


















































































































































Chapter V: State and Local Fiscal Impact

per-position amounts specified in Chap-
~ter 1211, increased by 8.75 percent to
reflect state salary increases in the 1986-
87 and 1987-88 fiscal years, as required
by Section 77201 of the Government
Code. This cost-of-living adjustment
represents an increased cost of approxi-
mately $69 million over the specific lev-
els established in Chapter 1211. The esti-
mate also reflects the allowance of a full
block grant for all of the judgeships and
commissioners presently authorized,
including those authorized by Chapter
1211. In subsequent years, the cost of the
block grants is assumed to increase by 5
percent per year.

Judge’s Salaries and Benefits. The state’s
additional cost for judges’ salaries and
benefits consists of the following compo-
nents:

- The state will pay approximately 90
percent of the salaries of the 564 ex-
isting and the 34 newly authorized
municipal court judges at a cost of
$40.7 million in 1988-89;

- The state will pay approximately 90
percent of the salaries of the 64 newly
authorized superior court judges ata
cost of $4.8 million in 1988-89;

- The state will pay 100 percent of the
cost of benefits for the 64 new supe-
rior court judges at a cost of $0.2
million in 1988-89; and

- The state will pay the employer’s
cost of retirement contributions for
the newly authorized superior and
municipal court judges at a cost of
$0.6 million in 1988-89.

In years after 1988-89, these costs will
increase generally by any cost-of-liv-
ing salary adjustments granted to the
judges by the state. For purposes of
our analysis, we assume that these
costs will increase by 5 percent per
year, roughly inline with anticipated
inflation.

¢ Trial CourtImprovement Fund. Our cost

estimate reflects the annual $20 million
appropriation to this fund specified in
Chapter 1211, although this amount is
subject to appropriation in the annual
Budget Act.

State-Mandated Local Program
Reimbursements. Based on our identifi-
cation of the seven programs for which
state reimbursements would no longer
be provided (please see Chapter III), we
estimate that the state’s savings would
amount to approximately $11.5 million
for 1988-89. In subsequent years, we

- assume these savings would increase by

5 percent annually.

Existing $60,000 Judicial Block Grants.
The state is expected to save approxi-
mately $13.6 million in 1988-89 because
option counties will not be eligible to
receive these existing block grants.
These savings are held constant at the
$13.6 million level, because the block
grants have traditionally not been ad-
justed for inflation.

State Administrative Costs. Our esti-
mates include an allocation of $1 million
for state administrative costs. These
costs primarily reflect Chapter 1211’s
requirements that the State Controller
audit county revenue collections and
court-related expenditures.
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Table 7

Trial Court Funding Program
State Expenditure Requirements for 1988-89

(dollars in millions)
Cost
Block Grants
Superior Court Judges $411.9
Superior Court Commissioners/Referees 53.9
Municipal Court Judges 308.2
Municipal Court Commissioners/Referees 60.9
Justice Court Judges 23.4
Subtotal, Block Grants $858.3
Judges” Salaries and Benefits
Municipal Court Judges’ Salaries $40.7
Superior Court Judges’ Salaries 48
Benefits and Retirement 0.8
Subtotal, Judges’ Salaries and Benefits $46.3
Trial Court Improvement Fund $20.0
Mandated Local Program Savings -$11.5
Block Grant Savings -$13.6
State Administrative Costs $1.0
Total, State Expenditure Requirements $900.5

Revenue Provisions. In Chapter II of this
report, we identified the individual sources
of revenues which would be turned over to
the state and presented our estimates of the
amounts involved for 1988-89 and subse-
quent years. Based on our analysis of the
county revenues which would be subject to
“recapture,” we found that the county share
of these revenues amounted to some $361
million in 1986-87, using preliminary data
from the State Controller’s Office. As we
noted earlier in Chapter II, it is difficult to
predict how these revenues will perform in

the future. For purposes of this analysis, we
have prepared two scenarios to illustrate the
implications of differing revenue growth
assumptions. These scenarios, which are
more fully discussed in Chapter II, are re-
ferred to as the “slow growth scenario,” in
which revenue growth is assumed to equal 5
percent per year, and the “moderate growth
scenario,” in which revenue growth is as-
sumed to equal 10 percent per year. Table 8
illustrates the effect of applying these scenar-
ios to the 1986-87 revenue total for purposes
of estimating 1988-89 revenue levels.

Table 8

Trial Court Funding Program
Estimated Revenues Subject to Recapture

1988-89
(dollars in millions)
Slow Moderate
: Growth Growth
1986-87 Revenues $361 $361
Compounded Growth Rate 10.25% 21.0%
Estimated 1988-89 Revenues $398 $436
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Asshownin the table, the choice of assump-
tions has a significant effect - almost $40 mil-
lion - on the revenue estimate for the 1988-89
fiscal year. This finding is also true with re-
spect to the revenue estimates for years after
1988-89, as the difference in assumptions
produces an ever larger difference in the esti-
mates over time due to compounding. By the
end of the 10-year forecast period, the differ-
ence between the two revenue estimates in-
creases to over $400 million.

Net Fiscal Impact. Table 9 summarizes the
data presented above as to the state’s costand

revenue changes. As the table shows, we
estimate that the program will cost between
$465 million and $503 million in 1988-89,
based on the measure in its enacted form and
assuming participation by all 58 counties. It
should be noted that these estimates do not
reflect any potential state savings due to the
provisions which require counties to forgo re-
imbursement for existing but currently un-
funded state mandated local programs, as we
cannot determine the level of such reim-
bursements they would be likely to receive in
the absence of this measure.

Table 9
Trial Court Funding Program
Net State Fiscal Impact

1988-89
(dollars in millions)
St oo Modggte Gt
Expenditure Increases, Net $901 $901
Revenue Recapture -398 436
Net State Cost $503 $465

County Fiscal Impact

The fiscal impact of the program on county
governments is presented in Table 10. (These
figures are also presented on a county-by-
county basis in Appendix B.) As shown by
the table, the net gain to county governments
in 1988-89is basically equivalent to the state’s
increased cost. This gain to the counties con-

sists of both increased funding levels for
court operations, including the new judge-
ships authorized by Chapter 1211, and of
savings in county discretionary revenues
now used to fund court operations. These
savings could be used by the counties for
other general county purposes.

Table 10
Trial Court Funding Program
County Fiscal Impact
1988-89
" (dollars in millions)
Slogxc) er(?ar%th Modgrcaet;fagfl;owth

State Funding Increases, Net* $899 $899
Recaptured Revenues -398 -436
Property Tax Losses -4 -4
VLF Revenue Gains 4 4
Net County Fiscal Impact $501 $463

®  This amount differs from the increased state cost due to state administrative costs and differences in the state and county costs for judges’ salaries and benefits.
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The impact of the Trial Court Funding
Program on county revenues available for
general purposes is difficult to quantify. As
noted earlier, counties have funded their
court operations at differing levels, so that
individual counties may currently be spend-
ing more or less than the amount of their
block grants (exclusive of the amounts pro-
vided for newly authorized positions). In the
case of a county which now expends less than
the amount of the block grant, the program
requires that the county increase its expendi-
tures to the level of the block grant. As a
result, some portion of this county’s total
increase in state funding must be devoted to
increased court funding; the remainder of the
grant can be used to displace other county
funds now devoted to the courts. This dis-
placement “frees-up” these county funds so
they can be used to fund other programs.

In the case of a county with court expendi-
tures greater than or equal to its block grant
level, the entire amount of the block grant can
be used to displace county funds devoted to
the courts, again freeing-up these funds for
redirection to other programs. The gains to
counties will in some cases, however, be at
least partially offset by the transfer of prop-
erty tax revenues to the no- and low-property
tax cities.

Table 11 presents an illustration of the
amount of revenue which will be “freed-up”
on a county-by-county basis. This illustration
relies on 1985-86 expenditure data as re-
ported by the State Controller, and should not
be regarded as a definitive estimate of the
effect on individual counties. Rather, it is
intended merely to provide a basis for com-
paring the fiscal effects of the program among
the different counties. We have adjusted the
Controller’s data so that it more closely corre-
sponds to Chapter 1211’s definition of court
operations, but the correspondence is not
precise.

The table shows in column 1 the net amount
of increased funding for existing judicial

positions in 1988-89 under the trial court
funding program. (This amount consists of
the block grants for existing judgeships and
the state funding provided for existing mu-
nicipal court judges’ salaries, less the amount
of the revenue recapture, transfers related to
no- and low-property tax cities, and forgone
state reimbursements and block grants.)
Column 2 contains a “baseline” projection of
county judicial expenditures in 1988-89 (ex-
clusive of the amount which could be fi-
nanced with court-generated revenues —i.e.,
fees, fines and forfeitures).

These data indicate that 32 of the 58 coun-
ties are projected to incur judicial expendi-
tures in excess of their block grant amounts in
1988-89. These counties will be able to use
their block grants in the place of county funds
which would otherwise have been devoted to
court-related expenditures. In essence, an
amount of county funds equivalent to the
block grant is “freed-up” for redirection to
other county programs. For the 26 counties
with projected judicial expenditures of less
than their block grant amounts (designated
with asterisks), the law requires that a portion
of their block grants be used to increase their
judicial expenditures. The amount of revenue
“freed-up” for these counties is equal to the
amount of county funds which would have
otherwise been devoted to judicial expendi-
tures. Column 3 shows the amount of reve-
nue “freed-up” on a county-by-county basis.

In order to make comparisons between the
different counties, it is necessary to look at
these data on a standardized basis. Column 4
presents the amount of “freed-up” revenue
on a per-judicial-position basis. As column 4
illustrates, these figures range from a high of
$418,000 for the County of San Francisco to
zero for the County of Colusa. For the 32
counties mentioned above, the reason for
these disparate benefits is primarily due to
the fact that the amount of revenue
recaptured by the state varies on a per-
judicial-position basis. Even though the Trial
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Table 11

Trial Court Funding Program
Illustration of the Amount of County Revenue “Freed-up”
Counties Ranked by the Amount of “Freed-up” Revenue per Position

1988-89 1988-89 1988-89 1988-89
Net Block Grant County udicial Amount of Amount of
and Salaries Expenditures “Freed-up” “Freed-up” Revenue
County Existing Positions® Existing Positions® Revenue per Judicial Position
San Francisco $25,934,316 $39,234,391 $25,934,316 $418,295
Trinit 510,055 693,373 510,055 392,350
Amador 620,095 807,097 620,095 364,762
Butte* 3,022,697 2,912,227 2,912,227 364,028
Lassen* 595,119 583,626 583,626 343,309
Tulare 5,068,300 5,130,526 5,068,300 342,453
Stanislaus® 6,404,144 6,006,195 6,006,195 333,677
Los Angeles 163,770,197 259,610,570 163,770,197 314,882
Mendocino 1,370,870 2,120,567 1,370,870 304,638
Humboldt 1,967,291 3,136,923 1,967,291 300,350
Calaveras* 744,342 561,214 561,214 295,376
Lake* 1,200,151 1,089,611 1,089,611 294,489
San Joaquin 6,555,954 8,748,032 6,555,954 285,041
San Diego 33,124,511 34,842,667 33,124,511 280,716
Santa Barbara 5,248,613 7,923,068 5,248,613 270,547
Santa Clara 17,693,133 24,322,809 17,693,133 264,077
Contra Costa 9,454,393 14,975,077 9,454,393 262,622
Alameda 20,677,197 30,713,705 20,677,197 261,737
Tuolumne 586,382 701,198 586,382 254,949
Solano 3,803,505 5,092,621 3,803,505 251,056
San Luis Obispo 2,495,938 2,949,708 2,495,938 249,594
Riverside 11,882,297 13,816,744 11,882,297 247,548
Kings 1,033,971 2,486,007 1,033,971 246,184
Fresno* 10,114,146 9,225,497 9,225,497 245,359
Yolo* 2,508,038 1,961,006 1,961,006 245,126
Kern* 8,438,806 8,245,232 8,245,232 239,687
San Bernardino 12,004,045 19,041,057 12,004,045 219,052
Glenn 393,808 405,967 393,808 218,782
Ventura 5,657,467 8,033,998 5,557,467 213,749
Monterey 3,665,978 5,301,400 3,665,978 203,665
Placer 1,502,543 2,234,382 1,502,543 197,703
Sacramento 9,156,866 27,833,464 9,156,866 183,137
Sonoma 3,293,740 8,099,212 3,293,740 182,986
Modoc* 536,961 230,620 230,620 177,400
Yuba* 2,242,832 875,819 875,819 175,164
Plumas* 612,824 269,441 269,441 168,401
Imperial* 1,804,357 1,126,939 1,126,939 160,991
Orange 18,792,609 50,183,950 18,792,609 160,621
Shasta 1,000,800 2,109,301 1,000,800 158,857
Madera*® 1,803,298 ’ 834,023 834,023 154,449
Santa Cruz 1,389,333 2,279,389 1,389,333 154,370
Napa* 1,471,725 918,817 918,817 153,136
Merced 1,215,893 1,806,891 1,215,893 151,987
Mariposa* 523,263 195,611 195,611 150,470
San Benito* 883,954 327,727 327,727 145,656
Sutter® 1,044,016 434,861 434,861 144,954
Sierra* 527,248 154,468 154,468 134,320
El Dorado* 1,250,575 849,847 849,847 132,789
Slsklyou 322,811 374,116 322,811 129,125
Alpine* 519,192 138,350 138,350 125,773
San Mateo 3,435,096 9,597,546 3,435,096 114,503
Del Norte* 638,808 169,802 169,802 89,370
Nevada* 657,866 207,747 207,747 51,937
Mono* 520,989 61,813 61,813 41,209
Marin 361,766 1,869,557 361,766 30,147
Tehama* 669,725 58,429 58,429 15,792
Inyo* 230,387 20,780 20,780 12,224
Colusa* 389,550 0 0 0
Total $423,244,788 $633,935,013 $411,349,476 $207,337¢

* Indicates counties with projected judicial expenditures for existing positions of an amount less than the block grant for existing positions.

#  “Net Block Grants and Salaries” represent the net increased funding for existing judicial positions. o

b “County Judicial Expenditures” are estimated by applying a 10 percent annval growth rate to the State Controller’s 1985- 86 expenditure data, as adjusted,
then subtracting court-related revenues.

¢ Average.
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Court Funding Program provides for
uniform fofal block grants per judicial
position, counties with relatively high
revenues subject to recapture in effect receive
lower net block grants.

The differences in column 4 for the 26 “low

Long-Term Fiscal Implications

Chart 7 displays our estimates of the net
state costs of the Trial Court Funding Pro-
gram over a 10-year period. These estimates
are provided for the two revenue growth
scenarios described earlier in this chapter. As
the chart shows, the rate of growth for the
recaptured revenue has a pronounced effect
on thestate’s net cost over the forecast period.
Under the slow revenue growth scenario, the
state’s net cost would remain fairly stable,
increasing from approximately $503 million
in 1988-89 to $658 million in 1997-98. This
amounts to an average annual growth rate of
2.7 percent. Although the assumed rates of
growth for both recaptured revenues and the

spending” counties are due to variations in
both judicial spending levels and in revenues
subject to recapture. However, these counties
will also receive the benefit of higher court
expenditures, which are not reflected in
column 4.

increased state expenditures are the same, the
fact that the block grants are adjusted on a
cumulative (as opposed to compounded)
basis results in a slower rate of growth for
these expenditures.

Under the moderate growth scenario,
state’s costs would actually decline over the
forecast period, from $465 million in 1988-89
to $246 million in 1997-98. This is because the
recaptured revenues grow much more rap-
idly than the state’s expenditures, funding a
larger portion of the total cost with each suc-
ceeding year. Under this scenario, we esti-
mate that 17 of the 58 counties would ulti-
mately be remitting more funds to the state

Chart7

Net State Cost of the Trial Court Funding Program?
1988-89 through 1997-98
(dollars in millions)

5% Revenue Growth

10% Revenue Growth

89-90 91-92 93-94

grants are held constant at 1987-88 levels.

95-96

# 'Net State Costs" equal the sum of the block grants, salaries and benefits, minus "recaptured” county revenues; assumes block grant
growth of 5% (cumulative); salary and benefit growth, court revenue growth, and mandate growth of 5% (compounded). Existing block

97-98
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than they receive in increased state funding.
Under these conditions, many counties
would find it to their fiscal advantage to opt
out of the program.

‘Chart 8 illustrates these findings from the
county perspective. Under the slow growth
revenue scenario, the net fiscal benefit of the
program to the counties increases only
slightly over the 10-year period. The slight
increase is attributable to the fact that, while
the increased state funding is adjusted on a
cumulative basis and the revenue recapture
is increasing on a compounded basis, the
state funding adjustment applies to a larger
amount of dollars. These data also reflect the
amount of property taxes transferred to the
no- and low-property tax cities, which also
increases at a faster rate than the state fund-
ing. Asshown in the chart, therate of increase
in the net county fiscal benefit declines over
time to reflect the disparity in growth rates.

Under the moderate growth scenario, the
net county fiscal benefit declines dramati-
cally over the forecast period, from $463 mil-

lion in 1988-89 to $166 million in 1997-98.
Under this scenario, our estimates indicate
that as many as 20 counties would experience
negative fiscal benefits by the end of the fore-
cast period.

Block Grant Adjustment Mechanism Fa-
vors the State. The data presented in Charts 7
and 8 illustrate how the block grant adjust-
ment mechanism favors the state at the ex-
pense of the counties over time. Our analysis
indicates there are two reasons for this. First,
the block grants will be adjusted on a cumula-
tive as opposed to compounded basis. This
means that the counties’ block grants will
grow at a slower rate than the revenue they
return to the state. Second, if the growth rate
of therecaptured revenues exceeds that of the
percentage state employee salary increase,
the formula requires that the grants be ad-
justed by the lesser of the two, or the percent-
age salary increase. Under these circum-
stances, the state enjoys a savings equal to the
difference between the block grant adjust-
ment and the growth in court-related reve-
nues returned to the state. +
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500 e
400
300 1
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Chart 8

Net County Benefit of the Trial Court Funding Program?
1988-89 through 1997-98
(dollars in millions)

2 5% Revenue Growth

10% Revenue Growth

89-80 91-92 93-94

2 "Net Cumulative Benefits" equal the sum of the block grants, salaries and benefits, minus "recaptured” county revenues; assumes block
grant growth of 5% (cumulative); salary and benefit growth, county revenue growth, and mandate growth of 5% (compounded).

95-96 97-98
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Chapter VI

Effect on State and Local
Appropriations Limits

This chapter examines the effect of the Trial
Court Funding Act on the appropriations
limits of the state and the option counties. An
adjustment of these appropriations limits is
necessary under the terms of the State
Constitution because Chapter 1211 shifts the
financial responsibility for funding the trial
courts from the option counties to the state.

Background |

Article XIIT B of the State Constitution
imposes a limit on the amount of tax-sup-
ported appropriations which can be made by
an entity of government within any given
fiscal year. Every entity of government, with
the exception of certain special districts, has
its own appropriations limit. Generally, the
limit may be increased each year to reflect
changes in the cost of living and population.
Revenues received which cannot be appro-
priated within the fiscal year must be re-
turned to taxpayers within the following two
fiscal years. '

Article XIII B provides that an entity’s
appropriations limit shall be adjusted when-
ever a “transfer of financial responsibility”
occurs. Under the Constitution, this occurs
whenever:

This chapter provides some background on
the appropriations limits imposed by Article
XIII B of the State Constitution, describes the
requirements of Chapter 1211 with respect to
theadjustment of these appropriations limits,
and then examines how the limit adjustment
may affect state and county finances.

¢ The financial responsibility for providing
aservice is transferred from one entity of
government to another; or

¢ The source of funding for a program or
service is transferred from tax proceeds
to user fees.

The adjustment of appropriations limits is to
occur in the same year that the transfer oc-
curs, and — in the case of a transfer of services
between entities — the amount of the adjust-
ment is to be determined by mutual agree-
ment. Essentially, these provisions provide
some flexibility to reorganize the provision of
government services while maintaining the
same overall constraint on government
spending.
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Transfers of Financial Responsibility in the

Trial Court Funding Program

The Trial Court Funding Program involves
two separate transfers of financial responsi-
bility, as that term is used in the Constitution.
These transfers reflect the state’s assumption
of county costs which support existing judi-
cial positions and the state’s assumption of
the majority of existing county costs for
municipal court judges’ salaries. The
program’s funding of block grants, salaries
and benefits for newly authorized judges
does not represent a “transfer of financial
responsibility,” because the counties cur-
rently have no responsibility to fund these
costs. The same is true as regards the
program’s anticipated expenditures for the
Trial Court Improvement Fund and state
administrative costs. '

All of the state’s expenditures for the pro-
gram would represent appropriations sub-
ject to limitation at the state level. Thus, these
funds would not be subject to the counties’
appropriations limits.

Provisions of Chapter 1211. As noted ear-
lier, Chapter 1211 allows counties to choose
whether or not to participate in the state
funding of trial courts. However, the bill
provides that, if a county chooses to partici-
pate, its decision to participate constitutes its
agreement to transfer a specific amount of its
appropriations limit to the state, with the
amount of the transfer to be determined by a
specific formula contained in the bill. As
stated in Section 77206 of the Government
Code:

“A decision by an option county to opt into
the system constitutes an agreement by the
county that the appropriations limit of the
state shall be increased and the
appropriations limit of the county shall be
decreased, during the period of participation,
to reflect the transfer to the state of financial
responsibility for court services funded by the

proceeds of taxes. The change in the
appropriations limits shall be determined by
the Controller for the county’s initial year of
participation by the amount that the
reimbursement under this chapter that is an
appropriation subject to limitation exceeds
the reimbursement that would have been
provided to the county by the state from
appropriations subject to limitation if this
chapter was not applied to the county. If the
option county ceases to participate, the
appropriations limits of the state and the
county shall revert to the amounts that would
have been applicable if no adjustment had
been made under this section.”

As graphically illustrated in Chart 9, the
amount of the financial responsibility trans-
ferred from the county to the state may beless
than the amount of the appropriations limit
the county must transfer to the state. In the
first column of this chart, we show how much
of the county’s existing financial responsibil-
ity is transferred to the state. The first box
represents the county’s existing gross cost for
the support of court operations, assuming for
purposes of this illustration that this county
now expends less per judicial position than it
would receive in the form of the new state
block grant funding. This amount also ex-
cludes the amount of the new state contribu-
tion for the existing municipal judges’ sala-
ries, as this amount is represented in the
second box of this column. In the third box,
we subtract the amount of the county’s non-
tax proceeds - the fee, fine and forfeiture
revenue - and the amount of mandate reim-
bursements and $60,000 block grant subven-
tions. The fourth box represents the amount
of county tax proceeds now devoted to fund-
ing the county’s existing costs for trial court
operations, which is also the amount of finan-
cial responsibility the county now has for this
program.
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Chart 9

Chapter 1211 Appropriations Limit Transfer Mechanism

VS.

Amount of County Financial Responsibility Actually Transferred to State

Existing County
Cost for Existing

Judicial Positions?
(excluding Municipal
Judge Salaries)

State Funding for Existing
Municipal Judge Salaries

1. Local fee, fine and
forefeiture revenues

2. Existing $60,000 Block
grants

3. Existing Mandated
Program Reimbursements

Amount of Existing
County Financial
Responsibility
Transferred to
State

2 This example assumes county now spends less per Judicial position than the amount of state funding it

would receive.

New State $500,000
Block Grants for
Existing Judicial

Positions

New State Block Grants for
New Judicial Positions

State Funding for Existing
Municipal Judge Salaries

1. Local fee, fine and
forfeiture revenues

2. Existing $60,000 Block
grants

3. Existing Mandated
Program Reimbursements

Amount of Local
Appropriations
Limit Transferred
to State
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In the second column of Chart 9, we illus-
trate how Chapter 1211’s provisions lead to
the determination of the appropriations limit
transfer amount. Instead of beginning with
the county’s gross costs, here we begin with
the total amount of the new state block grants
provided to the county for the existing num-
ber of judges. The second box adds in the new
state block -grants for the newly authorized
judges. Although not explicitly covered by
the language of Chapter 1211, the next box
adds in the amount of the new state salary
participation for the existing municipal court
judges (please see discussion of this issue
which follows). In the fourth box, we subtract
the amount of county nontax proceeds,
mandate reimbursements and existing
$60,000 block grant reimbursements, as we
did in the case of the first column of the chart.
The final box represents the amount of the
county’s appropriations limit which must be
transferred to the state.

Thus, as Chart 9 demonstrates, Chapter
1211 essentially requires that each county
give up an amount of its appropriations limit
sufficient to cover the increased state block
grant costs for both the existing judges in the
county and the new judges authorized by
Chapter 1211. As a result, a county may be
required to relinquish an amount of its appro-
priations limit which exceeds the amount of
its appropriations limit presently committed
to financing its share of existing trial court
operations. This may occur for two reasons.
First, an option county may not presently be
expending for trial court operations as much
as would be provided by the block grants for
these operations, as we assumed for purposes
of Chart 9. Thus, its appropriations limit
would be reduced by an amount greater than
the amount of its tax proceeds which are
presently used for support of the trial courts.
Second, the option county may be required to
give up an amount of its appropriations limit
equal to theamount of state block grant funds
provided for the newly authorized judge-
ships within the county. Because no county
funds are presently used to support these

judgeships, this requirement could resultina
county giving up a portion of its appropria-
tions limit which is currently used to support
other county functions. The Constitution
provides that mutual agreement shall be the
basis for determining the amount of the ap-
propriations limit to be transferred. By opting
into the Trial Court Funding Program, par-
ticipating counties would be required to
agree with Chapter 1211’s appropriations
limit transfer requirements.

Judges’ Salaries. As noted earlier, Chapter
1211’s language does not consider the trans-
fer of financial responsibility which results
from the state’s assumption of a share of
municipal court judges’ salaries, because it
references the amount of “reimbursement
under this chapter,” and the funding of
municipal court judges salaries is accom-
plished in another chapter of the Government
Codeadded by the original chaptered legisla-
tion - Ch 1287/85. It would appear that an
additional adjustment of appropriations lim-
its would be required to reflect the state’s
assumption of costs for the existing number of
municipal court judges. The costs of extend-
ing state salary participation to the new
municipal and superior court judges does not
appear to require an appropriations limit
adjustment, since these positions are not now
being funded by the counties.

Technical Issue: Should the law be
amended to require the State Controller to
determine the amount of the appropriations
limit adjustment required in each county for
the state assumption of municipal court
judges’ salaries?

As noted earlier, the State Controller is
required to determine the amount of the
appropriations limit adjustment required in
each of the option counties to recognize the
provision of state funding for the block grant
program. In order to reduce the potential for
confusion, we recommend that the Controller
be directed to expand this determination to
include the transfer resulting from the state
funding of municipal court judges’ salaries.
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Effect on State Finances/Appropriations Limit

As noted above, the language of Chapter
1211 requires that an amount of county gov-
ernment appropriations limit equal to the
state’s net increased cost for the new block
grants be shifted to the state. This provision
ensures that the state will have sufficient
appropriations authority to make the block
grant payments without forcing a reduction
in other state programs. However, forced
expenditure reductions could still result in
other programs, because (1) the state may not
receive sufficient General Fund revenue
growth to fund all other programs and the
increased cost of the Trial Court Funding Act,
and (2) no increased appropriations author-
ity is available to cover the increased cost of
the new judges’ salary payments and the
Trial Court Improvement Fund.

General Fund Revenue Growth. Although
Chapter 1211 provides sufficient appropria-
tions authority for the state to make the block
grant payments, it does not ensure that state
General Fund revenues will be sufficient to
fund these costs. If it is assumed that, for the
1988-89 fiscal year, General Fund revenues in
the absence of the Trial Court Funding Act
would be fully appropriated in compliance

Effect on County Government

with the appropriations limit, then there
would be no “excess” revenues available for
rebates to taxpayers or for other exempt pur-
poses. Under these conditions, the extra
appropriations authority provided by Chap-
ter 1211 would be of no use, as no excess
revenue could be absorbed within the addi-
tional authority. In addition, funding for the
block grants would have to come at the ex-
pense of appropriations for other purposes.
Alternatively, if state revenues in the absence
of Chapter 1211 were healthy enough to re-
sult in excess revenues equal to or greater
than the amount of additional appropriations
authority added by Chapter 1211, then no
reductions in other programs would be re- .
quired in order to fund the new block grant
program.

Judges’ Salaries/Trial Court Improvement
Fund. As noted earlier, the state’s costs for
extending state salary participation to the
new superior and municipal court judges and
for contributions to the Trial Court Improve-
ment Fund mustbe absorbed within the exist-
ing state appropriations limit. These costs
would amount to approximately $29 million
per year.

Finances/Appropriations Limits

Because county government appropria-
tions limits are adjusted downwards while,
in most counties, tax proceeds remain at the
samelevel, the Trial Court Funding Act could
result in some counties exceeding their ap-
propriations limits. Under these circum-
stances, counties may find it necessary to seek
voterapproval to exceed their appropriations
limits to receive the full benefit of the Trial

Court Funding Program, or they may simply
choose not to participate.

Information developed by the County
Supervisors Association of California
(CSACQ) indicates that a number of counties
arenearing or exceeding their appropriations
limit during the 1987-88 fiscal year. This trend
is expected to continue. To the extent that a
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county is already at its appropriations limit, a
decision to participate in the Trial Court

Funding Act will automatically cause it to

exceed its limit. This is because the county’s
appropriations limit will be reduced for the
transfer of financial responsibility, but the
amount of the county’s tax proceeds which
are subject to its limit will be unchanged.
Thus, the county would be over its limit by
the amount that its appropriations limit is
reduced. A county not yet at its appropria-

tions limit also could exceed its limit, to the

. extent that thereduction in its appropriations

limit exceeds the amount by which it previ-
ously was under its limit. Counties which
must transfer property tax revenues to no-
and low-property tax cities, on the other
hand, would find that their “proceeds of
taxes” also are reduced by the measure, so
that they would not necessarily find that their
limits would be exceeded automatically. <
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City

Alameda County
Dublin

Contra Costa County
Clayton
Danville
Hercules
Lafayette*
Moraga
Orinda
Pleasant Hill*
San Pablo
San Ramon

Del Norte County
Crescent City

Humboldt County
Fortuna
Rio Dell

Kern County
Arvin

Los Angeles County
Agoura Hills
Artesia*

Bell

Bell Gardens
Bellflower*
Bradbury
Carson*
Cerritos*
Commerce*
Cudahy*
Culver City

0.1% of the
1987-88

$930,507

225,287
1,888,618
617,269
1,388,874
883,347
1,136,432
1,453,098
474,850
1,827,946

107,130

209,176
42,621

85,162

1,303,904
422,113
486,501
461,732

1,335,185

72,344

4,584,898

2,411,445

1,932,668
214,252

2,624,671

1987-88
Prop Tax
Share?

$645,000

213,701
1,188,431
452,850
45,137
578,713
627,282
48,926
304,866
1,088,502

99,625

153,288
35,665

22,994

863,240
0
234,947
358,515
0
58,169
0

0

0

0
1,617,691

Appendix A

Fiscal Effect of No- and Low- Property Tax City Provisions
on Cities* and Counties ®

1988-89
Net Revenue
Transfer

$163,722
0

(91,086)
0

0

0
25,435
0

0
(6,578)
0

0

2,623

15,319
0
0

66,913
0

(1,636,942)
0
(23,848)
0

0
(67,381)
0
145,271
62,335
140,200
(52,932)
0

1989-90 1990-91 1991-92
NetR NetR Net R
Transfer Transfer Transfer

$180,094 $198,104 $217,914
0 0 0
(365,379) (638,681) (910,893)
0 0 Y

0 0 0

0 0 0
157,492 288,864 419,486
0 0 0

0 0 0
128,436 262,419 395,271
0 0 0

0 0 0

2,885 3,174 3,491

0 0 0

16,851 18,536 20,390

0 0 0

0 0 0

73,604 78410 77,990

0 2,555 11,071
(4,328,010) (7,362,602)  (10,898,845)
0 0 0

11,758 46,703 80,921
0 0 0

0 - 0 0

46,049 157,469 266,678

0 0 0
572,439 996,474 1,417,065
285,598 507,074 726,582
328,160 515,589 702,434
(38,943) (25,697) (13,269)
0 0 0

1992-93
Net Revenue
Transfer

$239,706
0

(1,181,907)
0
0
0
549,281
0
0
526,877
0
0

3,840

22,429
0
0

78,380
19,587

(14,499,635)
0
114,340
8,304
0
373,458
0
1,833,865
943,927
888,638
(1,741)
0

1993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Net R Net R Net R
Transfer Transfer Transfer

$263,676 $283,689 $219,643
0 6,355 99,406
(1,514,446) (2,279,889) (3,208,624)
0 0 0

0 133,602 322,463

0 0 40,965

678,166 806,051 932,836
0 39,630 127,965

54,577 168,220 281,864
657,112 785,840 912,909
0 27,529 75,014

8,266 191,060 373,855
4,224 4,647 5111

0 0 0

24,671 27,139 15,800

0 0 14,053

0 0 0

79,661 81,921 85,259
28,103 36,619 45,136
(18,801,848)  (23,639,023) (28,651,362)
0 49,493 179,883

146,880 178,452 208,960
56,954 105,604 154,254

0 0 10,871

477,562 578,726 676,654
0 0 0
2,246,497 2,654,543 3,057,543
1,158,891 1,371,239 1,580,706
1,074,136 1,258,856 1,442,721
8,798 18,247 26,500

0 219,579 482,046

1996-97
Net Revenue
Transfer

$158,497
192,456

(4,156,366)
0

511,325
102,692
1,058,412
216,299
395,507
1,038,155
122,499
556,649

5,622
0

(4,827)
34,970
2,694

89,782
53,652

(33,847,215)
310,274
238,299
202,904

57,044
771,023
6,941
3,454,996
1,787,006
1,625,647
33,435
744,513

1997-98
Net Revenue
Transfer

$100,541
285,507

(5,113,763)
11,586
700,187
164,419
1,182,655
304,634
509,150
1,161,394
169,984
739,444

(1,320)
7,505

(26,723)
55,888
6,956

95,609
62,168

(39,367,461)
440,664
266,350
251,554
103,217
861,477

14,175
3,846,345
1,989,820
1,807,538

38,921
1,006,980



Appendix A
Fiscal Effect of No- and Low-Property Tax City Provisions
on Cities*and Counties®

(continued)
0.1% of the 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98
1987-88 Prop Tax NetR NetR Net R Net Revenue Net Revenue NetR NetR Net Revenue Net R NetR
City AVE Share? Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer
Duarte $583,290 $313,694 0 0 0 0 0 $36,280 $94,609 $152,938 $211,267 $269,59%6
El Segundo 4,740,111 2,527,460 0 0 0 0 0 316,607 790,618 1,264,629 1,738,640 2,212,651
Hawaiian Gardens . 218,766 29,552 0 $14,201 $36,078 $57,954 $79,831 101,708 123,584 145,461 167,337 189,214
Hidden Hills- - 198,781 101,318 0 0 0 0 0 17,951 37,829 57,707 77,585 97,463
Industry 2,234,604 660,643 0 0 9,738 233,199 456,659 680,119 903,580 1,127,040 1,350,501 1,573,961
" Irwindale 715,235 151,801 0 0 62,770 134,293 205,817 277,340 348,864 420,387 491,911 563,434
La Canada Flintridge* 1,139,395 0 $41,818 148,545 254,552 359,764 464,105 © 567,485 669,809 770,972 870,857 969,336
La Mirada* 1,514,263 0 (15,856) 118,843 251,868 383,053 512,214 639,149 763,634 885425 1,004,253 1,119,821
La Puente* 576,707 0 (81,465) (37,709) 4,657 45,493 84,645 121,944 157,207 190,229 220,785 248,631
Lakewood 2,212,900 676,554 ‘ 0 0 0 208,606 429,896 651,186 872,476 1,093,766 1,315,056 1,536,346
Lancaster* 2,159,573 0 21,214 217,698 412,233 604,626 794,664 982,109 1,166,702 1,348,159 1,526,167 1,700,379
Lawndale* 653,077 0 (22,215) 34,340 90,021 144,738 198,397 250,890 302,102 351,905 400,157 446,703
_ Lomita* 597,647 0 9,721) 43,095 95,216 146,573 197,090 246,680 295,254 342,710 388,933 433,803
Montebello 1,716,039 1,619,624 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 96,415
Norwalk* 1,935,457 0 (139,716) 20,503 177,391 330,612 479,801 624,553 764,427 898,934 1,027,535 1,149,644
Palmdale* 1,633,530 0 115,733 274,324 432,439 590,030 747,044 903,425 1,059,109 1,214,026 1,368,099 1,521,244
Paramount* 1,004,942 0 (41,909 44,345 129,176 212,439 293,979 373,624 451,184 526,451 599,195 669,164
Pico Rivera* 1,753,512 0 (35,913) 118,312 270,425 420,213 567,445 711,865 853,190 991,117 1,125,298 1,255,363
Rancho Palo Verdes 2,649,502 546,260 0 0 248,591 513,541 778,491 1,043,441 1,308,391 1,573,342 1,838,292 2,103,242
Rolling Hills 299,165 150,668 0 0 0 0 0 28,831 58,748 88,664 118,581 148,497
Rolling Hills Estates* 782,852 0o 51,444 127,045 202,378 277,415 352,128 426,483 500,445 573,976 647,031 719,562
Rosemead* 1,181,242 0 (55,944) 44,773 143,750 240,812 335,767 428,406 518,496 605,784 689,987 770,798
San Dimas 1,223,249 1,077,836 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 23,088 145413
Santa Fe Springs 2,317,733 1,101,595 0 0 0 0 57,272 289,045 520,818 752,591 984,365 1,216,138
Signal Hill 698,763 20,029 49,847 119,724 189,600 259,476 329,353 399,229 469,105 538,981 608,858 678,734
South El Monte* 560,631 0 (15,844) 33,029 81,182 128,544 175,038 220,573 265,055 308,379 350,430 391,079
South Gate 1,588,420 851,063 0 0 0 0 0 101,989 260,831 419,673 578,515 737,357
Temple City* 809,731 0 (19,254) 51,697 121,645 190,491 258,124 324,423 389,254 452,472 513,913 573,402
Vernon 1,684,037 1,317,083 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 30,147 198,550 366,954
Walnut 927,576 252,190 0 0 26,083 118,840 211,598 304,356 397,113 489,871 582,628 675,386
Westlake Village 717,746 459,260 0 0 0 0 0 0 43,162 114,937 186,711 258,486
Whittier 2,428,418 2,277,886 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 150,532
Marin County 30,692 33,761 37,137 40,851 44,936 49,430 54,373 58,780 (13,154) (84,490)

Tiburon 779,149 622,289 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,030 78,945 156,860



Appendix A
Fiscal Effect of No- and Low-Property Tax City Provisions
on Cities*and Counties®

(continued)
0.1% of the 1987-88 1988-89 1989-90 1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98
1987-88 Prop Tax Net Revenue Net Revenue Net Revenue NetR NetR Net Revenue Net Revenue Net Revenue Net R Net R
City AVE Share* Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer
Mendocino County $10,073 $11,081 $12,189 $13,408 $14,748 $16,223 $17,846 $11,818 ($8,501) ($28,625)
Fort Bragg $222,827 $170,450 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,812 30,094 52,377
Orange County . 295,808 325,389 357,928 353,752 (682,840) (1,715,495) (2,743,819) (3,767,379) (4,785,698) (5,978,868)
Irvine 10,759,641 4,263,887 0 0 0 39,969 1,115,934 2,191,898 3,267,862 4,343,826 5,419,790 6,495,754
Westminster 2,357,652 2,251,096 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 106,556
Yorba Linda 2,142,321 2,068,262 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 74,059
Riverside County 91,948 (274,419) (775,674) (1,298,660) (2,011,897) (2,833,854) (3,661,890) (4,572,733) (5,497,476) (6,450,436)
Cathedral City 925,597 640,090 0 0 0 0 0 0 7,828 100,388 192,947 285,507
Indian Wells 1,012,867 73,730 27,557 128,843 230,130 331,417 432,704 533,990 635,277 736,564 837,850 939,137
La Quinta 732,150 269,815 0 0 0 23,045 96,260 169,475 242,690 315,905 389,120 462,335
Lake Elsinore 465,635 403,055 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16,017 62,580
Moreno Valley 2,518,383 1,117,665 0 0 0 0 141,527 393,365 645,203 897,041 1,148,880 1,400,718
Palm Desert* 2,326,207 354,713 (61,277) 43,124 269,004 494,211 718,676 942,324 1,165,077 1,386,842 1,607,521 1,827,007
Rancho Mirage* 1,804,936 194,485 (44,824) 117,196 292,759 467,828 642,356 816,288 989,562 1,162,115 1,333,873 1,504,759
San Bernardino County 73,912 73 (72,192) (388,074) (864,314) (1,338,459) (1,810,299) (2,279,604) (2,746,121) (3,209,570)
Adelanto 313,062 104,720 0 0 0 20,505 51,811 83,117 114,423 145,730 177,036 208,342
Rancho Cucamonga 3,763,042 1,280,373 0 0 0 224,844 601,148 977,452 1,353,756 1,730,061 2,106,365 2,482,669
Victorville* 895,788 6,093 23,496 107,078 190,057 272,377 353,971 434,768 514,685 593,636 671,525 748,245
San Diego County 302,160 332,376 365,613 402,175 301,437 49,038 (403,581) (942,078) (1,506,247) (2,064,527)
Encinitas 2,532,231 1,465,000 0 0 0 0 0 54,339 307,562 560,785 814,008 1,067,231
Poway 1,573,107 645,599 0 0 0 0 140,955 298,266 455,576 612,887 770,198 927,508
San Marcos 1,217,694 883,411 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 90,745 212,514 334,283
Solana Beach 907,482 459,500 0 0 0 0 0 84,989 175,737 266,486 357,234 447,982
San Mateo County (122,645) (330,120) (538,180) (745,326) (985,199) (1,294,250) (1,613,453) (1,962,215) (2,434,140) (2,909,167)
Belmont 1,293,615 1,039,617 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 253,998
Colma* 113,532 12,771 0 3,390 14,090 24,723 35,284 45,766 56,160 66,460 76,654 86,731
Foster City* 2,058,612 0 147,727 347,775 547,242 746,069 944,192 1,141,542 1,338,040 1,533,603 1,728,136 1,921,535
Half Moon Bay 412,649 278,488 0 0 0 0 0 0 10,366 51,631 92,896 134,161
Portola Valley 427,920 180,225 0 0 0 0 33,735 76,527 119,319 162,111 204,903 247,695

Woodside 622,330 312,170 0 0 0 0 0 61,228 123,461 185,694 247,927 310,160



City

Santa Clara County
Cupertino
Los Altos Hills
Monte Sereno
Saratoga

Santa Cruz County
Capitola
Scotts Valley

Ventura County
Camarillo*
Moorpark
Simi Valley*
Thousand Oaks*

VLF Gains to Other
Counties

County Total

0.1% of the
1987-88
AVE

$2,972,244
744,730
252,364
1,890,329

447,192

565,946

2,567,026

882,948
3,793,534
5,545,777

$128,977,730

1987-88
Prop Tax
Share?

$603,461
309,838
22,456
644,439

305,298
341,355

61,343
578,288
326,212

1,114,880

$44,252,631

Appendix A

Fiscal Effect of No- and Low-Property Tax City Provisions

1988-89 1989-90
Net R Net R
Transfer Transfer
$187,076 $180,825
0 0
0 0
2,780 28,017
0 0
29,721 32,693
0 0
0 0
(164,988) (792,693)
86,773 332,617
‘ 0 0
(169,197) 187,924
(223,715) (246,087)
$897,596 $987,355
$151,902 ($3,913,632)

* Indicates that the city will lose its No- Property- Tax City VLF subvention.
“ City totals reflect elimination of No- Property- Tax City VLF subventions (estimated growth at 10% per year).

¥ County totals include each county’s share of the eliminated No- Property- Tax city VLF subventions (estimated growth at 10% per year).
© Assessed Valuation inclusive of Redevelopment Agency increment and homeowners” exemption.
d Property Tax shares are estimated as of October 15, 1987.

on Cities*and Counties®

(continued)
1990-91 1991-92 1992-93 1993-94 1994-95 1995-96
Net Revenue Net R NetR Net Revenue Net Revenue Net Revenue
Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer Transfer

($111,739) ($522,920)  ($1,071,671)  ($1,629,841)  ($2,185,231) ($2,737,563)

288,212 585,436 882,661 1,179,885 1,477,109 1,774,334
0 0 62,527 137,000 211,473 285,946
53,253 78,490 . 103,726 128,962 154,199 179,435
0 111,693 300,726 489,758 678,791 867,824
35,963 39,559 43,515 47,866 9,891) (105,940)
0 0 0 0 7,736 52,456

0 0 0 0 54,807 111,402
(1,968,415) (3,148,944) (4,328,462) (5,506,869) (6,723,828) (7,987,962)
577,375 820,938 1,063,189 1,303,993 1,543,207 1,780,674
0 0 0 0 39,776 128,070
542,820 895,271 1,245,031 1,591,831 1,935,378 2,275,342
278,158 805,666 1,330,467 1,852,290 2,370,839 2,885,784

$1,086,091 $1,194,700 $1,314,170 $1,445,587 $1,590,145 $1,749,160

($9,274,339)  ($15,549433) ($23,562,764) ($32,654,684) ($43,011,145)  (354,069,890)

1996-97 1997-98
Net R Net R

Transfer Transfer
($3,286,532)  ($3,831,802)
2,071,558 2,368,783
360419 434,892
204,672 229,908
1,056,857 1,245,890
(201,462) (296,404)
97,175 141,894
167,996 224,591
(9,250,616)  (10,511,643)
2,016,215 2,249,642
216,365 304,660
2,611,369 2,943,062
3,396,765 3,908,388
$1,924,076 $2,116,484
($65,560,377)  ($77,562,167)



County

Alameda
Alpine
Amador
Butte
Calaveras
Colusa
Contra Costa
Del Norte
El Dorado
Fresno
Glenn
Humboldt
Imperial
Inyo

Kern
Kings
Lake
Lassen

Los Angeles
Madera
Marin
Mariposa
Mendocino
Merced
Modoc
Mono
Monterey
Napa
Nevada
Orange
Placer
Plumas
Riverside
Sacramento
San Benito

Appendix B
Trial Court Funding Program
Fiscal Effect by County, 1988-89

Increased State Funds to Counties Transfers County Revenue Loss Net Fiscal Effect
Increase for Block Revenue Revenue

Judges Salaries Mandates Grants Total VLF Property Tax Recapture Recapture Slow Court Moderate Court
Block Grants and Benefits (subtract) (subtract) Increase Subvention Transfer (5% growth) (10% growth) Revenue Growth Revenue Growth
$40,738,842 $2,240,997 $455,109  $540,000  $41,984,730 $163,722 0 $21,471,250 $23,564,819 $20,677,202 $18,583,633
573,548 0 300 0 573,248 162 0 54,218 59,504 519,192 513,905
882,833 0 5,100 0 877,733 3,257 0 260,894 286,333 620,095 594,656
4,149,900 279,636 51,200 120,000 4,258,336 22,574 0 1,258,213 1,380,896 3,022,697 2,900,014
985,928 0 7,600 0 978,328 3,884 0 237,869 261,062 744,342 721,149
882,833 0 3,200 0 879,633 2,016 0 492,099 540,081 389,550 341,567
19,596,752 1,102,604 290,009 240,000 20,169,347 99,048  $190,134 9,427,988 10,347,270 10,650,273 9,730,990
985,928 0 34,500 0 951,428 2,623 0 315,242 345,980 638,808 608,070
3,318,615 0 23,300 60,000 3,235,315 14,834 0 1,999,573 2,194,543 1,250,575 1,055,605
19,431,886 679,090 361,579 540,000 19,209,397 79,333 0 9,174,583 10,069,157 10,114,147 9,219,573
934,380 0 4,900 0 929,480 3,081 0 538,753 591,285 393,808 341,277
3,395,936 139,818 41,052 0 3,494,702 15,319 0 1,542,730 1,693,155 1,967,291 1,816,866
3,627,900 279,636 22,900 60,000 3,824,636 14,523 0 2,034,803 2,233,207 1,804,357 1,605,952
882,833 . 0 3,800 0 879,033 2,421 0 651,066 714,549 230,387 166,905
17,775,841 746,999 117,400 360,000 18,045,440 66,913 0 9,673,546 10,616,771 8,438,807 7,495,582
2,700,045 149,848 21,613 60,000 2,768,280 11,557 0 1,143,926 1,255,466 1,635,910 1,524,371
1,920,308 0 10,700 60,000 1,849,608 6,743 0 656,199 720,182 1,200,151 1,136,168
882,833 0 5,400 0 877,433 3,425 0 285,738 313,599 595,119 567,258
279,345,504 13,667,765 4,236,344 3,180,000 285,596,925 1,133,218 2,770,159 107,177,992 117,628,454 176,781,991 166,331,529
3,318,615 79,939 16,900 60,000 3,321,654 10,694 0 927,111 1,017,510 2,405,237 2,314,838
6,183,526 271,636 48,400 60,000 6,346,762 30,692 0 6,015,687 6,602,250 361,767 (224,796)
676,643 0 2,900 0 673,743 1,868 0 152,347 167,201 523,263 508,409
2,854,688 79,939 18,600 0 2,916,027 10,073 0 953,291 1,046,242 1,972,809 1,879,858
4,102,051 209,727 37,046 0 4,274,732 22,439 0 3,081,277 3,381,719 1,215,894 915452
676,643 0 2,000 0 674,643 1,257 0 138,939 152,487 536,961 523,413
779,738 0 2,000 0 777,738 1,251 0 257,999 283,156 520,989 495,833
9,825,563 675,783 72,500 180,000 10,248,846 46,011 0 6,048,801 6,638,594 4,246,056 3,656,263
3,112,425 209,727 22,400 60,000 3,239,752 14,186 0 1,782,213 1,955,989 1,471,725 1,297,949
2,596,950 79,939 18,962 60,000 2,597,927 9,763 0 1,347,886 1,479,312 1,259,805 1,128,378
63,069,566 3,571,419 955,162 1,380,000 64,305,823 295,808 0 42,819,323 46,994,449 21,782,309 17,607,182
3,943,710 209,727 71,500 120,000 3,961,937 19,540 0 2,478,934 2,720,644 1,502,543 1,260,833
831,285 0 4,200 0 827,085 2,636 0 216,897 238,046 612,824 591,676
27,388,689 1,635,954 413,798 600,000 28,010,845 119,505 27,557 13,284,386 14,579,689 14,818,407 13,523,104
27,460,464 1,382,271 555,030 840,000 27,447,705 125,236 0 16,622,256 18,243,020 10,950,685 9,329,921
1,166,344 0 279,859 307,146 883,954 856,667

0 6,900 0 1,159,444 4,369



County

San Bernardino
San Diego
San Francisco
San Joaquin
San Luis Obispo
San Mateo
Santa Barbara
Santa Clara
Santa Cruz
Shasta

Sierra
Siskiyou
Solano
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Sutter
Tehama
Trinity
Tulare
Tuolumne
Ventura

Yolo

Yuba

Subtotal

Trial Court

Appendix B
Trial Court Funding Program
Fiscal Effect by County, 1988-89

Improvement Fund

Total

(continued)
Increased State Funds to Counties Transfers County Revenue Loss Net Fiscal Effect
Increase for Block R R
Judges Salaries Mandates Grants Total VLY Property Tax Recap Recap Slow Court Moderate Court
Block Grants and Benefits (subtract) (subtract) Increase Subvention Transfer (5% growth) (10% growth) Revenue Growth Revenue Growth
$31,971,631 $1,980,223 $522,541  $480,000  $32,949,313 $157,398 $83,486 $16,905,054 $18,553,392 $16,118,171 $14,469,833
69,929,515 4,776,885 677,835 1,740,000 72,288,565 302,160 0 29,372,695 32,236,699 43,218,030 40,354,026
32,021,439 1,358,180 440,400 180,000 32,759,219 100,154 0 6,925,055 7,600,287 25,934,318 25,259,085
13,466,513 963,479 94,812 180,000 14,155,180 58,754 0 5,882,025 6,455,556 8,331,910 7,758,379
5,696,325 429,484 42,200 60,000 6,023,609 26,727 0 2,952,460 3,240,341 3,007,877 2,809,995
16,015,614 687,120 168,449 180,000 16,354,285 83,216 205,861 12,198,604 13,388,037 4,033,037 2,843,604
10,024,141 475,363 119,438 0 10,380,066 46,092 0 5,177,544 5,682,384 5,248,614 4,743,774
43,497,827 3,113,056 634417 600,000 45,376,466 189,856 2,780 17,830,478 19,569,050 27,733,064 25,994,491
5,682,188 428,177 46,800 60,000 6,003,565 29,721 0 3,457,936 3,795,105 2,575,350 2,238,182
3,273,593 69,909 38,371 120,000 3,185,131 18,043 0 2,202,374 2,417,118 1,000,800 786,056
599,321 0 800 0 598,521 468 0 71,741 78,736 527,248 520,253
1,295,213 0 9,000 0 1,286,213 5,704 0 969,105 1,063,598 322,811 228,318
7,834,459 475,363 70,803 180,000 8,059,019 39,282 0 4,294,795 4,713,562 3,803,506 3,384,739
9,289,426 407,454 97,042 300,000 9,299,838 47,076 0 6,053,174 6,643,392 3,293,741 2,703,522
9,812,513 539,965 137,581 180,000 10,034,897 43,233 0 3,093,908 3,395,582 6,984,222 6,682,548
2,596,950 218,450 12,500 0 2,802,900 8,024 0 580,892 637,532 2,230,032 2,173,392
1,920,308 0 9,600 60,000 1,850,708 6,075 0 1,187,057 1,302,802 669,725 553,980
676,643 0 2,900 0 673,743 1,827 0 165,515 181,654 510,055 493,916
8,699,130 468,748 62,494 180,000 8,925,384 38,824 0 2,735,755 3,002,506 6,228,453 5,961,701
1,714,118 79,939 9,100 0 1,784,957 5,792 0 602,427 661,167 1,188,321 1,129,581
14,015,700 811,601 280,873 360,000 14,186,428 83,513 248,501 7,883,896 8,652,620 6,137,544 5,368,820
4,644,713 359,575 28,400 60,000 4,915,888 17,059 0 1,822,969 2,000,719 3,109,977 2,932,227
2,596,950 139,818 12,068 60,000 2,664,700 7,403 0 429,272 471,128 2,242,832 2,200,975
$858,273,767  $45475,243 $11,462,728 $13,560,000 $878,726,282 $3,680,381 $3,528,479  $397,598,617  $436,366,736 $481,279,567  $442,511,448
$20,000,000 $20,000,000 $20,000,000
$898,726,282 $501,279,567  $462,511,448





