961 (9% of Total Sales Tax in Region} 


County: $ 9,51U,251 (4.6% of Total Sales Tax in Region) 


County: $10,873,632 (4.8% of Total Sales Tax in Region) 


Loss due to incoroorations: 


Encinitas = 
Solana Beach = 


Total = 


$4,192,815 
1, 207.432 
$5,400,247 
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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
Director 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 TENTH STREET, Room 156 
Sacramento, California 95814 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


Regional Growth Management 


There is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional growth 
management strategy. That need is being addressed by the San Diego 
Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a board which 
the voters of this county have already approved. I hope that your 
recommendations will respect the decisions of the voters of San 
Diego county. This board should be given the time to fully 
implement its plan, and demonstrate that this process can work. 
What we don't have is a solution to the fiscal problems created by 
growth. We think it urgent that this matter be addressed in the 
context of your proposed growth plan. 


Annexations and Incorporation 


A serious concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
fulfill this mission as a result of the incorporations and 
annexations. 


* A local example: in the County of San Diego, we have 
lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of the 
incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana 
Beach. 
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Despite the significant diminution of our tax base caused by 
annexation or incorporation, the county is still required to 
provide services which include: 


* criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile halls, 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, 
social services, public health, air pollution control, 
solid and hazardous waste management, primary medical 
care, and a host of federally or state mandated programs, 
to the residents of these cities. 


* Unlike cities, County government has few options to 
increase revenue, and little discretion on how it spends 
its revenues. 


Sales Taxes 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. 


* Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by Proposition 
13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. 


* Because sales tax is allocated based on where sales occur 
rather than on where the consumer lives, one community 
can capture sales tax from another. 


* An excellent example of the inequity which can arise from 
this situation is reflected in the following figures: 


the County of San Diego has 20 percent of the population, 
yet receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. 


* This plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the 
current situs distribution method. Under the proposed 
method, there would be a redistribution of the local 
share of sales tax based on a combination of population 
and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per 
capita basis. 


This is a proposal which I believe merits serious consideration. 
It is a viable means of dealing with growth management and fiscal 
impacts on County government. 
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Redevelopment Agencies 


Our loss of revenue as a result of the creation of redevelopment 
areas are equally dramatic. 


* Some forty six million dollars in revenue have been lost 
between 1985 and 1991 as a result of the creation of 
redevelopment areas. 


* Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the 
loss of tax increment to these entities, the levels of 
service required of the County remains the same, or, more 
likely, rises substantially. 


Property Taxes 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 


Fiscalization of Land Use Decisions 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. 


* Specifically, I am referring to the ability of cities to 
make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided 
to citizens county-wide. 


* As an example: when the City of San Diego added 50 police 
officers to their force at a cost of 5.2 million dollars. 
The cost to the County of San Diego was 7. 4 million 
dollars in associated support services and facilities. 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate the 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspective 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressing to 
the counties throughout the state of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 
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GROWTH MANAGEMENT ISSUE: FISCALIZATION OF LAND USE 


The draft discussion paper issued by the Office of Planning and Research 
regarding the Governor's Growth Advisory Council recommendations fails to address 
the 11 fiscalization 11 of land use. Counties would continue to be disadvantaged 
because no reform is proposed for th~ current inequitable financing scheme. 


Impacts of annexations/incorporations 


Annexation and incorporation negotiations have become increasingly controversial, 
particularly in those counties which already suffer under severe fiscal 
constraints. In both cases, counties retain responsibility for providing 
countywide services, but end up with less general purpose revenue due to a 
reduction in property tax and sales tax. 


Sales Tax Loss Due to Incorporation of Encinitas and Solano Beach: 


Property Tax 


Encinitas 
Solano Beach 


Total 


$ 4.2 million 
1.2 mill ion 


$ 5.4 million 


With the limit on property tax imposed by Proposition 13, regardless of the cost 
or level of service provided to the property owner, local governments may make 
land use decisions to increase available revenues. c:'f.tJ 1 f,t.r.<t-f/ej 


Redevelopment 
c .. M<wflet\-


Redevelopment continues to be one of local government's most potent local land 
use tools. These revenues do not have to be shared with other local agencies, 
but can be transferred thought negotiated 11 pass-through 11 agreements. ~- t1t; J.; w~ 


". v (., • 
The diversion of property tax revenues creates conflicts, particularly between 
cities (acting as redevelopment agencies) and counties. Counties lose needed 
property tax revenue to redevelopment agencies, but sill must respond to the 
increased service demands the projects generate. 


During the five year period beginning FY 85-86, the County's share of property 
tax diverted to redevelopment agencies totals $46,727,778. 


Reallocation of Sales Tax 


Sales taxes have increasingly become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to both. Unlike 
property taxes which annual growth Proposition 13 limits, sales taxes can keep 
pace with inflation and better reflect rising service costs. Because currently 
sa 1 es tax is allocated based on where sa 1 es occur rather than on where the 
consumer lives, one community can capture sales tax revenues from another. 


Sacramento County has developed a proposal which would correct what it considers 







to be inequities in the current situs distribution method . The proposal would 
redistribute the local share on the sales tax based on a combination of 
population and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per capita basis. 


Counties understood the Governor intended to request such a proposal, but OPR has 
made no mention it in their recommendations. 


(County has 20% of population in unincorporated area; 4.8% of sales tax.) 


Property Tax support for Schools 


In San Diego County schools receive ?0% of the property tax dollar, while the 
County receives 24%, compared to a statewide average of 37% and 33% respectively. 
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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
(title) 
(address) 
Sacramento, CA xxxxx 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. Specifically, I am referring to the ability of 
cities to make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided to 
citizens county-wide. As an example I note the instance in which 
the City of San Diego added 50 police officers to their force at a 
cost of 5.2 million dollars. The cost to the county of San Diego 
was 7.4 million dollars in associated support services and 
facilities. 


Our losses as a result of the creation of redevelopment areas is 
equally dramatic. Some forty six million dollars in revenue have 
been lost between 1985 and 1991 as a result of redevelopment areas. 
Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the loss of tax 
increment to these entities, the levels of service required of the 
County remains the same, or, more likely, rises substantially. 


A second concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
do this as a result of the incorporations and annexations. I can 
site a local example in the County of San Diego, wherein we have 
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lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of the 
incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana Beach. 
Despite the significant diminution of our tax base following an 
annexation, the county is still required to provide services which 
include the criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile halls, 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, social 
services, public health, air pollution control, solid and hazardous 
waste management, primary medical care, and a host of federally or 
state mandated programs, to the residents of these cities. Unlike 
cities, County government has few options to increase revenue, and 
little discretion on how it spends its revenues. 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by 
Proposition 13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. Because sales tax is allocated based 
on where sales occur rather than on where the consumer lives, one 
community can capture sales tax from another. An excellent example 
of the inequity which can arise from this situation is reflected in 
the following figures: the County of San Diego has 20 percent of 
the population, yet receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales 
tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. This 
plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the current situs 
distribution method. Under the proposed method, there would be a 
redistribution of the local share of sales tax based on a 
combination of population and situs, with sales tax growth 
allocated on a per capita basis. This is a proposal which I 
believe merits serious consideration. It is a viable means of 
dealing with growth management and fiscal impacts on County 
government. 


Lastly, there is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional 
growth management strategy. That need is being addressed by the 
San Diego Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a 
board which the voters of this county have already approved. This 
board should be given the time to fully implement its plan, and 
prove that this process can work. {DON, WHAT ARE WE TRYING TO 
ACCOMPLISH WITH THIS PARAGRAPH?} 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate the 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspective 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressing to 
the xx (need number) counties throughout the state of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 
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LITTLE CONSISTENCY OF PLANNING lN BAY AREA OR SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, 
GOVERNOR'S GROWTH COUNCIL PINOS 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Tuesday, January 21, 1992 


CONTACT: Tom Loftus 
(916) 445-0613 


SACRAMENTO -- There is little consistency or coordination of 
planning within the Bay Area or Southern California, according to 
a study by the Governor's Council on Growth Management. 


--
In addition, there are sharp differences of opinion towards 


growth management between urban and rural parts of the state. 


These findings were contained in a new publication jointly 
released today by the council and the Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research, entitled "Planning and Growth Management. 11 


The paper, the eighth in a series of interim publications on 
growth management, is a review of planning and issues in growth 
management. 


"Growth Management is about planning effectively for the 
future," said Richard Sybert, Chairman of the Council and Director 
of OPR. "Good growth management will not be possible without a 
sensible and effective planning framework. An inconsistent and 
uncoordinated planning process is the bane of developers and 
environmentalists alike." 


Each city and county in California has adopted a general plan 
that reflects its own outlook. Cumulatively, these individual 
general plans establish the patterns of land use, including 
residences, businesses, industry, agriculture, and open space, and 
the development of supporting infrastructure throughout the 
region. 


The paper states that the general plans of the counties 
within the San Francisco Bay and Southern California areas operate 
i ndependently, and do not reflect a common vision for their 
r e s pec t i v e reg i on s . Spe ci f ically: 


(1) Cou n ty plans do n o t address common regional iss ues, such 
as air qualit y, t ra ns port ation and hou s ing supply~ in a 
uniform ma nner or a t s i milar levels of detail. 
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(2) The extent to which county plans· mesh with cities 
varies. Most county plans do not recognize the 
connections between city and county planning. 


P.l32 


(3) Most counties do not attempt to evaluate the impacts of 
their policies on the larger region, nor do they take 
into account the planning effort of their neighbor 
counties. 


(4) For the most part, general plans rapidly become out of 
date because of today's rapidly paced development 
environment. 


The paper also summarizes some of the perspectives of local 
governroent planners, as well as the differences in outlook and 
circumstance that exist between the rural and urban portions of 
California. Rural areas see growth as the key toward economic 
development. However, they are wary of uroan spillover effects, 
such as air pollution, that may li~it their own potential. They 
want recognition that rural needs are different from urban needs. 


Finally, the paper addresses some of the revisions or 
alternatives to California's current planning structure that have 
been -proposed by california legislators, regional planning groups, 
and the csus "Consensus Project,tt as well as alternative 
approaches and iruprove~ents. The paper also offers short 
discussions of a pair of tools for implementing general plan 
policies; "performance zoning" and level-of-service (LOS) 
standards. 


The principal author of the paper is Antero Rivasplata, 
Principal Planner in OPR's Planning Unit. 


To obtain a copy of this report as well as a list of other 
publications in the series, contact Tom Loftus at the Governor's 
Office of Planning and Research at (916) 445-0613. 


I I 


... 
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(iv) ~ Alternative 


There are many complex and interrelated reasons tor 
california's current growth pains. The following discussion does 
not address all the issues that surround growth management, nor 
devises a srand solution to the current proble~s. Instead, this 
paper presents, a~ one alternativa amon9 many1 changes in planning 
law that have the potential for improvinq State, regional, and local 
planning coor~ination and efficiency. 


1. state level - Currently, the State does not have a set ot 
cohesive or inteqrated policies -re9ardin9 land use, resource 
conservation, availability of services, transportation, housing and 
other ruatters of ~tatewioe concern. In addition, there is little or 
no coordination bet~~en state agencies relative to program and 
facilities planning. The following steps could be taken to remedy 
these lacks: 


(a) Through a state comprehensive plan process, establish a 
single set of State "framework" goals and policies relative to: 
overall development patterns; water supply; transportation; 
State funded or sponsored public facilities and infrastructure; 
the relative roles of regional agencies and local governments; 
conserv.ation of habitat and resource lands, including 
agricultural land; housing; environmental protection; and 
economic and employment development. These goals and related 
standards should be general in scope so that regional and local 
agencies would have the flexibility to craft planning solutions 
that are both consistent with the State fra~ework and relevant 
to the circumstances of th~ir regions. At the same ti~e, they 
must be clearly articulated so that they may be applied in a 
consistent manner throughout the State. 


(b) Eliminate or reconcile the degree _of conflicting State 
policies, such as any promoting the preservation ·c;f 
agricultural land and those with the effect o~ promoting 
additional housing in the same areas. State policies should be 
internally consistent. 


(c) Require that all State agency plans, programs, and actions 
comply with the overall State framework policies. 


{d) Prepare State projections of population, housing need, 
water demand, and other ~ervices as well as air quality, 
traffic, and natural resource data bases at a regional· level of 
detail. This data can be further refined by regional agencies 
and will encourage the use of a con&istent data source in plans 
and environmental documents around the State. 


(e) SLatutorily authorize the Office of Planning and Research 
(OPR) to establish general thresholds for environmental impact 
and standards for considering project alternatives within the 
CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, the CEQA Guidelines should 
establish criteria under which a regional planning agehcy cou l d 
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define thresholds of ~i9nificance for EIRS. OPR should be 
authorized to certify such regionally adopted thresholds for 
consistency with the Guidelines. These thresholds would create 
a consistent means of bssessing the potential adverse 
environmental impacts of proposed projects under CEQA. 


(f) Require CPR to develop and adopt, with the assistance of 
the Department of Housing and Community Development, Department 
of Transportation, Air Quality Board, Water Resources Control 
Board, Department of Conservation, lntegrated Waste Management 
Board, and other state agencies or departments concerned with 
land use or environmental issues, integrated comprehensive plan 
criteria by which the adequacy of a comprehensive plan may be 
judged. The qeneral plan guidelines OPR is presently 
authorized to prepare would be r~quired to include a review of 
the Stat~ framework policies and suggestions tor streamlining 
the format of local comprehensive plans. 


(g) CPR, either under its existing statutory authority or 
otherwise, would establish regional planning boundaries 
throughout the State. For the most part, these would probably 
correspond to present Council of Government, or COG, 
boundaries. OPR would act as a clearinghouse ~nd single point 
of contact for any regional planning egencies in their dealings 
with the State and its agencies. 


(h) Establish a land use appeal board or other mechanism which 
would replace litigation as the primary means of challenging 
local land use plans and CEQA decisions. Restrict individual 
project challenges, as opposed to challenges to local land use 
plans. This will require decisions to be revie~ed in the 
context of development throughout the co~unity rather than on 
a narrow, individual hasis. 


2. Begional Level - lrnprove coordination between different 
regional bodies, such as the Air Quality Mana9ernent Districts (AQMD) 
and Regional Transportation Plannin9 Agencies {RTPA), and between 
regional and local bodies. current law does not require that city 
and county general plans conform to regional plans, such as a 
Regional Transportation Plan or air quality plan. Also, where 
p~actical and demonstrably ~ore efficient, single-purpose regional 
agencies should be consolidated or coordinated. 


(a) COGs should be strengthened and made a bridge between 
local and State authorities. These new COGs would succeed to 
fair housing allocation and transportation planning .duties 
within their respective regions. They would also consolidate 
other regional agencies such as Local Agency For~ation 
Commissions and Airport Land Use Coruroissions. 


Membership of counties and cities in the new COGs ~ould be 
mandatory. The COG governing board would be made up of elected 
city and county officials. Members would serve for two years 
before being relieved by fresh city and county officials. The 
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relative numbers of county and city representatives should be 
established by law. Alternatively, the cities and counties 
within a new COG could be given a period of time to 8gree upon 
the ~embership of the COG. At the end of the prescribed 
period, if no agreement ~ere re~ched, the ~embership would be 
established by State law. 


(b) Require consistency between the plans and programs of 
regional agencies whose boundaries overlap, including the air 
pollution control aistrict or air quality management district, 
the county congestion management ~gencies, and the county 
transportation commissions. Some form of State review and 
oversight should be undertaken. 


(c) Each new COG should adopt an inteqrated strategic plan 
based on regional transportation, open space, infrastructure, 
resource conservation, and environmental protection plans to 
meet the State's framework goals and standards~ These plans 
should be drawn up~ard from local comprehensive plans, and do~n 
from State framework goals and standards, rather than imposed 
downward by the new COG. They would also incorporate the 
policies of the regional transportation plan and other regional 
plans. Enforcement and co~pliance would come through state 
certification -and existing regulatory agencies. Because it 
would not have regulatory, operational~ taxing, or land use 
powers, a new COG would not constitute a new level ot 
government. Cities and counties would retain land use powers, 
consistent with approved plans. Local comprehensive plans 
would incorporate State and regional policies and standards. 


(d) The new COG could divide its region into subregions for 
planning and regulatory purposes and prepare subregional 
strategic plans for those smaller areas. The large and complex 
Southern California and San Francisco Bay Area regions would be 
empowered to establish subregional agencies provided that these 
agencies were clearly subdivisions of the regional agency and 
not independent entities. 


Establishment and organization of the subregional agencies in 
those regions would be determlned by the regional agency, with 
the following provisos: (a) creation of a subregional agency 
would require majority vote of the members of the regional 
agency board; (b) no overlapping subregional boundaries would 
be allowed; and (c) membership in the subregional agency would 
be mandatory for all affected cities and counties _ (they would 
have membership in both the regional and subregional agencies). 


(e) The regional and subregional strategic plans would be 
required to incorporate the State's growth management 
fr3mework. State agency review of air quality, transportation, 
and housing plans would remain basically as currently required. 
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Consistency with State goals, policie~, and progra~s would be a 
prerequisite to approval of the regional strategic plans by the 
State. 


(f) The new COG should provide mediation services to cities 
and counties that have disagreements over land use issues, if 
the involved agencies so requested. It should also act as a 
board of appeal for challenqes to local plans. 


(g) In cooperation with OPR and consistent with the CEQA 
Guidelines, the new COG would act as a regional clearinghouse 
for environmental information. The new COGs should also be 
available to facilitate tax sharing agree~ents among local 
agencies as the latter may wish. Enforce~ent and compliance 
would come through State certification and existing regulatory 
agencies. 


3. Local level - Streamline the statutes that mandate local land 
use plans. General plan law is the product ot incremental 
legislation over a period of more than 20 years. It is filled with 
redundancies, ana~hronisms, and unnecessary detail. For example, 
floodplains must be addressed three times, in the land use, safety, 
conservation, and open space elements. 


The seven general plan elements such as circulation, housing, 
and open space should be integrated into a few functional "super 
elements" (called plan co~ponents here), or otherwise addressed 
within a more flexible, overall context. This would encourage local 
govern~ents to consider the plan as a whole document and not a 
collection of disaggregated parts. The purpose of this streamlining 
~auld not be to de-emphasize any of these issue areas, but instead 
to make sure that they are not ignored by local decision-makers, 
buried in some half-forgotten element. 


At the same time, general plan law has some serious omissions. 
With regard to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), for 
example, there is currently no requirement that an EIR be prepared 
for the revision of a general plan and there is no mechanism for 
ensuring that the mitigation measures identified in the EIR or 
negative declaration prepared for the plan will be implemented. 
These shortcomings should be rectified. 


In practice, adopting a new general plan often puts the 
existing zoning ordinance out of consistency with the ~ew plan. ln 
addition, !or most people the distinction between a general plan and 
the zoning ordinance is blurry. The following steps should be taken 
by the State to revise existing planning law: 


(a) Consolidate general plan requirements into four functional 
components (as opposed to the current seven specified 
elements). Land Use would address housing, business, industry, 
agriculture, public buildings, transportation, and all uses of 
land, including the conservation of resources. Hazards would 
identify current and potential environmental hazards and noise 
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levels and their !~pacts on current and proposed development, 
as well as specifying performance standards aimed at mitigating 
those impacts. Capital Improvements ~n6 financing would 
evaluate existing public facilities, identify additional 
facilities needed to serve projected new development, establish 
level of service standards, establish development phasing 
~echanisros if desired, and specify the financing mechanisms · 
that will pay for those improvements. Implementation would 
describe the local ordinances that will put the plan into 
action, including zoning and subdivision ordinances, 
performance standards, housing programs, and capital 
improvements programs. 


Establish a simple two-part format for comprehensive 
plans. The first part would contain the plan's goals, 
policies, and standards. The second part would contain 
background materials. This for~at would si~plify the use of 
comprehensive plans. 


(b) Require that counties, charter cities, and general law 
cities meet the same co~prehensive planning requirements. 
Establish a set of requirements, just as has been done for 
comprehensive plans, that will standardize the contents of 
special district plans. 


(c} Require that all components of the plan be based on a 10-
year planning horizon. Projected land use, housing, 
transportation, and capital facilities needs would be based on 
the same 10-year schedule. Updates to the comprehensive plan 
and its "Master Environmental Impact Report" (MEIR) would be 
required every five years. 


(d) Require preparation of an MElR for the comprehensive plan. 
The MElR would be a broad doc!.lment, 'plan-level in its detail. 
lt would address the cumulative impacts of the development 
projected to occur as a result of the comprehensive plan, as 
well as alternative development scenarios. The MEIR would be 
the basis of additional environ~ental analysis, that the 
specific scope of ~hat analysis would be identified in the 
MEIR, the mitigation measures contained in the MEIR would be 
imple~ented by a local development standards ordinance, and 
routine projects that are consistent with the co~prehensive 
plan would be exempt from further CEQA review. 


This MEIR ~ould form the basis for the environmental review of 
-. s ·ubsequent projects and would establish the scope of that 


review. The MEIR would identify sites (special study areas, or 
SSAs) within the planning area that are to be subject to 
further environmental study prior to development. The MEIR 
would also specify the scope of such studies. The resultant 


·environmental document would build upon, not reiterate, the 
ME!R. 
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In addition, the city or county would enact a development 
standards ordinance to imple~ent on a project-by-project basis 
the mitigation measures identified in the MEIR. These ~ight 
include ~eedin9 steep slopes with nativ~ plants, retaining 
wildlife corridors, or protecting eultural artifacts if found 
on the site. cEQA should be amende~ to provide that when such 
~tandards have been enacted, additional environmental review 
will not be required except in id~ntified special study areas. 


(e) Require that the zoning, developm~nt standard, 
subdivision, and capital i~prove~ents programming ordinances of 
counties and cities, including charter cities, be consistent 
with the text and maps of thQ comprehensive plan. 


(f) Independent special districts should be required to 
prepare a co~prehensive services and capital improvement plan 
and submit that to the new COG, counties, and cities for 
review. cities and counties would be required to describe the 
service and capital irnprove~ent plans of dependent special 
districts in their comprehensive plans. 


New legislation should further provide that the plans and 
capital improvements undertaken by special districts are to be 
consistent with city and county comprehensive plans. No 
special district should provide service to new development 
which is not consistent with approved plans. 


(g) Each city or county comprehensive plan should be limited 
to a single yearly amendment, upon the initiative of the city 
or county legislative body. There would ~e no provision for 
privately initiated a~endments, although the city or county 
could sponsor such requests when it deems them to be in the 
public interest. Aruendments to the comprehensive plan would be 
subject to CEQA. 


(h) Require that each local comprehensive plan contain a 
section summarizing the comprehensive plans, in text and maps, 
of abutting cities and counties. Mandate that this section be 
updated as changes occur in adjoining jurisdictions. Also, 
require that counties and cities refer proposed updates of 
their general plans to abutting counties and cities for review 
and comment prior to enactment. Rural counties should be 
encouraged, ~hen practical, to prepare their comprehensive 
plans jointly with their neighbors. This may offer 
efficiencies of scale for the participating counties. 


(1) Require comprehensive plans to incorporate State and 
regional planning policies and pro§rams such as the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Transportation Improvement Program, the 
air quality plan and rules, and Congestion Management Plan. 
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(j) Amend redevelopment law to require that city or county 
redevelopment agencies enter into negotiated "pass-through" 
agreements with all affected ta~ing entities prior to 
establishing new redevelopment areas. 


4, Financing- The above proposals ~ill require that local 
governments undertake significant jurisdiction-wide planning and 
enviro~ental review work. User fees or development impact tees are 
not a realistic revenue source from which to recover the costs 
associated with , that work because they are difficult to levy in an 
equitable manner and they do not provide a steady or predictable 
revenue stream. As a result, the State may be subject to claims for 
c9mpensation of State-roandated costs. Unfortunately, there are few 
acceptable options !or funding. One possible option might be a 
bond-funded program of State grants for regional and local planning. 
In any event, the need of the state ~nd local government for sound 
planning for california's future is of sufficient importance to 
justify redirection of other General Fund monies. It is an 
investment in our State's future. 


COMMtNTARY ON TRE At~ERNATIV~ P~OPOSAL 


The alterna~ive proposal shares a number of basic premises with 
the ether proposals discussed in this section. First, roost agree 
that the State must adopt a general fra~ework of consistent goals 
and policies to guide the decision making of all levels of 
government. This idea is found in all the legislative proposals and 
is implicit in work of the Bay Vision 2020 and 2000 Partnership 
committees. OPR agrees that this should be one of the first steps 
in addressing the question of growth management, with the focus of 
those goals and policies being results rather than how you get 
there. 


Second, some form of coordination is needed among existing 
regional agencies. Single purpose agencies addressing 
transportation and other subjects should act in harmony. All of the 
proposals, including OPR's, recommend some form of agency 
consolidation, from AB 3's powerful new regional agencies with 
independent boards, to San Diego county's use of SANDAG's existing 
structure. 


Third, there seems to be agreement that some local decisions 
have regional effects and should be considered in a regional 
context. The corollary is that local general plans should recognize 
State and regional planning policies. AB 3 and the other 
legislative proposals would impose such policies upon local 
government fro~ the top by establishing a hierarchy wherein the plan 
of each agency -- regional, subregional, and local -- would be 
reviewed by the agency above it. The local proposals avoid the idea 
of State review of regional -plans, but retain some form of regional 
review of local agencies. OPR's process envisions local plans that 
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~re consistent ~ith regional policies, but no regulatory or 
operational powers for the regional agency. CPR alao recommends 
that the regional agency play a part in ~ediating local disputes 
over lar9er projects. 


A fourth comroon opinion is that creatin9 a new layer of 
government is not aclvisable. Nonetheless, AB 3, AB 76, SB 929 and 
the 2000 Partnership reco~end the formation of strong subregional 
agencies where none currently exi•t. OPR recomm~nds allowing 
subregional planning, but believes that formal subregional agencies 
must be used judiciously. Only the Southern California and San 
Francisco Bay Area regions have the size and hwel of complexity to 
warrant creatin9 subregional agenci~~. 


Despite the above eommonly held goals, OPR's proposal differs 
in several respects from the proposals set forth by the Legislature 
and local groups. There are 468 cities and SB counties in 
California, plus hundr~ds of special districts. state review of 
local plans or direct involvement in local regulatory activities 
would require substantial additional st8ff as well as additional 
funding. This would be ill-advised. OPR does not recommend the 
formation of ~ new state planning agency or detailed state review of 
projects. An effective ~ffort to improve planning throughout the 
State should result in fewer agencies, not more. The OPR proposal 
~ill require the preparation of a tramQwork of State policies 
through a State cotnprehensive plan to quide the activities of State 
agencies. Conflicting Stat~ policies would be eli~inated or 
reconciled whil~ d~veloping this framework. This should increase 
the level of cooperation ~~ong ageneies and make State policy more 
coherent. 


OPR proposes changes to planning law that will streamline the 
local planning process while simultaneously making it more 
practical. OPR's recommendations address two shortcomings of 
current planning law: redundant general plan requirements and the 
failure to integrate infrastructure planning. The OPR proposal 
would •eed out unnecessary planning det~il (reducing the current 
seven mandatory elements to four components, for example), and 
require that infrastructure and the means to finance infrastructure 
be considereo as an integral part of the planning process and 
included in the comprehensive plan. This would include mandatory 
cooperation ~ith special districts. 


Along the same lines as the above, OPR recommends changes in 
CEQA that make environmental concerns an integral part of the 
planning and land use regulatory process, ~hile concurrently 
reducing the need for separate environmental analyses of individual 
projects. Requiring the preparation ofta Master EIR for local 
comprehensive plans is not much different than the practical 
application of current law. OPR's departure oocurs with the 
recommendations that: (1) the general plan will identify special 
study areas which on the basis o! the MEIR will need supple~ental 
environmental review when subsequent projects are propos~d; (2) the 
plan will specify the scope o! review for environmental documents 


-76-


• CJi > 







JAN-27-92 MON 15:18 p. 10 


within ~ucn are~s; (3) future environmental document& will build (or 
"tier") upon the HEIR rather than starting from scratch; (4) the 
jurisdiction must adopt specific regulations, by ordinance, that 
~ill implement the mitigation measures identified in the MEIR; and 
(5) development outside of the special study areas that is 
consistent with the comprehensive plan will not be subject to CEQA. 


In addition, OPR recommends that the CEQA Guidelines offer 
general guidance tor determining thresholds of significant adverse 
environmental effect. This would help reduce local indecision over 
which projects will require an EIR. 


CONTROVtRSY 


Any changes of the ~agnitude set forth in the various qrowth 
~anagement proposals will, necessarily, engender great controversy. 
The following discusses some of the more likely areas of dispute. 


~osttFundit1g 


The financial shortfalls of government at all levels are well 
documented. Any ot the growth management proposals may be deemed to 
create new State-~andated programs for regional and local 
governments. If something is to be done to manage California's 
growth at1d improve coordination among state, regional, and local 
governments, such costs are an unfortunate and unavoidable 
consequence. The ability of California to ~eet the challenge of 
managing its growth may ultimately rest with its ability to finance 
and implement sound planning. Long-term reductions over current 
levels of local planning costs ~ay result if the CEQA and planning 
reforms lead to fewer environmental documents and less need for plan 
amendments and rezoning. 


State Role 


Should the Stat~ take a major role in directing the activities 
of regional agencies and local governments? The DPR proposal takes 
an intermediate position somewhere between the strict control 
envisioned in AB 3, and the hands-off approach of the San Diego 
~odel. OPR proposes to create a State policy framework that will 
guide State, regional, and local decision making, and establish 
enabling legislation that will create a cohesive regional planning 
structure that will, in turn, both guide and at the same time be 
guided by, local planning. 


In some quarters, this approach may be criticized as being too 
weak. However, in a state as diverse and fast changing as 
california, it is unrealistic to believe that the State can take an 
active part in local land use decisions. A system of 
micromanagement would be unmanageably large and unable to react 
quickly to local needs. Instead, the role of the State should be to 
provide broad policy guidance and cohesive rules and regulations. 


-77-







--


In this same vein, regional approaches based, like COGS, on 
local government representation is much closer to the ''action." 
This approach offers local government officials the opportunity to 
cooperate ~hen responding to common problems, share local 
information of regional interest, and pursue cooperative goals and 
policies. On the State side, OPR reco~ends new lagi&lation that 
~ould bind regional agencies to9ether through the stata policy 
framework and interagency planning consistency. state policies may 
guide some local decisions, but for the most part local decisions 
would re~ain at the local level under the alternative proposal. 


Housing 


The proposed changes to general plan law may appear to de
emphasize housing concerns by eliminating the requirement for a 
separate housing element. Thi~ would be quite incorrect. Instead, 
the rest of the general plan would be pulled up to the same level 
and integrated with the current housing element. In general, OPR is 
recommending changes that will improve the efficiency of planning 
efforts. Substantive policies and 9oals in housing as well as other 
areas should be addressed in sub5tantive leqialation and regulation. 
A focus on improved planning process should better integrate these 
areas. New approaches are needed in order to address housing, 
transportation, air quality and the myriad other growth management 
issues more effectively. 


Regional Variation 


Some argue persuasively that State policies toward growth 
management mpst vary on the basis of region. The situation and 
needs of Crescent City and Los Angeles, for exa~ple, are obviously 
very different. The OPR proposal recommends that state policies 
recognize this variation and offer differential approaches as well 
as the flexibility to allow local governments, individually and 
together, to arrive at their own solutions. 


Begional Certification of L9cal Plan~ 


So~e in local government contend that a COG or regional agency 
does not need to review the plans of cities and counties for 
consistency. They argue that local agencies,· when left to their own 
initiative, can be trusted to carry out regional plans. However, 
the OPR proposal would ensure that strengthened COGs represent 
locally-elected officials and that they have to power to consider, 
on appeal, local plans' compliance with the regional plan. 
Financing and other incentives are conditioned upon compliance with 
State framework goals, and some mechanism must be found to evaluate 
local plans for that purpose. New COGs are closer to home than the 
State, and should be used for that purpose. This is substantially 
less heavy-handed than some other proposals. 
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New Plans 


The proposed revisions to general plan law would, over time, 
change the way planning is done in California. They represent a 
departure from the past state legislation that has imposed 
increasing detail on plans. Is such a chang~ necessary? 


current planninq law encourages the preparation of detailed 
general plans, yet ignores crucial components of planning such as 
infrastructure and environmental impact. The alternative proposal 
attempts to focus local plannin9 efforts on the development of 
comprehensive, inteqrated, and effective long-te~ policies, rather 
than on hollow detail. 


New Environmental Review Laws 


The California Environ~ental Quality Act (CEQA) was enacted for 
the purpose of providing government decision ~akers with objective 
information about the possible adverse environmental effects of 
projects subject to th~ir consid~ration. Unfortunately, tor a 
variety of reasons, CEQA has come to be seen as a procedural 
mechanism to defeat or delay project approvals. It has become the 
preferred route for litigating projects. Project challenge~ are not 
common, but they eauee a chilling affect that leads to greater 
uncertainty in the CEQA process, greatar delay in preparing 
document~, and increased detail in EIRs. The OPR proposal will be 
controversial because it would create new exemptions under CEQA for 
projects that arA consistent with the local oomprehen~ive plan or 
that are also subject to a perforroance zoning ordinance. 


CPR is sensitive to the need to identify and mitigate adverse 
environmental effects. Indeed, the alternative proposal provides 
for cumulative impacts assessment under CEQA that is integrated 
normatively and temporally with comprehensive planning. No such 
requirement currently exists. At the same time, decisions over 
whether to approve or deny an individual project should be based 
less on CEQA, which after all is applied on a narrow, project
specific basis, than on the panoramic analysis provided by the 
comprehensive plan. The alternative proposal would require CEQA 
consideration at the time the comprehensive plan is adopted in order 
to evaluate broad, long-term environmental effects of the proposed 
level of development. Areas that will need subsequent CEQA review 
and the scope of that revie~ ~ould be identified in the Master EIR 
and in the comprehensive plan. Those areas will be subject to CEQA. 
Development elsewhere, where no significant effects ·ar~ noted or 
where their effects can be mitigated by development standards, will 
not be subject to the Act. This would effectively shift CEQA 
challenges to the comprehensive plan level and ~way from project-by
project reviews. 
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7, CQNCLQSION 


This paper has engaged in a somewhat eclectic review of 
planning and growth management issues, opportunities, and proposals. 


\..:~J.~Lorn:~.a·s grow-en Aecessar~J.Y bepeAQs upQn l..n~IO>\.CS'-t=~ '"'...,fl"',__vY ....... c 
policy guidance and intera9ency eoordination. Cl~ar policies are 
needed in order to move State, reqionalw and local governments in 
the same direction toward co~on goals. Planning, whether at the 
state, regional, ·or local level, should occur in the context of 
comprehensive policies and with the cooperation of ··the affected 
a9enci~s. At the same time, the indicated framework of State growth 
management policies should proceed with the objective of making 
gov~rnment responses to qrowth less parochial and more efficient 
than today. 


Second, strong leadership is needed to bring order to the 
competing growth management interests and proposals. In every other 
state that has tackled the growth management issue on a statewide 
basis, there has been a Governor who provided strong support. Only 
the Governor has the broad mandate necessary to bring these forces 
together in a meaningful way. 


Third, further work is nece$sary to build a balanced growth 
management program. As this paper has discussed, California is a 
diverse state and growth ~anagement is a multi-faceted issue. The 
State should pursue a program that is concise and realistic, yet 
that retains sufficient flexibility to account for regional 
differences. Constructive debate over the alternative and other 
proposals should be guided by the principle that the cure should not 
be worse than the affliction. 


Decisive and timely action is needed on this issue. Cali~ornia 
can no longer afford the inefficiencies that plague most aspects of 
its current system of planning. 
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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
Director 
Office of Planning and Research 
1400 TENTH STREET, Room 156 
Sacramento, California 95814 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations -to Governor Wilson. 


Regional Growth Management 


There is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional growth 
management strategy. That need is being addressed by the San Diego 
Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a board which 
the voters of this county have already approved. I hope that your 
recommendations will respect the decisions of the voters of San 
Diego county. This board should be given the time to fully 
implement its plan, and demonstrate that this process can work. 
What we don't have is a solution to the fiscal problems created by 
growth. We think it urgent that this matter be addressed in the 
context of your proposed growth plan. 


Annexations and Incorporation 


A serious concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
fulfill this mission as a result of the incorporations and 
annexations. 


* A local example: in the County of San Diego, we have 
lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of the 
incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana 
Beach. 
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Despite the significant diminution of our tax base caused by 
annexation or incorporation, the county is still required to 
provide services which include: 


* criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile halls, 
mental health programs, drug programs, indigent care, 
social services, public health, air pollution control, 
solid and hazardous waste management, primary medical 
care, and a host of federally or state mandated programs, 
to the residents of these cities. 


* Unlike cities, County government has few options to 
increase revenue, and little discretion on how it spends 
its revenues. 


Sales Taxes 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. 


* Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by Proposition 
13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. 


* Because sales tax is allocated based on where sales occur 
rather than on where the consumer lives, one community 
can capture sales tax from another. 


* An excellent example of the inequity which can arise from 
this situation is reflected in the following figures: 


the County of San Diego has 20 percent of the population, 
yet receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. 


* This plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the 
current situs distribution method. Under the proposed 
method, there would be a redistribution of the local 
·share of sales tax based on a combination of population 
and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per 
capita basis. 


This is a proposal which I believe merits serious consideration. 
It is a viable means of dealing with growth management and fiscal 
impacts on County government. 
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Redevelopment Agencies 


Our loss of revenue as a result of the creation of redevelopment 
areas are equally dramatic. 


* Some forty six million dollars in revenue have been lost 
between 1985 and 1991 as a result of the creation of 
redevelopment areas. 


* Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the 
loss of tax increment to these entities, the levels of 
service required of the County remains the same, or, more 
likely, rises substantially. 


Property Taxes 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 


Fiscalization of Land Use Decisions 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. 


* Specifically, I am referring to the ability of cities to 
make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided 
to citizens county-wide. 


* As an example: when the City of San Diego added 50 police 
officers to their force at a cost of 5.2 million dollars. 
The cost to the County of San Diego was 7. 4 million 
dollars in associated support services and facilities. 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate the 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspective 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressing to 
the counties throughout the state of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 








California State Association of Counties 
January 24, 1992 


TO: 


FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


Supervisor Gloria Ochoa, Santa Barbara County 
Supervisor Kay Ceniceros, Riverside County 
Supervisor Bob Dorr, El Dorado County 
Supervisor Rolland Starn, Stanislaus County 
Supervisor Leon Williams, San Diego County 
Supervisor Pauline LaJWood, Kern County 
Supervisor Don Perata, Alameda County 
Supervisor Sunne McPeak, Contra Costa County 
Supervisor Betsy Marchand, Yolo County 
Supervisor Harry Ovitt, San Luis Oblspo 


Victor Pottorff, Deputy Executive Director 
DeAnn Ba.ker, Associate Legislative Representative 


GROWTH MANAGEMENT BRIEFING 


As many of you know the Governor was expected to reveal his grovvth management proposal during 
the State of the State Address on January 8. Due to the budget crisis and economic situation of the 
State other more pressing issues were highlighted in his speech. 


However, Richard Sybert, Chair of the Governor's Growth Advisory Council, assures CSAC that this 
remains a high priority for the Governor, which will be addressed during his term. The Council 
recently Issued their recommendations to the Governor for his consideration. Actual proposals will 
follow soon. Rich and Carol Whiteside. Assistant Secretary for Intergovernmental Relations with the 
Resources Agency requested a briefing with CSAC representatives to discuss the growth 
management [ecommendations of the Council. 


Early Indications from the Council reveal that the proposals fall short in the area of local government 
fiscal reform. As you know this Is Imperative to CSAC, particularly since the growth proposal 
promotes compact urban development and designated growth and no growth zones. This in effect 
would support growth within incorporated areas without addressing the service costs to counties. 
CSAC believes that it is very Important to send the message at this meeting that sales and property 
tax reforms must be a part of any growth management solution. This Is consistent with the CSAC 
growth management policy currently under consideration by the CSAC Executive Committee and 
Board of Directors. 


A pre-meeting Is scheduled at CSAC at 9:30a.m. on Monday, February 3, 1992, followed by the 
briefing from 1 0:30a.m. -NOON. A luncheon will be planned following the briefing. Please respond 
to Sandi Reynolds at (916} 327-7512 regarding your attendance by Tuesday, January 28. 
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February 5, 1992 


Mr Richard Sybert 
(title) 
(address) 
Sacramento, CA xxxxx 


Dear Mr. Sybert: 


I appreciated the opportunity to meet with you Monday, and to 
discuss Growth Management from a County perspective. I would like 
to identify those issues which I believe are key areas of concern 
to counties throughout the state, and hope that these will be 
reflected in your recommendations to Governor Wilson. 


Fiscalization of Land Use Decisions 


One of the issues that San Diego has carefully studied is the 
fiscalization of land use decisions. Through the San Diego 
Association of Governments we have issued a report entitled 
Regional Government Responsibilities and Revenues. It provides an 
overview of how our region views the financing issues related to 
growth management. 


* Specifically, I am referring to the ability of cities to 
make land use decisions which have significant impact on 
counties and the levels of service which must be provided 
to citizens county-wide. 


* As an example I note the instance in which the City of 
San Diego added 50 police officers to their force at a 
cost of 5.2 million dollars. The cost to the County of 
San Diego was 7.4 million dollars in associated support 
services and facilities. 
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Redevelopment Areas 


Our losses as a result of the creation of redevelopment areas are 
equally dramatic. 


* Some forty six million dollars in revenue have been lost 
between 1985 and 1991 as a result of redevelopment areas. 


* Compounding this problem is the fact that despite the 
loss of tax increment to these entities, the levels of 
service required of the County remains the same, or, more 
likely, rises substantially. 


~ Annexations and Incorporation 


A second concern in this area is the fiscal impact of annexations 
and incorporations on counties. Counties retain responsibility for 
providing county-wide services, but have less revenue with which to 
do this as a result of the incorporations and annexations. 


* A local example: in the County of San Diego, wherein we 
have lost 5.4 million dollars in sales tax as a result of 
the incorporation of the cities of Encinitas and Solana 
Beach. 


* Despite the significant diminution of our tax base the 
county is still required to provide services which 
include: 


criminal justice system, courts, jails, juvenile 
halls, mental health programs, drug programs, 
indigent care, social services, public health, air 
pollution control, solid and hazardous waste 
management, primary medical care, and a host of 
federally or state mandated programs, to the 
residents of these cities. 


* Unlike cities, County government has few options to 
increase revenue, and little discretion on how it spends 
its revenues. 


Property Taxes 


Property taxes are yet another area of concern for County 
government. Proposition 13 has removed our ability to allow the 
property tax level to remain in balance with the cost of providing 
required levels of service to the community. There is simply no 
parity here. 
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Sales Taxes 


Sales taxes have become a prized revenue source for cities and 
counties, making commercial development extremely attractive to 
both jurisdictions. 


* Unlike the cap placed on property taxes by Proposition 
13, sales tax can keep pace with inflation and better 
reflect rising service costs. 


* Because sales tax is allocated based on where sales occur 
rather than on where the consumer lives, one community 
can capture sales tax from another. 


* An excellent example of the inequity which can arise from 
this situation is reflected in the following figures: the 
County of San Diego has 2 0 percent of the population, yet 
receives only 4.8 percent of the areas' sales tax. 


I call to your attention the proposal put forth by Sacramento 
County, concerning the redistribution of sales tax dollars. 


* This plan suggests a way to correct the inequities in the 
current situs distribution method. Under the proposed 
method, there would be a redistribution o·f the local 
share of sales tax based on a combination of population 
and situs, with sales tax growth allocated on a per 
capita basis. 


This is a proposal which I believe merits serious consideration. 
It is a viable means of dealing with growth management and fiscal 
impacts on County government. 


Regional Growth Management 


Lastly, there is a need in the County of San Diego for a regional 
growth management strategy. That need is being addressed by the 
San Diego Regional Planning and Growth Management Review Board, a 
board which the voters of this county have already approved. This 
board should be given the time to fully implement its plan, and 
prove that this process can work. 
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I thank you again for the time you have given us. I appreciate the 
attention that you are devoting to reviewing the county perspective 
on growth management and its fiscal ramifications on county 
government, and I look forward to the opportunity to talk further 
with you and your staff on this issue which is so very pressing to 
the xx (need number) counties throughout the state of California. 


Sincerely, 


Leon L. Williams 
Supervisor, Fourth District 


LLW:dja 
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