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Local Governments and the Governor’s Budget

On Wednesday morning, February 20, 2002, the Sé¢mat Government Committee
sponsored three briefings at the State Capitobhizr&nento to review the 2002-03 State
Budget proposed by Governor Gray Davis, and itsot$fon cities, counties, and special
districts. Five State Senators received testimony fthe Legislative Analyst, legislative
advocates, and local government associations. binen@ttee’s briefings began at 10:05
a.m. and continued until 11:50 a.m. About 45 peapiended the session. The five
Committee members who participated were:

Senator Tom Torlakson, Committee Chair
Senator Bob Margett, Vice Chairman

Senator Dick Ackerman



Senator Michael J. Machado
Senator Nell Soto

This summary report contains the Committee staffjglanation of what happened at the
hearing [see thehite pages], reprints the briefing paper that the stadtte for the
Committee [see thielue pages], and reproduces the witnesses’ written maétdsee the
yellow pages].

Staff Findings

Any attempt to distill all of the presentations ahsicussions into a summary must
necessarily gloss over important details and suhténces. But after carefully
considering the witnesses’ testimony and afterirgpthe written materials, the
Committee’s staff identified four findings:

*The budget deficit is worse than expect&kspite the projections of tough times in the
Governor!s January budget, new numbers forecast an evemgiriiscal situation’

one in which Governor Davis and the Legislature trmake hard choices to balance the
budget. They must solve fundamental structural lerab caused by unstable revenue
streams and historic patterns of state spending.

e Local governments want stability and predictability revenuesFiscal stability would
allow local officials to plan responsibly for thetfire in their communities without
worrying about revenues that rise and fall shabglgause of forces outside their control.

* Local officials didn(Jt ask legislators to suspend many mandatéile local officials
often criticize the Legislature for passing unfutid¢ate-mandated local programs, their
representatives did not offer lists of mandatedymms that they want suspended or
repealed.

e ocal governments view their proposed ballot intiige as a starting point for fiscal
reform, not the solutionParticipants repeatedly stressed that before eéam can
occur, local agencies need a base of guaranteddfum constitutional guarantee of
funds can give them the fiscal security that valter the kinds of foster risk-taking and
creativity that are vital to reform.

The Witnesses

eight people addressed the Committee, all of whiferexl written material that appears
in theyellowpages at the end of this report.

Marianne O’Malley, Principal Fiscal and Policy Aysif



Legislative Analyst’s Office

Michael Cohen, Senior Fiscal and Policy Analyst*
Legislative Analyst’s Office

Steve Kelil, Legislative Advocate*

California State Association of Counties

Dwight Stenbakken, Legislative Advocate*
League of California Cities

Ralph Heim, Legislative Advocate*

California Special Districts Association

Steve Szalay, Executive Director*

California State Association of Counties

Chris McKenzie, Executive Director*

League of California Cities

Catherine Smith, Executive Director*

California Special Districts Association

In addition to these eight withesses, the Commdtse received written materials from:
Michael Dillon, Legislative Advocate*

California Library Association

Mike Pettengill, Analyst*

Senate Republican Policy Analysis Unit

[* = Written material appears in thyellow pages.]

Introductory Remarks



Senator Torlaksonopened the briefings by asking the Committee ¢éwwésthe
opportunity” and use this morning to learn fromesthso that the Legislature would be
more equipped to balance this year’s budget withdas and equity. He noted that many
of the Committee members have lived through budgets as local government

officials, calculating that the members presenth@dmbined 51 years of experience as
city council members and county supervisors. Sefaidakson stressed that he
understood local governments worked where "theeubieets the road and where the
services are delivered" to citizens.

Senator Margett echoed Senator Torlakson’s message, adding thaewed the
hearing as an "opportunity to look at and accepictiallenge” of making sure local
governments are not unjustly harmed as the statesfa budgetSenator Ackerman
opened by saying that as a state legislator aad@sner local elected official, he has
gone through the debate on state-local fiscal nefmany times. He said that many
problems are identified and documented, but saisti@main elusive. He suggested we
"start over again” and create a better system frenground up. While acknowledging
short-term winners and losers, he asserted thaeitong run, the system would be
better.Senator Sotoemphasized that she hopes to find a win-win smhutd the

problem, and stated that no legislator ever fortjeds experiences in local government.

THREE BRIEFINGS
Following the legislators’ introductory remarkset@ommittee members and the
audience listened to three separate briefings aheutovernor’'s Budget and its effect
on local agencies.

How The Governor’s Budget Affects Local Governments

The first panel began with a presentatiorMarianne O’Malley from the Legislative
Analyst’s Office. She summarized the difficultiesv@rnor Davis and the Legislature
will have in balancing state budget this yeartaagion which has deteriorated since the
Administration made its revenue and expendituredasts. The Analyst estimates that
the state will experience a 14% decline in reverhissyear, producing the largest one-
time budget shortfall since World War Il. O’'Malleyorking from notes, explained that
the Governor attempts to close the gap throughdspgrecuts, funding shifts, federal
funding increases, and loans, accelerations, amdfers. She reported that there are no
major cuts to line items slated for local governtsen the Governor’s January Budget.

O’Malley told the Committee that new numbers shewenue estimates to be
overestimated by about $3.9 billion, and that exiitenes are underestimated by about
$1.1 billion. She also added that transfers froefdéleral government are uncertain, and
any loss of those funds will further exacerbatedéfcit. These three factors create a
larger problem than identified in January, and wékd to be sorted out as the Legislature
deliberates the 2002-03 state budget.



O’Malley added that because California’s statestaMcture depends heavily on income
and capital gains taxes, changes in the overafli@og are magnified in the budget,
producing exceptional changes the yearly forturi¢seostate budget. If this underlying
structural problem is not handled in the curreraryé will persist and magnify.

O’Malley also provided updated 2002-03 ERAF figurestimating the net shift from
cities, counties, and special districts to ERAFsach county to be about $1.5 billion
after offsets. The Legislative Analyst included pusition 172, Trial Court Funding, and
COPS funding in this estimate. O’Malley also pre@ddnformation, at the Chair’s
request, for other programs such as the Juverskc@uGrant Program, the Traffic
Congestion Relief Program, booking fee reimbursemgmoperty tax administration
grants, the Public Library Foundation Program, gaorkd grants, increased fines and
forfeitures, increased county authority over gehasaistance program, and public safety
grants. Together, these programs provide more$686 million in targeted funds in
2002-03 to local governments.

Senator Torlaksonnoted that demographic trends in California shioat thany new
jobs provide either very high or very low incomegth not many jobs for middle income
residentsSenator Margett asked how low interest rates and a surge in hefireancing
has affected the economy in California. He empleakihat constant, reliable stream of
income is essential for local governments.

Next, Michael Cohen also from the Legislative Analyst’s Office, breeffthe Committee
on the Vehicle License Fee (VLF). He provided &fbhistory of VLF reductions and the
backfill that the state government subvenes tesiéind counties for the resulting
revenue loss. Many local officials worry, basedio& ERAF experience of the early
1990s, that these backfill funds will be divertacain attempt to balance a strained
budget. Cohen reported that the Governor’s budagdiides full VLF backfill, but noted
that the "insufficient funds" provision of the lawhich triggers the fee increase in tough
fiscal times, is "particularly ambiguous" in two yga

1. State law fails to specify who decides if thare insufficient funds to
continue tax relief.

2. State law fails to define "insufficient funds."

Cohen reiterated that the Governor’s budget ig8lrstatus quo,” and that most major
funding sources, with a few notable exceptionscardginued from the 2001-02 budget
year. Among those exceptions are grants to thei®Library Foundation Program (see
Michael Dillon’s letter and chart in tH#ue section), and some cuts to county health and
welfare programs.

Senator Sotowanted specific suggestions for clarifying the aulty in the law, and
Senator Torlaksonsuggested that the Committee sponsor those cheBejeator
Margett stated, "it seems like we’re trying to placatealogovernments with park
bonds," while money for "bare essentials" goes imgnt



How To Reduce The Budget's Effects On Local Governants

The second panel began with a presentatio8tbye Keil representing the California
State Association of Counties (CSAC). Referringvtdten materials, Keil noted that the
Davis Administration had embraced several of tltememendations from CSAC's State
Budget Task Force. Counties are generally pleastbdtine Governor’s Budget and its
balanced treatment of counties. Nevertheless, tdite 8udget proposes to reduce
funding for 11 county-run programs, including théokc Library Foundation Program.
Keil raised two additional cautions: there is na&iaty that California will capture the
federal funds anticipated by the State Budget,thatithe biggest threat to counties is
political complacency.

Regarding Senator Torlakson’s request to identdyesmandated local programs that
might be repealed or suspended, Keil declared@B#C does not want to repeat the
1994 experience. Counties learned that every madgabgram has a political
constituency. Counties also learned that there sym@ically” inflated claims of cost
savings when the Legislature and the Governor suggesome second-tier mandates.
Eliminating counties’ duty to regulate pet birdssime example. Despite those
misgivings, Keil reported that San Bernardino Cguofticials are recommending a
"Food Stamp Reporting Simplification” that may administrative costs.

In closing, Keil told the Senators that CSAC wadbs finish its survey that compares
ERAF losses to sales tax revenue gains under Atimmo$72. He also provided the
Committee with copies of CSAC’s November 2001 réporVLF (see thgellowpages).
Finally, Keil declared that counties are prepaceddoperate with legislators in their
budget discussions.

Speaking for the League of California Citi€syight Stenbakkenannounced that
municipalities are doing "as well as we can expedtte in these difficult times."
Stenbakken took issue with some of the financirmg@ams that the Legislative Analyst
claims as offsets for ERAF cuts. City officials amncerned that the Governor’'s Budget
proposes cuts in housing programs at a time wlega efficials are encouraging cities to
develop additional affordable housing. Stenbakkged legislators to use the proposed
housing bond to renew their support for these @Enogr He provided the legislators with
estimates of cities’ increased security costs.

Echoing Keil's worry, he announced that cities @aatious about state officials
overestimating cost-savings when the Legislatupeaks mandated programs.
Stenbakken acknowledged that some of the mandaesities would like to see
repealed tend to be very popular programs.



Stenbakken promised that the League will work \ilith Committee to strengthen the
VLF Reverse Trigger language. That effort reflébes cities’ view that fiscal "stability is
at the top of our list" of budget goals.

Ralph Heim told legislators that the California Special Dids Association (CSDA) is
"prepared to engage with you and the Administratmmbudget questions. Heim lauded
the thoughtfulness of the Committee’s approach,pared to how state officials made
decisions about ERAF in the early 1990s.

While CSDA is still developing a list of state-mateld local programs, Heim noted the
problems that fire districts have had in implemegtiequirements to provide protective
clothing to fire fighters. First enacted in theeld1980s but suspended in 1994, this
mandate provides important protection but it canthaut state funds. In 2001, the
Legislature required volunteer fire departmentsupply protective clothing to their fire
fighters, again without funding.

Heim also discussed a proposal in the GovernortigBtithat would shift $15 million
from the State Water Resources Control Board t@afpdicants for wastewater discharge
permits. Cost shifts like these may save moneytiatie departments but they will
increase local fiscal burdens. Similarly, the maadaminimum penalty provisions for
even technical violations of wastewater permitshené@ng unintended negative effects in
communities like Brentwood (Contra Costa Countyd Balo Alto (Santa Clara County).
He advised legislators to expect a reform bill.

Senator Torlaksonasked Heim to examine the LAO’s table that repsptscial districts’
losses to ERAFSenator Sototold Heim that she was interested in legislatmneistore
local discretionSenator Margett announced his concern about the costs of providing
increased security and urged local officials tinteand organize volunteers for tasks such
as the daily inspection of water facilities. Ittaportant, Senator Margett said, to "stretch
those hometown dollars.”

Proposed Voter Initiatives On State-Local Finance

Steve SzalayExecutive Director of the California State Assicn of Counties, opened
the third panel to discuss a proposed state iméahat would constitutionally guarantee
a base amount of local government funding. He dtitat his organization’s top priority
is state-local fiscal reform, and that while theaz’e been many commissions and studies
that have produced "fairly uniform” recommendatiaghgre has been no real action on
the issue. Szalay noted that predictability is @essary precursor to meaningful reform
and that until local governments could feel secur@ base of funding, any discussion of
reform is stifled by uncertainty and the potengyialéstructive results of change. He told
the Committee that CSAC and the League of Calibo@ities have put together an
initiative that guarantees local revenues that &litw state and local governments to
"meaningfully engage in the debate" over statetliseal reform. Mr. Szalay reminded



the Committee that the mission of local governmente provide services to residents,
and that those services require adequate resources.

League of California Cities Executive Directohris McKenzie began by stressing the
tremendous common ground that cities, countiesspadial districts have in seeking to
protect a stable revenue base. Working from a charpointed out that cities have
experienced an actual decline in per capita revéone 1977-78 to 2000-01. He also
showed that sales taxes were no more importany tinda they were in 1977-78,
stressing that this statistic shows how the "fizedion of land use" is an overstated
phenomenon. He said that cities have been chargbed@ing unresponsive to affordable
housing needs and with chasing big box retailarsthe facts show otherwise. He also
noted that except for very expensive homes, theafqeoviding new services far
exceeds the increased revenue that a new homeslianig service providers. Mr.
McKenzie stated that it was futile to just "reagarihe chairs on the deck of the Titanic,"
and that real reform was needed to "keep the sbip §inking."

Speaking as the Executive Director of the Califar@pecial Districts Association,
Catherine Smith, reiterated the point that districts needed tantom a stable and
predictable source of funds to provide essentialices. After 50 unsuccessful bills
relating to ERAF, local governments have shifteglrtfocus to guaranteeing the funds
they already have. The product is the proposetiivie. She emphasized that instability
hurts innovation and strategic planning, and tpatgl districts have a tough time
because their powers are even more limited thantmsuand cities’ powers. Smith noted
that public fiscal accountability is a priority,discussed it as a key component of the
proposed initiative.

Senator Torlaksoncautioned local government leaders to be carbailthe initiative
doesn’t leave an impression that the problem haa belved if the effort is successful.

He also thanked all participants for their invoharhand invited their continuing
dialogue.

Local Governments and the Governor’'s Budget
Briefings for the Senate Local Government Committee
10 a.m., Wednesday, February 20, 2002

State Capitol, Room 112

On Wednesday, February 20, the Committee will recee three briefings on how the
2002-03 State Budget may affect counties, citieqydaspecial districts. This
background paper prepares the Committee members anthe witnesses for the three
segments of the morning session. The paper suggesgtestions that the Senators



may wish to ask the witnesses.

What The LAO Thinks

Following opening remarks by Senator Tom Torlaksonthe Committee’s chair, and
Senator Bob Margett, the vice-chairman, the Legiskve Analyst’'s representatives
will brief the Committee members. Earlier that morning, Legislative Analyst
Elizabeth Hill will release her formal Analysisof the 2002-03 State Budget proposed
by Governor Gray Davis. Her staff will brief the Committee on the local

government highlights of the LAO’s new report.

The LAQO'’s staff will describe how the Governor’s Budget proposes to treat
counties, cities, and special districts during th@002-03 fiscal year. Committee
members and other observers should remember that wertain and rapidly
changing conditions in the national economy and thiederal budget influenced the
assumptions that the Davis Administration used in peparing its proposed budget.
The revisions that the Administration will releasein the middle of May will be more
important than the assumptions of late 2001.

Senators should give particular attention to two g8 of policy issues:

1. What happens to the offse® ERAF and the value of the offsetting actions
continue to be political irritants in the state-lo@l fiscal relationship. State law still
shifts property tax revenues from counties, citiesand special districts to the schools
via the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERA}: The Legislature and the
Governor have ameliorated some of the costs by priming exemptions and
exceptions to the ERAF shifts, as well as fiscal trgation with:

o A %C¢ state sales tax allocated to counties and eii for public safety.

o State funding for trial courts.

o The Citizens’ Option for Public Safety (COPS) progam for local
police.

o Fines and forfeitures for cities.

o Reimbursement to cities for booking fees paid to cmties.

o State funding for counties’ property tax administration costs.

? Does the Governor’s Budget cut state funding foryaof the ERAF
mitigation measures? If so, which measures and lmwhmuch?

? Does the Governor’s Budget cut state funding fohet state
programmatic subventions to counties, cities, anmbsial districts? For
example, what does the Governor’s Budget proposdlie Library
Foundation Program?



? Does the Governor’'s Budget propose changes to fagdor county-
run programs in public health and social welfare?

2. What are the other points of budgetary vulneraHity ? Since 1935, the state
government has levied a state excise tax on motoehicles in-lieu of local property
taxes, sending the resulting revenues to countieadcities. Starting in 1999, the
Legislature and the Governor cut the motor vehiclen-lieu tax or "Vehicle License
Fees" (VLF) that vehicle owners pay to the state g@rnment. The statute promised
to backfill counties and cities for these reducedtate revenues. Further, the statute
contains a "reverse trigger" that requires state oficials to hike VLF fees whenever
the State General Fund lacks money to pay for theermbursements. (Seéppendix
A for the text of Revenue and Taxation Code 810754][1.3][C].)

Now that the economy is in recession and the stagevernment faces budget deficits,
counties and cities worry that Governor Davis andhie Legislature may renege on
their commitment to backfill the VLF subventions. For months, they have been
asking state officials to guarantee that the statex relief will not affect local

budgets. Some observers worry that the statutory reerse trigger may not be
binding.

? Will the State General Fund have enough money in02803 to
backfill counties and cities for the state’s VLF tsP

? Is the statutory language for the reverse triggerasg enough to
require state officials to raise VLF rates if thet&e General Fund runs
out of money to backfill counties and cities? Shduhe Legislature
amend the reverse trigger language?

? Are there other subvention payments and programmadtirmulas that
might be vulnerable to budgetary cuts if the econpdoesn’t improve by
the May Revise?

? What are the specific points of potential budgetnerability that
legislators should watch?

How To Reduce The Budget's Effects On Local Governants

The second briefing on Wednesday morning will be bm a panel of legislative
advocates representing counties, cities, and spedaibstricts. In his letter inviting
their participation, Senator Torlakson asked thesdocal lobbyists to share their
advice on how the Legislature could reduce the effts of the Governor’'s Budget on
their clients.



?If the Governor’s Budget shifts costs to local gomments, what
specific programmatic changes should the Legislaguadopt to mitigate
those costs?

?If the Governor’s Budget cuts local governments eewes, what
specific statutory changes should the Legislatumdopt to mitigate those
cuts?

? Will local governments have enough money to pay floe costs of
increased public security resulting from terrorigtreats?

Senator Torlakson’s invitation also reminded the lbbyists that last October he
invited their associations to recommend state manded local programs that the
Legislature should suspend or repeal. During the s, Governor Wilson and the
Legislature suspended several state mandates, arggithat the severe recession
justified avoiding these costs. For example, statdficials suspended the requirement
for counties and cities to revise their general plas’ housing elements. Further, state
law requires the Senate Local Government Committe® hold an annual hearing to
consider any recommendations to repeal state mandad local programs. (See
Appendix Bfor the text of the statute requiring legislativehearings.) The Committee
has not received any recommendations for several es.
? What state mandated local programs do countiesgesitand special
districts want the Legislature to suspend or repeal
? Are there procedure requirements that the Legislegu
should suspend?

? Are there state-required reports that have outlivibebir
usefulness?

? Are there unjustified limits on how local officialsan spend funds that
they receive from the state government?
? How much money would these suspensions or repeals
save?
On December 27, 2001, the State Department of Fine@ submitted its annual report
on new legislation with state-mandated local progna implications. As required by
statute, the Department’s report and detailed appedices reviewed the 948 statutes
enacted during 2001, and identified the bills thaavoided providing state
reimbursement for new local costs.
? Do counties, cities, and special districts recomrdehe suspension or
repeal of state mandated local programs listed e Department of
Finance’s annual report?
? How much money would these suspensions or repeal®3

Proposed Voter Initiatives On State-Local Finance




The third and final briefing on February 20 will come from the executive directors
of the trade groups representing counties, citiesynd special districts. Frustrated by
the Legislature’s inability to pass comprehensiventergovernmental fiscal reform
bills, these associations may turn to direct demoacy to achieve their goals.

As chronicled in the Committee’s March 2001 reportTension & Ambiguity,
legislators have received plenty of sophisticateddaice about how they should
change the state government’s fiscal relationship it its counties, cities, and special
districts. (SeeAppendix Con how to order a copy of Tension & Ambiquity) Besides
listing over 50 bills that would have reformed ERAFand the fiscal relationship, the
Committee’s report also summarized eight thoughtfukeform proposals:

o Legislative Analyst, Making Government Make Sensel993.

o California Constitutional Revision Commission, Find Report and
Recommendations to the Governor and the Leqgislaturel 996.

o Public Policy Institute of California, The State-Local Fiscal
Relationship in California: A Changing Balance of ®wer. 1999.

o State Controller Kathleen Connell, SMART and SMARTER. 1999.

o Speaker's Commission on State and Local GovernmeRinance, Final
Report of the Speaker's Commission2000.

o Legislative Analyst, Reconsidering AB 8: ExploringAlternative Ways
to Allocate Property Taxes 2000.

o California State Association of Counties, A Dollarand Sense Plan for
Local Government 2000.

o League of California Cities, Report of the Leaque gecial Task Force
on Fiscal Reform 2000.

Legislators and executive branch leaders do not lador good ideas. What's lacking
is the political power to implement reforms.

? What will local officials propose to California vetrs?
? When will an initiative measure appear on a statewiballot?

? How will an initiative campaign affect legislativeeform efforts?



APPENDIX A: The VLF Reverse Trigger

Revenue and Taxation Code 810754 (a)(1.3)(C)

10754. (a)

(1.3)
(C) During any period in which insufficient moneysare available to be transferred
from the General Fund to fully fund the offsets reqired by subparagraph (A),
within 90 days of a reduction of funding, the depament shall reduce the amount of
each offset computed pursuant to that subparagrapby multiplying that amount by
the ratio of the amount of moneys actually availald to be transferred from the
General Fund to pay for those offsets to the amourdf moneys that is necessary to
fully fund those offsets.

APPENDIX B: Recommendations To Repeal State Mandase

Government Code 817562

17562. (a) The Legislature hereby finds and desltrat the increasing revenue
constraints on state and local government andiitreasing costs of financing state-
mandated local programs make evaluation of the tatiae effects of state-mandated
local programs imperative. Accordingly, it is timtant of the Legislature to establish a
method for regularly reviewing the costs of stat@adated local programs, by evaluating
the benefit of previously enacted mandates.

(b) (1) A statewide association of local agenciea Member of the Legislature may
submit a proposal to the Legislature recommendiegetimination or modification of a
state-mandated local program. To make such a pabpbe association or member shall
submit a letter to the Chairs of the Assembly Cotteaion Local Government and the
Senate Committee on Local Government specifyingrthedate and the concerns and
recommendations regarding the mandate. The assoc@atmember shall include in the
proposal all information relevant to the conclusiolfi the chairs of the committees desire
additional analysis of the submitted proposal,dha&rs may refer the proposal to the
Legislative Analyst for review and comment. Theichaf the committees may refer up
to a total of 10 of these proposals to the Legigafnalyst for review in any year.
Referrals shall be submitted to the Legislative ljsiaby December 1 of each year.

(2) The Legislative Analyst shall review and reporthe Legislature with regard to each
proposal that is referred to the office pursuargdaoagraph (1). The Legislative Analyst
shall recommend that the Legislature adopt, reggatiodify the proposal. The report
and recommendations shall be submitted annuallyed.egislature by March 1 of the
year subsequent to the year in which referralsabenitted to the Legislative Analyst.

(3) The Department of Finance shall review alludteg enacted each year that contain
provisions making inoperative Section 2229 or $ec#230 of the Revenue and



Taxation Code or Section 17561 or Section 17566lthee resulted in costs or revenue
losses mandated by the state that were not ideshtifhen the statute was enacted. The
review shall identify the costs or revenue losseslved in complying with the

provisions of the statutes. The Department of Fieashall also review all statutes
enacted each year that may result in cost savup@@azed by the state. The Department
of Finance shall submit an annual report of theengwequired by this subdivision,
together with the recommendations as it may degmogpiate, by December 1 of each
year.

(c) Itis the intent of the Legislature that thesAmbly Committee on Local Government
and the Senate Committee on Local Government hohhearing each year regarding
the following:

(1) The reports and recommendations submitted patdo subdivision (b).

(2) The reports submitted pursuant to Sections @,7/57600, and 17601.

(3) Legislation to continue, eliminate, or modifiyygprovision of law reviewed pursuant

to this subdivision. The legislation may be by sabjarea or by year or years of
enactment.

APPENDIX C: Copies of "Tension & Ambiquity"

In March 2001, the Senate Local Government Comenrtideased Tension &
Ambiquity: A Leqislative Guide to Recent Efforts Reform California’s State-
Local Fiscal Relationship

Candace Carpenter authored this 45-page reporhwghiwveys the history,
problems, and proposed solutions associated watlpéhsistently contentious
fiscal relationship between state government andatnties, cities, and special
districts.

An electronic copy of Tension & Ambiguigppears on the Committee’s
website:

www.sen.ca.gov/locgounder "Publications."

Printed copies are available for $3.23 (includiag and shipping) each from:
Senate Publications
1020 N Street, Room B-53

Sacramento CA 95814



Make checks payable to "Senate Rules Committee’plaate ask for Stock
Number 1075-S when ordering.

The Committee also received materials submittethby
witnesses. These materials could not be incorpdiatéis
document. To view the written materials submitethie
Committee, please order a copy of the report "Local
Governments and the Governor's Budget" report 19.28-

The new report summarizes the witnesses' comments,
includes the background policy paper, and repatitsf
the hand-out materials.

Order copies of the summary report directly from

Senate Publications

1020 N Street, Room B-53
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 327-2155

Single copies are $3.77, which includes shippint) saies
tax. Make checks payable to "Senate Rules Comrhittee
and request report number 1128-S.



