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ITEMS OF 
INFORMATION 

·. 

City Clerk Reimche presented the following letters of 
information: 

a) Letter from Assembly, California Legislature signed 
by Jim Costa, Richard Lehman, P~trick Johnston regarding 
displeasure with Adriana Giantu._j's actions in her 
refusal to begin work on major transportation projects 
previously approved by Transportation Commission as 
part of the 1982 S.T.I.P. 

b) Lette)- from State Senator John Garamendi concerning 
fiscal d~cisions made in 1982-83 state budget and 
fundin9 loca~ governmental services. 

c) Release ai-oiii ttayor, City of Norco requesting opposition 
to S8 53 which was passed pemitting the transfer of 
property from one city i~to another without providing 
an effective method for the de-annexating city to protest. 
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For Your Infornullion 

( :ornpliments of 

ASSEMBLYr-.·1A~\ PATRICK JOHNSTON 

2fll h Dist riel 

( :ahfornia Le~islatur«> 

·®· 
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JIM COSTA 
ASSB!at YMA.-.;,lHI~TIHH l>ISJ~ICT 

July 16, 1982 

Mr. Michael Evanhoe 
Executive Director 
California Transportation Commission 
1120 N Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Mr. Evanhoe, 

We are writing to express our extreme displeasure with the recent 
actions of Adriana Gianturco in her refusal to begin work on major 
transportation projects that were previously approved by the 
Trar;sportaticn Conunission as part of the 1982 S.T.I.F. 

These highway projects are vital to providing safe roadways for all 
Californians. While we do not. demean the need to encourage mass 
transit, the previously approved highway improvement projects should 
proceed unobstructed by Gianturc0's philosoph1cal opposition to 
freeway COilstruction. 

Any delay in commencing construction on these highway projects means 
that thousands of lives continue to be needlessly endangered. We 
are confidel1t that the Commission recognizes the dire need to make 
California's higr.ways as safe as possible and will vote tc retain 
funding for these freeway construction projects in the 1982 S.T.l.P. 
We look for~ard to working with you and the Commission toward this end. 

Thank you for your conGideration and swift action in this regard. 

Ancer:Ay, 
. 1~/ 

(/:JsTA 
er of the 
District 

Assembly 
f;~Hk;tA,~ 
!-~ember of the Asse.'nbly 
31st District 

cc: Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. 
Adriana Giantu1co 
Members, California Transportation Commission 
Speaker Willie L. Browr., Jr. 
President Pro Tempore David Roberti 

CK JOHNSTON 
Member of the Assembly 
26th District 

Senate Transportation Committee C~.1irman, J·.)hn Foran 
Assembly Transportation CoiTunittee Chairman, Bruce Young 
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C!talifornia §~anatt 
July 13, 1982 

The Honorable Fred Reed 
Mayor, City of Lodi 
221 w. Pine 
Lodi, CA 95240 

Dear Mayor Reed: 

By nov you are probably informed about the fiscal decisions'which 
were aade in the 1982-83 state budget. As in past years, funding 
local governmental services was one of the more difficult decisionse 
No two cities, counties, or special districts are alike, and thus 
no sing~e formula suits e&ch well. 

The allocation problem was compounded this year by the small size 
of the revenue pot. Negot.iating the budget in the Conference 
Committee vas a grueling experience. Massive savings amounting 
to $400 million in ~edi-Cal plus reductions in other programs 
made it posaible to hold local program cuts to a minimum. 

You will be receiving from the Department of Finance informa-
tion on the amount of state support coming to the City of Lodi but 
you may also be interested in the enclosed printout. These 
figures compare the losses from state bailout computed according 
to the various formulas involved. The figure in column 4 approxi
mates the total reduction of state support for Lodi. 

Many of you contacted me throughout the spring and summer when 
bttdget items weri: discussed. Your information was helpful and I 
appreciated receiving your phone calls and letters. 

JG:mci 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

State Cap1tol. Sacramento. Calitornta 95814 
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CITY of NORCO 

C'!fY :-tALL 39S4 OLD HAMNER • TELEPHONE 1714)735·3900 • P.O. BOX 428. NORCO, C 

July 22, 1982 
82 DCD 241 

Honorable Mayor and 
City Council 

SUBJECT: OPPOSITION TO SB 53 

Gentlemen: 

Recently the Norco City Manager wrote to your City 
Manager requesting opposition to SB 53. Many cities 
responded, but unfortunately ·the bill passed the 
AsseJTlbly Committee and is now ready for Assembly 
vote in early August, 1982. Therefore, we would 
appreciate your quick response. 

-· 
This bill will permit the transfer of property-:.·from 
one city into another without providing an effective 

·method for the deannexatlng city to protest. The 
bill is sponsored by development interest and has 
great support from construction and labor organiza
tions. They are using this bill as a precedent to 
bring the State into local land use decisions regard
ing residential development. 

Attached are copies of a·:ticles that give furthe·r 
insight into this· matter. Would you please revit."'W 
this matter with your Cotmcil and submit your 
opposition to the Assemblymen and Senator represeating 
your area. 

Sincerely, 

~ tJ1iilA7-, 
RON WILDF~·~ 
Mayor, City of Norco 

RSP: pke 
Atta~hments 

RON WILDFONG 
p,/.;oyo< 

F. R. .. PHIL .. JONES 
Mayor P'ro l'Pn." 

CITY COUNCIL 

NAOMI R. FEAGAN 
Couneitwoman 

LORI GREGO 
Counellwoi .:an 

STEVE M. NATHAN 
Counc:ll,...n 
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The Business Cycle And Investments In The li'~ture 
We have all been raised to accept the traditional .. business cycle .. as a fact of life 

in a free economy, and one so predictable that it can almost be planned upon. 
Directly related to this business cycle is a "legislative cycle .. that has also become 
predictable, but anathema to good government. 

Put bluntly: when business is bad, legislators are easy. Govemment does not 
wish to appear at fault when the private sector suffers its low cycle, and legislators 
arc willing to do quite a bit to avoid creating such an impression. 

This principle has been prominently demonstrated in the housing area, where 
well-financed developers have used the virtual depression in housing in California 
to their political advantage, hoping some legislative gains over local control of land 
use will make the next boom a more profitable one. 

Thus, development interests haye found nn ear for their proposal to limit local 
rules requiring developers to dedicate )and for local parks. Instead of the typical 
five acres per thousand planned population, the Legislature would allow no more 
than two and a half. Developers say fewer parks mean more houses for Jess money. 
Planners say the money saved would be a tiny percentage of a house's total price, 
and the cost in standard of living would be serious, if not measurable. 

Ordinarily, such a biiJ would be referred to the Assembly Local Government 
Committee, where the city interest would be weighed. With a housing de1>ression 
on, it has been referred instead to the Housing and Community Development 
Committee and it appears unstoppable, short of a gubernatorial veto . 

. · · · Another example: a plan to transfer 900 acres from on~ city to another- over 
their objections- because the owner claims more housing units will result. And 
Jet's not forget last year"s •·new cities .. bill to allow developments completely 
outside local land use planoing, all in the name of the housing crisis. 

The state budget itself- a reflection of the seriousness of our current recession 
-shows how a cyclical business downturn can permanently alter the strocture of 
government, as the state usurps tradition;\} local revenue sources for its own 
immediate use. 

Sacrificing the livability of tomorrow's communities to shore \~P today's 
corporate balance sheet or state general fund may be a predictable effect of the 
business cycle on t,he legislative process- but it i~ not good government, and it's a 
poor in\'estment in our future. 
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Montoya Says He Wants More Housing? l'·Iot Contributions 
By ROBERT F AlRBAN'KS. Times Staff Writtr 

j \CRA}.!E:\TO-T'r.c author of a 
l c0.;6-w-s1al b1!l that would over-

! r:dc 1 -w~::-:g laws a.nd benefit an 
o~;;.ngc County land developl':'lcnt 
!:r:n s;.:d Tuesday th<~t his only goal 

·~1s to sum:: late hous1ns constructiOn. 
~~n. J esc-ph Momoya ( D- Wha • 

. uer l S<&ld h1s n;casure 1s <mncc at 
j rerr.ovtr.g "cl:tlst" ollst:.clcs to 

hv~s:ng constr.Jctton 1:: ~orco in 
western H1vt'rs1de Cour.ty. 

! The b:l!. wh;rh coulc ch.ar.gc the 
· :\orco c1ty bo~.:r.d.o::cs w1t:-.out the 

c::y's co:-1sent. u oppc~cd by ~orco, 
tl".t' Lc.1guc of Ca!1forma Cnies and 
t~c iC',plators who rcprcscr.t the 
;-.; orco <J.~ca. h :s supported by con· 
rt:-uct:c:l tr;;.de ur.:cn groups and 

. pub:;c 1r:tcrcst law f1rnu, wh1ch 
:.;; cc.ntcnd that the proposed develop· 

m"~'~t would help case housmg 
s ages fo: the poor. 
..... t know ti:at I've gotten. a 

pen;., .m campa:gn contribuUor.s l 

frol':'l '~esc guys ( t~c t:lcvelcpc:-s l." 
~to,,· Jya declared. 

•·, WOt;~d USU:':'le l!'.ey WOuld b.:: 
r .-atcful and they could cor.tr·.bu~c. 
Ot;t I'm gomg down tl'.c l:nc because 
or hous;ng. That's 4,200 Units," he 
added. 

Montoya's bill has st1rrcd in· 
crcasms publicny ia~c:y, mc.-;~ly nt'· 
gauvc. :-.-o~ only :s the !cg:slat:on 
cor.trovcrs1al bec.-.usc o! :ts clN: 
SpCCl.ll interest, but ~he l;md CCVCl • 
opc:s who would benefit h.::. vc a:: 
t;r,usual prominence. 

Tl".c two. R1chard Ower: and 
Robert Gro.r:t. wc~e ccn~:-al to tht' 
Hl79 bnbery conv:ctior. of ~o:-mer 
Orangt' Co:.:nty supt'rvisor Ralph A. 
Dlt'Cnch. Accord1r.g :.o testimony. 
D1cdnch asitcd for mo:1ey from 
Grant'!! devclopr:-.cnt f1rm :n rcl\ll'!, 
for helping to chanse ;;n Oro:msc 
Cour.ty zomng restr:ction. 

The requests were m:~de to Owen 

-a top cmp!·')ycc of Grant-wl':o 
arra;.b:!·.: :::-. .: :out;:-\iy SlO:'J.OOO pay
off. :\c::.~c: Grant no: Owen was 
cl'.a:;:cd :;1 :.he Dlc<!:lch case. 

:.~on:.cva sa;d th"t he knew nolh· 
H~S of Ower: and Grant's back· 
grour.d when he :11rrccd to carry :.he 
kt;1~l;:.t1cr. that ·.•:culd help them. 
"Tl".t'J' got accc~s to my doer 
thro;.;,;h (lobby;~;~ l Joh:1 Wit:.:d." 
:~~o::toyc. sa:d. 

Lohby1:;: f:::J:-:c:,il :-~ports show 
t:·.at W:~;:e:. who al::o :-cprcsent:lll·.e 
c::y of Sr.n D:csc. rccc:vcd S5.000 
!~J:n Ov.·cn ar.ci Grar.t last year c.. 
abc;.;t ~!'".(' tomt' ~!or:~oyn took up the 
b;!!. -:·:-.t· ~v:c pa:':l W:tz~: ancthci 
$~.C0:l ca~:y :n 1932. 

:.~cnr.wh1lc. Owen and Grant c.lso 
arc pay:r.3 S5.000 a :nonth lo Geyer 
Ass.)c:atc.s. a lol::byir.c; f1rm. The 
f1r:n. w~:c!". spec:::!:zc:: :n hou!mg 
dt'velopmer.t icg:::lat:on. IS handling 

Plt.a5e see UILL, r11ge 2 

· i:os Angclc.G (rhnc.G 
Wednesday, june 16, 1982 

Sf3S3 -;:.,·lc 

----.. ·---··-,. .... .J' 

2 Part li/Wcdncsday, june 16, 1982 * 

BKLL: I-Iousing 
Continued !rom First rag.~ 
the bill on a day-to-day l::u.is. 

-- ~ ...... 

The b:U would a:low Owen and Gra:1t to bu;ld 4,000 
homes on a SGS-acre pa:ce! r· .. r;•mtly within t.ic cit;f of 
Norco. with 25% or the d,vellin:~s priced for lOW• to 
modera~-income buyers. ln efre<.t, the oeasure woul:i 
change ~o:-.:o's bo\!ncaries, plac~1'\g the parcel in t."le 
neighboring CitY or Corona. . 

(The action would req~irc Corona's approvtl. Owc-n · · 
tnd Gra,t have present~ their pl;m tc Coror.a officiaLs. 
but the officials havi! not sa:.d yet whether they want 
the development.) 

Ur.dcr current law, N'o:-co-whose laws would pre· 
ve:-.t the devclop:r.cnt-cou!d veto such a "c!canncxil· 
Uon" proceeding. Bu~ the bill would abolish the city's 
veto power. 

B:.od Plcr.dcr, No:co director of commul'lity :!evelop· 
mcnt. Sdid Owen nnd Gr:~r.t. who were nol im~lcdiatcly 
available for comment, own about 700 acres cf ~he par
r.~!. 

Plender said he be:icvcs the developme:nt, wh1ch 
would 1:-.cludc conimcrcia: properties, would have an 
overall value o! between SSw l':'li!lion ar;d S400 million. 
l! Owen and Grant took a "conscrvat.ive" prufit of W% • 
he said, ~~cy stand lo make from S30 mtl::on to S40 mil· 
lion. A !pcke.$man for the deve!opcrs said ~hey paid 
$3,000 pc: acre und have spcr.: S750,000 on studies. 

About SO acre.) :l the Nc:-co la."ld is owned by the 
Church ''f Jesus Chr,:;t of Latter-day Saints. Elliott 
Christensen. an investr.'ler.t manager at church head· 
quarters in Snlt Lake City, said churct: of(icials estimat· 
ed that the church land, when developed, would have a 
v:lue of si·o.ooo an ac:e. 

Norco officials contend th.1tthe1r city, populat!on 20.· 
roo. 1s uniqu~ bcea·.Jsc of 1ts rural life style and because 
it encourages the raising of animals. ~ruch of the city Is 
eh;Aractcrizcd by half -acrt' lou on which others raise 
swi:;r., lihe~p. goJts, cov.•s. r.:::.bils and hors~s. 

Althoush the area is "ru:-al," they said. it is r.ot "eli· 
us:..·· New ,atf-acre !ot ho:nes fall well below the mar
ket prices in Orange and Los Ar.geies eounticll. 
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Montoya's Movable Acres 
H

~ ere·s another slippery one. Sen. Joseph 
S Montoya of Whittier is sponsoring legisln

tlon, apparently for the benefit of one group or 
developers, which would allow the transfer or 
roughly 900 acres tram one city ln nlverslde 
County to another without the approval of the 
city ln which It is now located. 

The urrcclt~d pnrcel, now within the city or 
Norco, is owned by Orange County developers 
Richard Owen nnd 'Robe~t Grant. who want to 
have lt annexed to the ndjacenl city of Corona 
where. It appear5. they expect to get better 
terms tor a proposed high-<lenslty housing 
development. · 

Under edsting law. the qpproval of both 
cities ls required when a parcel of land is 
transferred from one to be nnnexed to anolh
er. Under Montoya's blll, SB 53. which Is 
scheduled for a hearing before the Assembly 
Committee on Hous!ng and Community Devel
opment next week, the clty in which the land 
Is now located would have no choice over the 
tmns!er lf the m~jorlty of the landowners ln 
the arrocted area nsk for the transfer nnd ir 
certain other conditions nrc satisfied. Owen 
and Grant are the only landowners In the uf
rccted nrcn. 

The backers or SB 53 argue that lt"s justUied 
because transfer of the Owen-Grant land to 

the city or Corona will provide more Jaw- nnd 
moderate-income housing ln the development · 
thnn the Norco City Counc\1 wHl permit. "I 
don't think," Owen told a Riverside County 
newspaper ... they should force their horse 
community on us: They're arrnld they will get 

. forced out or their horse comm.mlty it they 
develop." The League or Cnlltornla Cities, 
which strongly opposes the bill. argues, on the 
other hand, thst the measure Interferes with 
locul bnd-use decl5ion:mn!dn3 nnd, although 
It affects only one situation, sets a bad prec
edent for others. 

The league. of course, ls correct. If the L~g
lslature wants to encourage low- and 

modf'rnte-lncome housing deveivpment, there 
are .rar better ways to do lt. This kind of spe
cial Interest leslslatlon can only encouragt 
other developers with political muscle to try 
to coerce municipalities Into more favorable 
plannln3 and. zoning decl~lons with the threat 
that. if their demands are not met. they, too. 
will run to the Legislature for a special deaL 

. A year ago. the goyernor wisely vetoed 
another odious piece or legislation draned to 
benefit n single lnfiuential developer. One 
hopes that this time the Legislature will save 
him tha trouble. AB 53 ls the worst kind of 
special Interest blll. It should be defeated. 

. . 

. . 
' 

~. 



ost o1 us arc . ught rrom earliest 
childhood to P• v the game by the 
rul~. winning or losing as tb~ case 

IJ!hl l~t>. 
It b unf:\lr. we an• tuld, tu ch.-.ngc the 

In the m lddle or the game so as to gain 
advant:~gc over one's op~t. 

homlllt5 
>ot•wltlut~mdllng. one. of the 

more frequent 
~glsJalllve sltu:.Uons 

~t sortol 
<l"•kl-l!11me rule cllangtng. · 

Soi1DeoJ"e Jo.~a 
liOilildlhln:IC. usually money. 

50rt or local 
or e1:012omk: duel Walters 
hies hlmseU to Sacramento, cash ln 

to htrc a lobbyist, spread around some: 
gain some advantage over the 

~iiUmpl18nt roe. 
or my favorite examples occurred a 
so ago wbtn a bunch or junll dealers 

prerer the n"me "auto dlsmanUers'') 
of losing out on bid! 'or wrecked 

lo JH"fl'Onlfwlt.4) wantrd to rnt.,re lhc 
:m.ltenlnf';t. They 1•n·vallc:d u,,.,., an 
;~~crll~thlvnt:an Itt r"rrylr~tblntlnn tlu•t. In 

l•mhlhllC'Cilh~ rt'l'lnretll from hhhlh11( 
wrcc:k:l. The bill wps dropped nrtt·r 11 

pttbllrlly. 
l.tk~be. some l(arbage c:oUc:ctlcm 

Mnpantes whu hrld runtrncb rrum dllt·s 
''"I rountles nnd didn't wnnt lu )et•pnrldze 

• 0 

them through competitive bic!dlng persuaded 
the polltlc:lans to eliminate the bidding 
requirement In the law. Tb:t' one made It 
throu~eb tbe proc."CU.rt'l~:trell•·~~ ufJIUhli<"lly. 

The most active leftlsl:.lln ruh• rh:an.:•~rs 
have been land developers who have run Uil 
against a growing reluct:.nre e>f 1~:.1 
~c:rnm~ls to npProvr thrlr !Wht>mr.:.:. 

The most celebrated cnst". which surfaced 
last year.lnvolved South~rn t:alilomln 
developer Nathan Shapell, \Obu uSl-d his 
position as chairman of a stn:e housing 
commission to promote Jeglshttlon th:.l 
b)'Passed local goyemment to aulhorh:e 
~rcallon or up to nve "nc.-w rilles ... 

Not so c:nlnc:ldentally, Sha1x:ll had one 
such proj«l that h:td run afoul or ICK·al 
opposition In Ventura Cottnty. 

The new dllH bill became the must 
~ontrovtrslnl piece of lc.:lsl:ttlcm In lhr I !Jill 
session and wu· 'lilly killed by a veto Crom 
Gov. Brown, who orlgln~lly had agretd to 
sign I\ but knuckled under lo press pressure. 

That experience has not, or cuurse, soured 
the a;>pellle or developers and others with 
flnAnr.lnl lniC"!"C"IIbl let C"nhmu-r fur ruh•· 
chanKin)l campl'\ll(ns In S:tcr ;un•·nt•:. 

T~tko, for In~;\ llllt"f', " llltlr hill hrlnK 
l'huUh.-d lhr~J(h the pr!K"c:.s hy St-n .• lo!ICI'I; 
Montoya, who r<!prC:SC.'11l~ ll llbtrld In the 
t'&sl lllde Of )..O!I J\nl(dt'S. 
· The Mnntoyn bill, Slls.1, wuulcl t•llnw lhc• 
Jtobert II. Grnnt t:o. or Nt"wvurt llt-:trh lo 
delnrh llt'll~ly 1,0110 nc-rc·li Jn.m Nun·n, 11 

~~om:• II S:m lh·rnnrtllun C't•lllll ~· l"lly. nnd · 
rr:alt:u-!t UK" Jtrt~JK'rty to an OltiJ:tC.·t·nt rll y. 
Corona. 

Norco bas t"efused lo app(ove Grant'& 
plans lor a ~.OCJO.hou~ subdivblon on lbe 
proprrty. 1t Sl\)'11 that ls too dt-ns~ :tnd W"'•\d 
put too m\wh of n strain on 1\11 ulllltlc5. 

Gr:~nt hired two vcttornn letbbybl'. Job" 
Wlt7.t•l and Hc·yrr A1>,..ll"l:th•,;. 1:1 "wnrtt•• tht' 
bill • .-lttrlt Is rurn'lllly n·11lding In the 
A~mbly's lluwlng and Community 
Denklpmrnl r.ornmlllt.'t'. 

Wbn1 thr nteot.'IUn• rame ~ern~ lht.• 
comrnltlet: rnr a hear in~ rcct.•ntly. It W:tl> 

a~rMtt lh;~t lbc- lohbyllil~> lt;ul dmae llll'lr 
pnpuralocy spadc:•·orlc well. Thr I'Ontcwh"t 
nalv~ repmentallvH or Norco, J~d by 
Mayor Ron WlldrMg. were berated and 
b:alt~ by c:ommlttet" mt'mbt!r11 wbn had bC'Ct1 
pwPJICd by the ptUJ!fJIK'tl\5 af the blll 

ThrJ were: am;sed of hnvlnt: an t'1111:4, 
anti-growth ~llltude. One reporter covering 
th~ mattt'r ror a :\an nrrnarc!lno nMv~Jlnper ' 
termed n. In ,,rlnt. "II legl~lilll'lu Vcr5lon of 
Jtnng rasw.:· . 

The t.tontoya bill would set aside a long· 
standing provision or state Jaw lbat requ1rcs 
tiN: t'OII$t'nt of a dty before property c:an be 
detached lrom Its boundaries. UndEr tiK: blll, 
only the owners or the atrccted propt'rty-ln 
thl" ("l\!14" Gr:tnl· · would h:lVt• lhr cl('("h:lnn· 
maiLing powt·r. 

8
. (1\."tnJ:h•~ lhr ntk-!1 ••f '"')' .::mu• whllr !l'l> 
tUIIH•Iu~ 11hayc•d 15. or \'llurw, :m lnvllutlun 
o :m:trrhy. If lilt> t:am<• 1!1 lll•lillc!l nnd JtUhiiC' 

p:tll . .:y. It l'hnt•ly 1nr11n~> llmt who>t.ov._.r Jm11 lhr. 
mnst annnry nnd mta:<"d\• l•rc·v:tlh•. 

IJ;m U';lltr•rs Lo; c111c·t nt 1111• Utrltm '$ 
CIIJIII!IIlmr.·;m. · 
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t..As. Alice M. Reimche, City Clerk 
City of Lodi 
P.O. Box 320 
Lodi, CA 95241 

Dear Ms. Reimche: 

Thank you for your concern regarding the pr~sed reductions in state assistance to local 
agencies. 

This year's budget was one of the most difficult problems focing our state. Given our 
current economic condition, it was not possible to grant any cost-of-living adjustments to 
state programs or state employees. Additionally, we were forced to reduce post
Proposition 13 assistance to local agencies by $269 million. The Governor's budget 
proposed o $450 million reduction which would hO"Je taken nearly all of local agency 
revenue growth. The final budget will take slightly more than one half of the growth in 
local discretionary revenue. 

Late in the budget discussions, o proposal was mode in the Assembly to run the ''Def lotor" 
mechanism which would hove 'Niped out all of the state subventions to local government. 
The efft'!Ct would have bef:-n "reverse bailout" -- we would toke more revenue thcwl 
provided in Proposition 13 assistance. Additionally, this would hove given the state a 
surplus of over $1 billion. The Senate Leadership took a strong position ~Jnst allowing 
the Deflator to operate. lnsteod, it was our view that o reasonable r~ tion ln state 
subventioos was preferred so long as it did not exceed post-Proposition 13 assistance. 

It is important to note !hat long term Proposition 13 state aid, embodied in the shift of 
property tax from schools to cities and counties, remains. This is wcrth ~350 millivfl in 
property taxes to local agencies. The 1982-83 budget did not change this basic policy. 

For the first time since World War II, the state is going to spend less money than it did In 
the prior fiscal year. Our revenue for next year is expected to grow at less than I%. We 
ore forced to do ·.vhat locol agencies hove been doing the lost two years -- reduce 
programs and services. Although there was pressur0 to end the post-Proposition i 3 
assistance and finance cost-of-living adjustments for other state priorities, it has been our 
view that the maintenance of the property tax bose is for more important to local finance 
even though it requires year-to-year reductions in state subventions. 

- . ~ 
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For the long term, we must ovoid on onnuol debate about the amount of reduction in state 
subventions. Instead, we must begin developing long term changes in our public finance 
system which will provide maximum local flexibility in the delivery of local services. 

DAVID ROBERTI 


