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MR CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE: 

IN ENACTING AB 28X, THE LEGISLATURE HAS PUT IN PLACE 

A MECHANISM DESIGNED TO AVOID A DEFICIT JN THE STATE'S 

GENERAL FUND AT THE END OF FISCAL YEAR 1983-84, IT IS WITH 

THIS MECHANISM AS A BACKGROUND THAT 1 WOULD LIKE TO 

SUMMARIZE OUR CONCLUSIONS REGARDING THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 

FOR THE UPCOMING FISCAL YFAP, 

I .• AN OVERVIEW OF THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 

THE AB 2~X TRIGGERS 

DESCRIPTION, AB 28X HAS PLACED INTO LAW TWO 

PROVISIONS THAT COULD TRIGGER A ONE-CENT SALES TAX INCPEAS~ 

IN ORDER TO SUPPLEMENT THE AMOUNT OF P.EVENUES AVAILABLE TO 

THE GENERAL FUND UNDER EXISTING LAW, THESE TRIGGERS APE 

INTENDED TO SERVE TWO ENTIRELY DIFFERENT PURPOSES: 

I TRIGGER #1 (OCTOBER 15, 1983) IS YOUR PARTIAL 

INSURANCE POLICY AGAINST FURTHER REVENUE 

SHORTFALLS, IT WOULD RESULT IN A ONE-CENT SALES 

TAX INCREASE, EFFECTIVE NOVEMBER 1, ONLY IF ACTUAL 

GENERAL fUND REVENUF. COLLECTIONS DUPING THE FIRST 
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100 DAYS OF THE BUDGET YEAR FALL SHORT OF TH[ 

/\MOUNT ANTICIPATED IN THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET RY 

$150 MILLION OR MORE, COMSEQUENTLY, YOU CANNnT 

RELY ON THIS TRIGGER TO HFLP FINANCE THE DEFICIT 

PROJECTED FOR THE CURRE~T YEAR THAT WILL BE ROLLED 

OVEP INTO THE BUDGET YEAR, 

I TRIGGER #2 (JANUARY 10~ 19R4) IS YOUR 

DEFICIT-FINA~CI NG MECHANISM, IT WOULD PAISE THE 

SALES TAX BY ONE CH.IT IF THE D I REI.TOR OF F I ~ 1 ,6 ~'CE 

PROJECTS A YEA~-FND GENERAL FUND BALANCF OF LESS 

THAN $100 MILLION AFTER THE CARRY-OVEP PEFICTT HAS 

BEEN FINANCED. 

THESE TWO TRIGGERS APE DISPLAYED IN DIAGRAM J 

ARE THE TRIGGERS FAIL-SAFE? THESE PROVISIONS OF AB 
28X GO A LONG WAY TOWARD ASSURING THAT1 UNLIKE 1981-82 AND 

1982-83, FISCAL YEAR 1983-84 WILL NOT END WITH THE GENFRAL 

FUND IN THE RED, THEY DO NOT1 HOWEVER, GUARANTEE THE 

AVOIDANCE OF f\ YEAR-END DEFICIT IN 1983-84, A DEFICIT COULD 

STILL RESULT ON JUNE 30~ 1984 UNDER O~lf: oF· THREE 

CIPCUMSiANCES: 

I THE ECO~'OMY--AND THEREFORE, GENERAL FUt-ID 

REVE~'UES--DO NOT. PERFORM f\S \~ELL DUf~ I NG THE SJ=:Cm-'P 

HALF OF 1983-84 AS NEXT YEAR'S BUDGET ANTICIPATES, 
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WERE THIS TO HAPPEN, THE STATE COULD END THE YEAP 

IN THE HOLF., JUST /\S IT DID IN 1981-82. 

• GENERAL FUND I:XPENDITUPES TURN OUT TO BF MORF THAN 

$100 MILLIO~I HIGHER THAN THF. AMOUNT ANTICIPAT~D IN 

THE 1983-84 COLUMN OF NEXT YEAR'S BUDGET, THIS 

COULD OCCUR, FOR EXAMPLE, IF COUPT DECISIONS . 
PUSHED UP GENERAL FUND COSTS, AS THEY DID IN THF . 
CUPPENT YEAR, 

I THE ADMINISTRATION, IN AN EFFORT TO AVOID M1 

INCREASE IN THE SALES TAX ON FEBRUAPY 1, PROPOSES 

A SERIES OF CHANGES IN THE BUDGET ADOPTED FOR 

1983-84 WHICH THE LEGISLATURF IS UNWILLING TO 

APPROVE, THIS WOULD SHORT-CIRCUIT THE SALFS TAX 

TRIGGER, BUT LEAVE THE GENERAL FUND IN DEFICIT ON 

JUNE 30, 1984, 

~0TWITHSTANDING THESE POSSIBILITIES, HOWEVFR, WE 

CONCLUDE THAT THE AB 28X TRIGGERS PROVIDE THE LEGISLATLIPE 

WITH A P[ASONABLF. DEGREE OF PROTECTION AGAINST THE KIND OF 

nCRISIS BUDGETINGn THAT HAS FORCED UPON YOU IN THE PAST AND 

CURRENT· YEARS I 

WHAT IS THE LIKELIHOOD OF THE TRIGG~RS BEING PULLED? 

CURRENT OuTLOOK, THE QUESTION THAT I'M SlJP.F. IS ON 

MOST EVERYBODY'S MIND THESE D/\YS IS: WILL ONE OF THE TWO AB 
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28X TRIGGERS BE PULLED? TABLE 1 PROVIDES A STARTING POINT 

FOR DEVELOPING A~ ANSWER TO THIS QUESTION, 
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TABU: ] 

PORT I otl OF THE 1 ~?.2 -83 GENERAL Fti~:D DEFICIT T~AT 
CAt-t RE FINANCED vl I TH REVENUES PR0J ECTED FOR THE BUDGET YEAR 

(IN HILLIONS) 

PPOJECTED DEFICIT, JU~E 30, 1983 
(AS SHOWN IN THE GOVEP~'OR' S BUDGET) 

FACTORS INCREASING THE DEFICIT SINCE 
THE BUDGET WAS SUBMITTED: . COURT 
DECISION IN VALDES V. CORY 

IMPACT OF ACTIONS TO REDUCE THE DEFICIT: 

EXECUTIVE ORDER 

AB 2Rx 

SUBTOTAL 

PROJECTED DEFICIT, JUNE 30, 1983 
(CURRE~T ESTIMATE) 

AMOUNT Hl THE PESEPVE THAT CAN BE 1\PPL lED 
TO THE DEFICIT: 

RESERVE, AS SHOWN IN THE BUDGET 

LESS: FUNDS ALREADY COMMITTED RY 
EXISTING LA\'1 

AMOUNT AVAILABLE TO FINANCE THE DEFICIT 

PROJECTED DEFICIT, JL!t-.'E 30, 1984 
(CURPENT ESTIMATE) 

• 

MINIMUM RESERVE BALANCE SPECIFIED BY 
AB 28x 

AM0U~T 0F ADDITIONAG RFV~NUFS/EXP~NDITURE SAVINGS 
NEEDED TO AVOID 1\ SALES TAX INCREASE 

-5-

$-7Cl 

-568 

$650 

-100 

$1,457 

177 

-$638 

$096 

-550 

$LI46 

100 

$546 
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As THE TABLE SHOWS, IF CURRENT P[VFNUE ANP 

EXPENDITUPE ESTIMATES PROVE TO B~ ON ~APGET, THE GFNEPAL 

FUND WILL END THE BUDGFT YEAR WITH A DEFICIT OF $446 

MILLION, UNDER THESE CIRCUMSTANCES, TRIGGER No, 2 WOULD BE 

PULLED ON JANUARY 10, 19R4, AND THE STATE PORTIO~ OF THE 

SALES TAX WOULD INCREA~E FROM.4,75 PERCENT TO 5,75 PERCENT 

ON FEBRUARY 1 , THllS, IF CURRENT PPOJ ECT IONS H()L D, A~! 

INCREASE IN THE SALES TAX WILL OCCUR NEXT YEAR, 

How COULD A SALES TAX I NCR EASE BE AvoIDED? ft.s NOTED 

EARLIER, AB 2RX vJILL AUTOMATICALLY INCREASE THE SALFS TAX ON 

FEBRUARY 1, 1984 UNLESS THE DIRECTOR OF FINANCE PROJECTS A 

GENERAL FUND BALANCE ON JUNE 30, 19R4 OF AT LEAST $100 

MILLION AFTER. THE CARRYOVER DEFICIT HAS BEEN FULLY 

L I QlJ I DATED, CONSEOUENTL Y, mlE OF TWO THINGS MUST OC:CUR IF A 

SALES TAX INCPEASE IS TO BE AVOIDED IN 1983-84: 

I GENERAL FUND REVENUES MUST EXCFFD THE AMOU~TS 

PROJECTED IN THF BUDGET FOR 1982-83 AND ]983-84 BY 

AT LEAST $546 MILLION, 

I THE LEGISL~TUPE OR THE GOVERNOR ~LIST REDUCE 

EXPEND I "'!"liPFS FROM THE LEVELS CAL LED F. OR 1 N THE 

GOVEPNOP'S BUDGET BY AT LEAST $546 MILLION, 

(OF COURSE, A COMBI~ATION OF HIGHER-THAN-ANTICIPATED 

REVENUES AMD EXPENDITURE REDUCTIONS TOTALING AT LEAST $546 

MILLION WOULD ALSO FORESTALL A TAX INCREASE UNDER AR ?8X,) 

-6-



- . 

AT THIS POINT, I WILL TUPN TO THE GrVERNOP'S REVE~UE 

AND EXPENDITIJPJ:=: ESTIMATES AND EXAr1HlF THEM FROM THE 

STANDPOINT OF WHETHER IT IS REALISTIC TO EXPECT CHA~GES OF 

THIS MAGNITUDE, 

REVENUES PROJECTED IN THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 

REASONABLENESS OF THE ESTIMATES. THE RESULTS OF OUR 

DETAILED A~ALYSIS OF THE GOVERNOR'S REVENUE ESTIMATES FOR . 
THE CURRENT AND BUDGET YEARS APPEAR ON PAGES 51-93 OF 

THE 1983-84 BUDGET: PERSPECTIVES AND IS SUES, GENERALLY, WE 

CONCLUDE THAT: 

I THE DEPAPTMENT OF FINANCE'S ECO~OMIC FORECAST IS 

IN .LINE \'II TH THOSE PURL I SHED BY OTHER PUBLIC: AND 

PRIVATE FORECASTERS (SEE TABLES 2~ AND 27, PAGES 

67-68 OF PERSPECTIVES AND ISSUES) I 

I THE REVENUE PROJECTIONS FOR THE CURRENT AND BUDGET 

YEARS ARE REASONABLE, GIVE~ THE DEPARTMENT'S 

ECONOMIC FORECAST, 

AT THE PRESENT TIME, WE BELl EVE THAT REVENUES ARE 

MORE LIKELY TO EXCEED, THAN TO FALL SHORT OF, THE BUDGET 
' PROJECTIONS, SINCE THE BUDGET WAS PREPARED, MOST OF THE 

SIGNALS THAT HAVE BEEN SFNT BY THE ECONOMY HAVE BEEN 

ENCOURAGING FPOM A REVENUE STANDPOINT. FoR EXAMPLE, 

DOMESTIC CAP. SALES A~D HOUSING HAVE BEEN IMPRnVING, NF.W 
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U~EMPLOYMENT INSUPANC~ CLAIMS ~lAVE FALLEN, THE PRIME 

INTEREST RATF HAS BEEN CUT, AND THERE HAS BEEN A DRAMATIC 

REDUCTION IN INVENTORIES. WHILE THESE FACTORS DO NOT, BY 

THEMSELVES, GUARANTEE A SUSTAINED ECONOMIC RECQVERY, THEY 

CERTAINLY GIVE THE APPEARANCE T~lAT THE ECONOMY IS PULLING 

OUT OF THE RECESSION, 

FURTHERMORE, GENERAL FUND REVE~UES DURING THE Mr~THS 
' 

OF DECEMBER AND JANUARY WEPE $107 MILLION HIGHER THA~ THE 

AMOUNT ANTICIPATED IN THE BUDGET. THIS PATTERN APPEARS T0 

BE CONTINUING IN FEBRUARY, ALTHOUGH WE WON'T HAVE ANY FIR~ 

FIGURES ON FEBRUARY COLLECTIONS FOP ANOTHER 10 DAYS TO 2 

WEEKS. 

U~CERTAINTY , MUCH AS YOU DISLIKE HEARING IT, 1 MUST 

ONCE AGAIN EMPHASIZE THE UNCERTAINTY SURROUNDING THESE AND 

EVERYONE ELSE'S ECONOMIC AND REVENUE PP.OJFCTJONS, 

UNFORTUNATELY, WE CAN BE NO MORE CONFIDENT ABOUT 0l1P. REVENUE 

FORECASTS THAN WE CAN BE ABOUT THE COURSE OF THE FEDERAL 

RESERVE BOARD'S MONETARY POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON THE 

PRESIDENT'S BUDGET FOR 1984, THE PRICING POLICIES THAT WILL 

BE FOLLOWED RY PETROLEUM EXPORTING COlf~TRJES, OR THE 

WEATHER, 

THE PANGE OF.UNCEPTAIMTY REGARDING THE P~PFORMAMCE OF 

THE ECONOMY IN THE FUTURF lS WIDE ENOUGH THAT ANY Rl!DGET YOU 
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ENACT COULD BE THROWN OUT OF KILTER, As SHOWN IM TAB LE 3Y, 

PAGE 89 OF P~RSPECTIVES AND ISSUES, ALTERNATIVE ECONOMIC 

ASSUMPTIONS THAT ARE WELL WITHIN THE RANGE OF POSSIBILITY 

COULD LEAVE THE GE~ERAL FUND WITH $1,6 BILLION LESS OR $1,4 

BILLION MORE THAN WHAT THE BUDGET ANTICIPATES, 

I REPEAT, HOWEVER, THAT IN MY JUDGMENT, REVENUES AP~ 

MORE LIKELY.TO EXCEED, THAN TO FALL SHORT OF, THE BUDGF.T 

ESTIMATES, UNFORTUNATELY, SO APE EXPENDITURES, 

THE LEVEL OF EXPENDITURES PROPOSED BY THE GOVERNOR 

REASONABLENESS OF THE ESTIMATES. OUR ANALYSIS 

CLEARLY DEMONSTRATES THAT THE COST OF PUNNING STATE 

GOVERNMF~T IN 1983-84 WILL EXCEED THE $21,7 BILLION FSTI~ftTE 

SHOWN IN THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET UN~~~S THE PPOGPAM LEVELS 

PROPOSED BY THE GOVERNOR APE REDUCED, IN SHO~T, TH~ BUDGET 

IS UNDERFUNDED, 

IN SAYitJG THAT THE BUDGET .IS ll~lDCPFUNDED, I At1 ~· or 

REFERRING TO THOSE POLICY DECISIONS MADE BY THE 

ADMINISTPATION IN PUTTING TOGETHER THE BUDGET FOR 1983-8~ 

THAT LEFT NUMEROUS PROGRAMS WITH LESS MONEY THAN THEY 

RF.CE I VED IN THE CURRENT YEAP I THIs 1 OF COURSE I . Is THE 

GOVERNOR'S PREROGATIVE, NOR AM l REFFPRING TO THE 
. 

LEGISLATION ENACTED IN 1982 FOR WHICH THE GOVERNOR DOES MOT 

REQUEST FUND I NG, Hr-PF AGA Ht, AS A STATE~E~1 T OF HIS 

PRIORITIES (RATH~P THAN YOUPS), THE BU~GET IS COMPLETE. 
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WHAT I AM REFEPRH1G TO IS THE NUMF.R0US IN~TANCE~ IN 

WHICH THE BUDGET DOE S NOT PROVIDE SUFFICIENT FUNDS TO 

ACCOMPLISH EITHER WHAT THE ADMI~ISTPATJON ITSELF PRnPOSES TO 

ACC OMP LISH OR WHAT THE STATF CONSTITUTIO~l REOUIRFS, 

fOR EXAMPLE, ITEM 96?0 OF THE BUDGET BILL REQUESTS Sl 

MILLION TO PAY !~TEREST ON LOANS TO THE GENEPAL FUND, To 
' 

SAY THAT THI S AMOU ~I T IS I NSLIFF I C I ENT TO P/\Y THE INTEREST ON 

LOANS CONTEMPLATED BY THE ADMINISTRATION IS AN 

UNDERSTATEMEttT OF THE FIRST ORDER, ~IF. EST I MATE THAT THE S 1 

MILLION BUDGETED FOP. THIS PURPOSE WILL RF FX~IAUSTED 10 DAYS 

INTO THE FISCAL YEAR, MOPE LIKE $75 .MILLION WILL BE NEEDED 

TO PAY INTEREST ON LOANS TO THE GENERAL FUND DURING 1983-BQ, 

OTHER BUDGET ITEMS THAT APPEAR TO BE UNDERFUNDED 

INCLUDE THE FOL LOWING: 

I DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES: MEDI-CAL WORKLOAD 

AND COURT DECISIONS ($31,345,0n0) 

I DEPARTMENT OF REHABILITATI0N: WORK ACTIVITY 

CASELOAD GROWTH ($6,000,000) 

• DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY: PROJECTED WAPD 

POPULAT ION (UNK~IO\'/N) 

I DEPARTMENT OF Cor,~ SF.RVAT I mr: MAtviMOTH LAI(ES 

VOLCANIC HAZARn MONITORING (UNKN0WN) 
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I DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES: FRAUD F.APLY 

DETECT I ON A~!D PREVENT I ON PROGRAM ( IJNKNOWN) 

A t'10RE cor~PLFTE LISTHIG OF PROGRAt·1S THAT APPEAR TO BE 

UNDERFUNDED IN THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET APPEARS IN APPHID I X 1, 

SECOND, THE BUDGET IS UNDERFUNDED IN THAT IT DOES NOT 

MAKE ADEQUATE PROVISION FOR THE COST OF THE PEtlD I NG LOCA.L 

GOVERNMENT CLAIMS BILL, CLAIMS APPPOVED ~y THE BOARD OF 

CONTROL THROUGH JANUAP.Y 198/ AMOLHIT TO $185 MILL I ON, 

ACCORDING TO THE DIPECTOR OF FINANCE, HOWEVER, THIS AMOUNT 

WILL HAVE T0 BE FINANCED WITHIN THE ~150 MILLION RESERVE F0P 

FUTURE FINANCIAL LEGISLATION--CLEARLY AN IMPOSSIBLE TASK 

' UNLESS THE LEGISLATURE CHOOSES NOT TO FUND SOME OF THESE 

CLAIMS, 

THIRD, THE BUDGET IS COUNTING 0~ $260 MILLION IN 

UNIDENTIFIED SAVINGS TO HOLD SPENDING IN 1983-84 TO $21,7 

BILLION, MOST OF THESE SAVINGS ($200 MILLION) ARE EXPECTED 

TO RESULT FROM THF WORK OF GOVERNMENT EFFICIENCY TEAMS THAT 

THE GOVERNOP. PROPOSES TO ESTABLISH, 

l HEAP.TILY ~PPROVE OF THE GOVER~OR'S PROPOSAL TO SEEK 

HELP FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR IN MAKING GOVERNMENT MOR~ 
' 

EFFICIENT. To TAKE THE NEXT STEP, HOWEVER, AND COUNT ON 

THESE SAY It~G~ If\' PPEPAP I NG THE BUDGf:T FOR 1983-8!~ IS, HI MY 

JUDGMENT, UNWISE, THIS IS NOT JU~T COUNTI~G C~IICKENS B~corE 
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THE EGGS APE Hf.TCHED; IT'S COUNTING THFr-1 BEFORE THE POOSTEP 

HAS BE~M BPOUGHT TO THE HEN HOUSF. 

Cfi.N FURTHER CUTS IN THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET BE MADE? 

DESPITF THE FACT THAT THE GOVER~OR HAS PRESENTED YOU WITH AN 

EXTREMELY TIGHT BUDGET, viE BELIEVE FUPTHER CUTS HI SPE~1DING 

LEVELS APE FEASIBLE, IN FACT, OUP A~ALYSIS OF THE 1983-?4 

BUDGET BILL .INDICATES T~AT $~07 MILLION IN FURTHER SPENDH!G 

REDUCTIONS (ALL FUNDS) ARF 'tiARRANTED (If\' ANALYTICAL GROUNDS, 

OF THE TOTAL, $274 MILLION IN REDUCTIONS APE IN GENERAL FUND 

ITEMS, As TABLE 2 SHOWS, WHEN THE POTE~TIAL SAVINGS FROM 

THESE GENERAL FUND REDUCTIONS ARE ADDED TO THE ADDITIONAL 

RESOURCES THAT WOULD BE MADE AVAILABLE TO THE GENERAL FU~D 

IF ALL OUR RECOMMENDAT I m!S WERE APPROVED, THE PESUL T IS A 

NET POTENTIAL IMPROVEMENT IN THE GENERAL FUND CONDITION OF 

$495 MILLIO~I, 
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·r ABLE 2 

JMPACT OF LEGISLATIVE A~'ALYST'S FISCAL RECOMMn!DATIONS ON 
THE GENERAL FUND AND SP!=I. I AL Fli~'DS 

(JN MILLIONS) 

GENERAL SPECIAL 
FUND FIJNDS TOT;\1_ 

APPPOPRIATI0N REDUCT I NJS $?.73,827 $733,0(13 $5[16,825 

A P P R 0 P R I AT I 'oN AUGMENTATIONS -3,991 -10,737 -14,728 

SUBTOTAL, - NET IMPACT 
OF RECOMMENDATION S 
ON APPROPRIATIONS $269,831 $~22,266 $L~92 I 097 

REVENUE REDUCTIONS -$L~R -$4L 116 -$LIL 164 

R~VENUE AUGME~lTATIONS 75,743 75,743 

SUBTOTAL, Nt=:T IMPACT 
OF RECOMMENDATIONS 
O~t REVENUES $75,695 -$41,116 - $3Ll, 5/ 9 

TPANSFF.P. OF FUNDS TO 
GENERAL FUND $L~9 I 034 $49,034 . 

CHANGE SOURCE OF SUPPORT 
FROM GH!EPAL FU~'D 
TO OTHEP FUtiDS 100,080 100,080 

NF.T EFFF.CT nt--! 
FUND CoNDITION $494,640 $18L J 50 $675,790 
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OF COURSE, WE ARE WELL AWARE OF THE FACT THAT AS YOU 

CONSIDER OUR RFC:OMMENDATIONS TO P.EDU\.E SPENDING, YOU WILL 

ALSO BE UNDER INTENSE PRESSURE TO ADD TO THE GOVERNOR'S 

BUDGET, OUR ANALYSIS INDICATES THAT FPO~ THE STANDPOINT OF 

PUP\. HAS I NG P0~1ER, THE PPOPOSED BUDGET IS 7, 3 PERCENT LESS 

THAN THE BUDGET FOP. THE CURRENT YEAP. TN FACT, IF YOU 

EXCLUDE LOCAL GOVERNMENT FISCAL RELIEF, YOU HAVE TO GO BACK . 
10 YEARS (TO 1973-74) TO FIND A GENERAL FUND BUDGET THAT 

COULD BUY LF. SS SERVICES THMl THF: ONE PROPOSED BY THE 

GOVERNOR FOR 1 ~P;3-8l!, 

II. SUGGESTIONS FllR FACILITATING ACTION 
ON THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 1983-84 

CLEARLY, YOU FACE AN EXTREMELY DIFFICULT TASK IN 

PUTTING TOGETHER fl. BUDGFT FOR 1983-8LI, HH I L E I KNOY.I OF NO 

WAY THIS TASK CAN BE MADE EASY, I HAVE SOME SUGGESTIONS 

WHICH I BELIEVE CAN MAKE IT EASIER FOR YOU TO ACCOMPLISH 

YOUR OBJECTIVES WITHIN THE LIMITS OF AVAILABLE FUNDS. 

1, EXPAND THF: BUDGET PROCESS TO INl.LUDE A REVIEW OF 
lAX EXPENDITUPES 
(PAGES ]16-1?.1 OF PF.RSPEl.TIVES AND ISSUES) 

IF EVER THERE WAS A YEAP IN WHICH A RIGOROUS PEVIEW 

fiF SO-CALL ED "TAX EXPHID I TlJP.F.S 11 WAS WARRANTED, THIS IS IT, 

ONE \'lAY OF L0.fiKING AT THE GOVERNOR'S BUDGET FOR 

1983-84 IS TO 0BSERVE THAT THE ADMINI STRATI ON IS PROPOSI NG A 
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1. 7 P F: PC EN T ( $3 7 9 M I L L I 0 ~! ) DEC R EASE I N G E ~'EPA L F lJ N n 

EXPENDITURES AND A 7.7 PERCENT ($639 MILLION) INCREASE IN 

"TAX EXPENDITURES"--THE AMOUNT "SPENT" THROUGH THE TAX 

SYSTEM AS fl. PESUL T OF THE VARIOUS TAX EXCL US I O~!S, 

EXEMPTIONS, PREFERENTIAL TAX RATES, CPFDITS AND DEFERRALS, 

I QUEST I ON WHETHEP. THIS PROPOSED AL LOCAl I mt OF RESOUPCES 

AVAILABLE TO THE GENERAL FUND PEFLECTS YOUR PRIORITIES AS 
' 

WELL AS THE GOVERNOR'S, 

SPECIFICALLY, I QUESTION WHETHER THE FOLLOWING SETS 

OF PPOPOSALS REFLECTED IN . THE BUDGET ARE CO~~!~TENT WITH 

YOIJP OBJI=\.TIVES: 

I REDUCE STATE SUPPORT FOP THE DEPARTME~T OF AGING'S 

"BROWN BAG" PROGRAM (PPOVIDF~ rnoD TO LOW-I~CO~E 

ELDEPLY PERSONS) ~y $155,000, AND INCREASE THE 

STATE SUBSIDY FOR CANDY PURCHASES BY $5 MILLION, 

t REDUCE SUPPORT FOR COIWTY HEALTH SERVICES BY $75 

MILLION, AND I~CRFASF THE STATE SUBSIDY FOR LOCAL 

GOVERNMF~T BORROWING BY $7 MILLIO~. 

t ELIMINATE FUNDING FOP MERIT PAY 1NCREASES TO STATE 

EMPLOYEES, AND CONTINUE THE STATE SUBSIDY FOR 

FEDERAL MILITARY EMPL0YF~S. 

CONSEQUE ~JTL Y ,. I URGF YOU TO SUBJECT T /\X FXP~ND I TURES 

TO THE SA~E TYPE OF RIGOPOUS REVIEW THAT WILL B~ GIVFN Tn 

n I REr.T RtiDGF:T EXPEND I T!JPES. 

-15- 307 



'l, · EYPAND THE BUDGF.T PROCFSS TO INCLUDE A REVIEW OF STATE 
MANDATES 
(PAGES 177-180 OF THE PFRSPECTIVES AND lSSUFS; PAGES 

· ] 316-1318 OF THF. ANAL YSTs-:J --

IN FIVF. YEARS, THE COST 0F REif'1RliPSING LOCAL 

GnVEPNMFt!TS FOR THE EXPENSES THF.Y INCUR IN COMPLY H'G WITH 

STATE MANDATES HAS SHOT UP LIKE A ROCKET, RISING AT AN 

/\VERAGE M'~1 UAL RATE OF 40 PFRCENT, Nn LONGF.P CA~! THE COST 

0F THESE MAI,lD/\.Tf:S BE IGNORED IN SETT HIG PR I nR IT I ES FOR STATE 

SPENDING, h! FACT, WE ESTIMATE THAT THE COST OF RFIMBIJP.Sli''G 

LOCAL GOVER~~ENTS FOR MA~DATED COSTS WILL FXCEED $250 

MILLION IN THE RUDGFT YEAR. 

As A CONSEQUENCE, I BELIEVE YOU SHOULD SCRUTINIZF T~E 

COST A~D BENEFITS OF THESE MANDATES, USING THE SAME 

STANDARDS YOU APPLY TO OTHEP PROGRAMS FIII'Jfi~D IN THE BUDGET , 

SPECIFICALLY, I PECOMMEND THAT YOU ESTABLISH A PROCESS 

WHEREBY THE STATE A~D LOCAL GOVERNMENTS, I~ A COOPERATIVE 

EFFORT, SEEK ·To IDENTIFY MANDATES THAT DO ~OT WAPPANT THE 

COST TO THE STATE OF PAYI~G FOR THEM, 

3, ADOPT A CoNSISTENT PnLICY TnWAPD lNFLATION/(nsT-nF­
liVING ADJUSTMENTS BEFORF. BUDGET HEARINGS 
(PAGF.S 175-129 OF PERSPFCTIVES ~ND ISSUES,) 
' 
OUR ANAL YS I$ I ~'J.l I C:ATF.S THAT THERE I~ N0 CONS t ST[I\ICY 

REGAPDING TO HOW INFLATION OP COST-OF-LIVING ADJUST~rNTS ARE 

TREATED IN THE BUnGET. GENERALLY, TH0SE PPnGPAf'1S 

-16- 308 



CATEGORIZED AS "LOCAL ASSISTANCE" APF BUDGETED FOP A 3 

PERCENT INCREASE I~! ORDER TO COMPFNSATE FOP INFLATION, WHILE 

. SIMILAR PROGPAMS OR ACTIVITIES CftTEGORIZED AS STATE 

OPERATIONS APE BUDGETED TO RECEIVE INCREASES OF 5 PERCENT OP 

MORE. CoNSEQUENTLY, IN MANY CASES THE FUNDING LEVELS 

PROPOSED BY THE ADM. IN I STRATI ON REFLECT RUDGET ACCOUNT H'G 

PROCEDURES, RATHER THAN POLICY CONSIDERATIONS, 
' 

ACCORDINGLY, WE SUGGEST THAT THE FliLL COMMITTEE 

DECIDE PPIOP TO SUBCOMMITTEE HEAPI~GS WHAT ITS POLICY T0WAPD 

I~FLATION/COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTME~TS WILL BE. 

4, LIMIT THE JUDICIARY'S OPPORTUNITY TO THWART LEGISLATIVE 
PRIORITI~S . 
(PAGES 201-204 OF THE PERSPECTIVES AND ISSUES; 
PAGES 869-873 AND 1069 OF THE ANALYSIS,) 

OUR ANALYSIS I~DirATES THAT iN THE CURRENT FISCAL 

YF.AP ALONE, COURT DEC 1 S I MIS HAVE "COST" THE STATE'S GENERAL 
) 

FUND $431 MILLION, THE JUDICIAL BRANCH'S ACTIONS IN 

OVFPTURNJ~G DECISIONS MADE BY A MAJORITY (OFTEN, A 

TWO-THIRDS MAJORITY) OF THIS LEGISLATURE HAS THREE S~RIOUS 

CONSEQUENCES, SPECIFICALLY, THEY: 

A, MAKE IT D IFF I CULT FOP THE. LEG I SLA.TUPE TO SET 
' 

PPIOPITIES !N THE BUDGET PROCESS AND MAKE THESE 

PRIORITIES STICK, 
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B. MAKE IT DIFFICULT FOR THE l~GISLATliPF TO c:mtTPOL 

STATE FXPE~DITUPES AND KEfP THF GE~FPAL FUND 

BUDGET IN BALANCE, 

C, FORCE THE LHJI SLATURE TO MAKE DEEPER CliP~ HI 

PROGRAM AREA~ TO WHICH IT ASSIGNS A HIGHFP 

PRIORITY, 

~E BELIEVE THFPE APE SFVEPAL STEPS 'THF LEGISLATURE 

COULD Tt.KE 'THAT WOULD MINIMIZE (THfltiGH CFPTAINLY I'IOT 

EL IMH'ATE) THE POTENTIAL F0R THE COURTS TO OVERTUP.~t 

LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES, THESE STEPS I~CLUDE: 

I DEF IN HIG lEG I SLAT I VF. HJTniT ~10PE . CLEARLY HI THE 

LEGISLATION IT ENACTS, 

I SIMPLIFYING THE PPOCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS WHICH 

ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCIES MUST FOLLOW IN 

IMPLEMENTING THE LAWS PASSED BY THE LEGISLATUPF., 

ACCOPDINGLY, 1 PECOMMEND THAT THIS COMMITTEE HOLD 

OVFRS I GHT HEAR H!GS ON H(M THr.: PROCESS FOR P!Ar.T I NG A~~D 

IMPLEMENTI~G LEGISLATION CAN BE IMPPOVFD SO AS TO PREVE~T 

THF COURTS FROM OVERTURMJ~G LEGISLATIVE SPE~DING A~n POLICY 

DECISIO~S. 
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5. DEC I DE How T I DFLANDS 0 I L REVEt-1UES SHOULD BE AL LOCATr:D 
~EFORE BUDGET HEAR I ~IGS 

. (PAGES ]21-1~4 OF THE PERSPECTIVES AMD ISSUF~.) 

WE CONTINUE TO BELIEVE THAT Y0UR FISCAL FLFYJBILITY 

WOULD BE ENHANCED SIG~IFICANTLY IF TIDELANDS OIL AND GAS 

REVENUES WERE DEPO~ITED DIRECTLY IN THE GF~EPAL FUND, 

INSTEAD OF IN NUMEROUS SPECTAL FUNDS. IN SAYING THIS, J DO 

NOT MEAN TO ,IMPLY THAT T~E PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES FINMICED 

BY THESE SPECIAL . FUNDS~~ ARE SECOND-CLASS CITIZENS, MY 

RECOMMEND~TION MERELY REFLECTS THE FACT THAT A~Y OR ALL nF 

THESE PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES COULD BE SUPPORTED FROM THE 

GFNERAL FUND IF YOU ASSIGN TO THEM A SUFFICIENTLY HIGH 

PRIORITY, THE CURRENT ARRANGEMENT, HOWEVFP, MAY LOCK YOU 

INTO FUNDING PROJECTS THAT HAVE A LESSER PPIORITY, 

I REALJZE, HOWEVER, THAT YOU ~AY CHOOSE TO RETAIN 

THESE PEVENUES IN ONE OR MOPE SPECIAL FUNDS ORIENTED TnWAPD 

CAPITAL OUTLA-Y, JF YOU CHOOSE TO DO sn, HOWEVJ::R, I 

RFrOM~FND THAT YOU DECIDE AT THE OUTSET H0W TIDELANDS OIL 

AND GAS REVENUE~ ARE TO BE ALLOCATED BETWE~N THE GENERAL 

FUND AND THE VARIOUS SPECIAL FUNDS TH~T RECEIVF THESE 

REVENUES U~!DER EXISTit!G L.AW, WHILE IT IS TRUF. THAT THE 

COMMITTEE CAN PEALLOCATE THESE REVENUFS AT ANY TIME PRI0R TO 

ENACTMENT OF THE BUD.GET BILL, PAST EXPERIENCE HAS 

DEMONSTRATED THAT IT IS MUCH EASIER TO DO SO BEFORE SPECIFIC 

FUNDING COMMITMENTS ARE MADE, 

-19- 311 

~ I 



6. ESTABLISH A SPE<":IAL CAPITAL OUTLAY SUBC0MMITTFE 
( PAGES-141f-1)50j:- VERS"PECTT\ir:s AND I ssu"Fs-:1 

OUR ANALYSIS INDICATES THAT THF STATE'S CAPITAL 

OUTLAY NEEDS APE CONSIDERABLY GREATEP T~AN THE AMOU~T OF 

FUNDING AVAILABLE TO MEET THOSE NEEDS, WE RELIEVE THE 

LEGISLATURE CAN ENSURE THAT SUCH FUNDS AS ARE AVPILABLE APE 

USED IN THE MOST PRODUCTIVE MANNER POSSIB~E IF IT EVALUATES 

STATEWIDE CAPITAL OUTLAY NEEDS AS A SINGLE PRnGPA~ AND . 
APPLIFS ITS PRIORITIES ON A STATEWIDE RASIS, AUTHOPIZATIO~' 

OF PROJECTS 0N A DEPARTMENT-BY-DEPARTMENT BASIS MAY RESULT 

HI FUNn H'G· FOR SOME PROJECTS TO WHICH THE LEGISLATURE W0ULD 

ASSIGN A LOWER PPIORITY, WHEN COMPAPED WITH OTHEP STATEWIDE 

NEEDS, 

IHUS, IN ORDER Tn IMPROVE THE LEGISLATURE'S ABILITY 

TO REVIEW AND CONTROL <":APITAL OUTLAY PROGRAMS, I RECOMMEND 

THAT YOUR FISCAL COMMIT7EF ESTABLISH A SUBCOMMITTEE TO 

CONSIDER ALL CAPITAL OUTLAY PROGRAMS, 

7. HOLD THE ADMINISTRATION ACCOUNTABLE FOR MAKING ITS 
-----gUDGET "WHnLE 11 

As NOTED EARLIER IN THIS STATEMENT, THE GOVERNnR'S 

BUDGE~ JS REPL~TE WITH INSTANCES IN WHirH NOT ENOUGH M0NEY 

IS PEQUF~TED Tn ACC0MPLISH WHAT THE ADMINISTRATION JTSFLF 

pnnposES T0 ACCOMPLISH or yiHAT THF STATE (ONSTITU:IoN 

REQUIRES, JN THE PAST, WHEN CONFRONTED WITH SIMICAo 
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INSTA~CES OF UNDEPFUNDING, YOU HAVE OFTF~ LET THE 

ADMHIJSTP/\TION OFF THE HOOK BY ftfln TNG THE f\lf:CESSAPY FUNDS TO 

THE BUDGET, 

HE SUGGEST THAT yJI-lENF.VEP THE D~=PAP.TMF:NT 0F F I NP.Nf.E 

ACKNOWLEDGES THE NEED F0P- ADDIT!O~AL FUNDS BEYnND TH0SE 

REQUESTED IN THE GOVERNOR'S B~DGET, THF CQMMITTEE DEFER 

ACTION ON THE ITEM UNTIL A BUDGET AMENDMENT ("FJNA~CE 

LETTER") HAS BEEN SUBMITTED THAT FORMALLY REOUFSTS THE 

FUNDS, \~E BEL I EVE THAT THE= LEGISLATURE SHOULD HOLD THE 

ADMINISTPATIO~! PESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING ITS BUDGET "WHOLE," 

AND SHOULD NOT TAKE ON THIS BURDEN BY "~UGMENTING" THE 

GOVERNOR'S BUDGET, 

8, GIVE THE ADMI NISTRATION A DATE CERTAI~ FOR PROVIDING 
THE I NFORMAT I ONI'1EEDF.D TO PERM! T lEGISLATIVE REVIEW 
OF THF. BUDGET 

WE HAVE FOU~D IT NECESSARY TO DFFER REr.O~MENDATIONS 

ON OVEP ~3.~ BILLinN OF THF. $~1.7 BILLION IN EXPENDITURES 

PROPOSED BY THE ADMI~I~TRATION, IN SOME CASES, WI= DID SO I~ 

RECOGNITION OF THE FACT THAT MORE COMPLETE INF0PMATION WILL 

~E AVAILABLE AT A LATER STAGE IN THE PROCESS, IN OT~EP 
\ 

CASES, HOY.JEVEP, IT DEFLECTS THE FACT THAT THE ADMINISTP/,TIO N 

HAS ~OT PROVIDED SUFFICIENT TNFORMATIO~ TO PEPMI~ 

LEGISLATIVE PEVIEW 8F ITS PROPOSALS, 1HIS IS ESPEf.IAL Lv 

TRUE OF THOSE PROPOSALS THAT WOULD: 
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1, ESTARLI~H THREE NEW STATE BLOCK GPA~TS, 

2, REDUCE THE MUMBER OF ATTORNEYS IN THE LINE 

DEPARTMENTS, 

3, REDUCE FUNDING FOR PROGRAMS IN THE ENVIRm1,....,ENTAL 

AREA. 

WE SUGGEST THAT THE COMMITTEE GIVE THE ADMINISTRATION 

A DATE CERTAIN FOR SUBMITTING ALL OF TH[ SUPPORTING 
. 

INFORMATION NEEDED TO PERMIT LEGISLATIVE PEVIFW OF THE 

BUDGET, IT IS P~RTICULARLY IMPORTANT THIS YEAR THAT 

NECESSARY SUPPORT HIG I NFORMAT I 0~1 BE SURM I TTED PROMPTLY 

BECAUSF MANY OF THE SIGNIFICANT CHANGES PROPOSED IN THF 

BUDGET WERE DEVELOPED \~I THOUT THE PART J C I PAT I ON OF THE LINE 

AGENCIES. 

g, INSIST ON RETTEP INFOPMATION REGARDING MEMORANDU~S OF 
UNDERSTANDING NEGOTIATED BY THE ADMINISTRATIO~ WITH 
REPRESENTATIVES OF STATE EMPLOYEES 
(PAGES 185-197 PEPS PEC:T I YES Af\1D TSSUF.S, ) 

IN MY-OPINION, THE STATE'S INITIAL EXPERIENCE WITH . . 

COLLECTIVE BARGAINING WAS COMPLETELY UNSATISFACTORY FROM THE 

STANDPOINT OF LEGISLATIVE REVIEW AND PPPPOVAL, THE 

LEGISLATURE WAS GIVEN ONLY A SHORT TIME IN WHICH TO CONSIDER 

AND ACT ON THE MEMORANDUMS OF UNDEPSTANDING (M()l!S) PPESHITED 

TO IT, AND WAS ~OT GIVEN TH~ INFOPMATION IT NEEDED T0 MAKE 

THE REVIEW PROCESS ~EANINGFUL, 
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FOR EXAMPLE, LAST JUNE THE LEGISLATUPF WPS . ADVISED 

THAT THE COST OF THE ~OUS FOR 1982-83 WAS $94 MIL LION , WHEN 

IN FACT IT HAS TURNED OUT TO $]46 MILLION, THIS HAS HAD THE 

EFFECT OF INCREASING THE SIZE OF THE GENEPAL FUND DEFICIT IN 

THE CURRENT YEAR AND PUTTING SOME LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES IN 

JEOPARDY. 

So THAT THE LEGISLATURE WILL HAVE A MEANI~GFUL 
. 

OPPORTUNITY TO CARRY OUT JTS PESPONSIBILITIES UNDER THE 

STATE'S TWC COLLECT!VF BARGAINING LAWS, l PECOMME~D THAT 

YOUR COHMlTTEE: 

A. DIPECT THE DEPARTMENT OF PERSONNEL 

ADMINISTRATION, THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFOPNIA, AND 

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY TO SUBMIT FOP 

LEGISLATIVE REVIEW MEMOPAMDUMS OF UNDEPSTA~DIMG 

AND OTHER PROPOSALS FOR COMPENSATION INCREASES NO 

LATER THAN MAY 15, 

B, REQUIRE THE DEPARTMENT OF fiNANCE TO VERIFY THE 

ESTIMATES OF ALL COSTS {RFG/\RDLESS OF WHFTHEP 

THEY APE CONSIDERED TO Bf "ABSOPBABLE") PPIOP TO 

FINAL LEGISLATIVE ACTION ON THE BUDG~T. 
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10, lMPP0VE THr: Ft sr.AL lNFnPMt\Tln!J J\VtdLAP.Lr:: TC' THE 
---lEG l SLI\T UPE 

ffiGES 201~-?09 or- PFPS PECT IVF.s AND I ssu~s.) 

fi~ALLY, I PFCOMMEND TH~T YOU ACT Tn IMPROVE THE 

QUALITY OF THE FISCAL INFORMATION ON WHICH YOU DEPEND IN 

ACTING ON, AND MONITORING-THE IMPLEMENTATION OF, THE BUDGF.7 

FOR THE STATE . SPECIFICALLY, I RECOMME~D.THAT: 

A. JHE LEGISLATURE ENACT LEGISLATION RFQUIRING THE 

DEPARTMENT OF FINA~CE TO INCLUDE SPECIFIC 

INFORMATION IN ITS FISCAL FORECASTS, AND TO 

PRESENT THESE ~OP~CASTS ON FOUR . SEPARATF 

OCCASIONS DUP.ING EACH FISCAL YEAR, 

B. LEGISLATION BE ENACTED TO REQUIPF. THE DEPARTMENT 

OF · FINANC~ TO PRE~FNT UPDATED ESTIMATES OF ~AJOR 

SPEC l.A.L FU~!DS REVENUES CONClJPPENT WITH THE 

PRESENTATION OF UPDATES FOR GENERAL FUND PEVENUES 

DURI~G THE FISCAL YEAP, 

C, SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT LANGllP.GE BE ADOPTED DIRECT H 1G 

THF. DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE TO UPDATE CFIS GENERAL 

FUND AND SPECIAL FU~!D BUDGET DATA FOR THE PRI0R 

YEAR, CURRENT YEAR, AND BUDGET YEAR,· IMMEDIATELY 

FOLLOWING PUBLISHED REVISIO~S OF EXPENDITURE PATA 

BY THE Dtf>APTMENT OF FINANCE IN MAY M!D NOVEMBER i 

AND 
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D. A NEW CONTROL SFCTION BE ADOPTED TN THE 1983 

BUDG~T ACT REQUIPING THE DEPARTM~NT OF FINANCE TO 

PUBLIS•l THE TOTAL NUMBER OF PERSO~~EL-YEAPS AND 

ESTIMATED SALARY SAVINGS FOP EAfH DEPARTMENT AND 

AGENCY PERIODICALLY DURING TH~ YEAP, 

* * * * 

AMONG THE 1,100 PECOMMENDATIOMS IN THE ANALYSIS APE 

OTHER SUGGESTIONS THAT I THINK WILL FACILITATE LEGISLATIVE 

ACTION ON THE BUDGET BILL, YOUR STAFF I~ THE LEGISLATIVE 

ANALYST'S OFFICE STANDS PEADY TO ASSIST YOU IN ANY WAY WE 

CAN AS YOU PROCEED WITH THE DIFFICULT TASK BFFOPE YOU, 

THANK YOU, 
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AB 28X SALES TAX TRIGGER MECHANISM 
TRIGGJsR II 1 

evenucs.lt5( Less O~tober 15 19~ 
an ProJecte 

Yes 
November 1, 1983 
Tax Rate is 5 3/4% 

anuary 1~. 
Is 1983/84 ending surplus 
at lea sf $100 million? I Yes 

January 1 0, 1984 
Surplus Jess than $1 00 mtiJion 
on June 30. 1984? 

No r No !;bruaiJ' 1, 1984 I ""l Tax Rate is 5 3/4% 

I No New Tax I 
Ths · I 

5 3 ( 4% Tax Rcrte continues 
unti M~ 1, 1984, and then 
returns o 4 3/4% 

I 

February 1, 1985 
Tax Rate decreo~es to 
3 364% or 4 }fn4(o,' depending 
on ovemors' mdmg 

Tax Rate returns to 4 3/4% 
when revenue loss offsef.s 
earlier revenue gain 

March· 15, 1984 and each 
month thereafter. 
Has tax rai~ed enou_gh revsnue 
to yield a $1 00 mnhon surplus? 

Yes 

Tax Rate returns 
to 4 3/4% 



Programs that Appear to be Underfunded 
in the Governor's Budget 

APPENDIX 1 

Budget Items 
Analysis 

Page 

1. Public Employees Retirement System: Reimbursements for 
mandated costs imposed on local governments (unknown) 

2. Department of Conservation: Mammoth Lakes volcanic 
hazard monitoring (unknown) . 

255 

532 

3. California Coastal Commission: Reimbursements for 626 
mandated costs imposed on local government (unknown) 

4. Department of Parks and Recreation: Workload resulting 634 
from (a) transfer of 85,000 acres of property from the · 
Department of General Serv ices to the department, and 
(b) completion of capital outlay acquisition and development 
projects for the state parks system (unknown) 

5. Department of Water Resources: Flood control subventions to 692 
reimburse local government costs u~der the program 
($17,000,000) . 

6. Department of Health Services: Medi-Cal workload and court 861 
decisions ($31,345,000) 

7. Department of Health Services: Conversion to the new fiscal 903 
intermediary contract (unknown) 

8. Department of ~evelopmental Services: Div~rsion and special 932 
pilot projects (unknown) 

9. Department of Rehabilitation: Work activity caseload growth 
($6,000,000) 

10. Department of Social Services: Fraud Early Detection and 
Prevent;on program (unknown) 

11. Department of the Youth Authority: Projected ward population 
(un~nown) 

12. Department of Education: Reimbursement for mandated costs 
(rubella immunization) ($539,000) 

13. Department of Education: California High School Proficiency 
Examination ($164 ,000 ) 

14. State Teachers Retirement System: Reimbursements for mandated 
costs imposed on local governments (unknown) 

1,046 

1,073 

1,245 

1,384 

1,445 

1,463 
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APPENDIX 1 -2- February 28, 1983 

15. California State University: Enrollment ($467,166) 

16. Assistance to Countires for the Defense off Indigents 
($2,500,000) 

17. Workers• Compensation Benefits for Subsequent Injuries: 
Reimbursement for mandated costs (cancer presumption) 
imposed on local governments (unknown) 

18. Payment of interest on General Fund loans (unknown) 

Other Potential Wnfunded Costs 

1,623 

1,783 

1,844 

1,958 

1. Department of Education: Claims submitted by school districts 1,386 
for costs incurred in connection with court ordered desegre-
gation activities {$82,081,507) 

2. Local Government Claims Bills: Claims approved by Board of 
Control through December 1982 ($185,000,000) 

3. Unidentified Savi~gs: 

a. Private Sector Task Force on Efficiencies and Economies 
($200,000,000) 

b. Other unidentified savings {$60,000,000} 
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