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CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

COUNTY OF LLOS ANGELES

874-1101

JAMES C. HANKLA

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

April 23, 1985

HONORABLE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
County of Los Angeles
383 Hall of Administration

Dear Supervisors:

713 HALL OF ADMINISTRATION / LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 80012

1985-86 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD
EDMUND D. EDELMAN
CHAIFMAN

PETER F SCHABARLIM
KENNETH HAHN
DEANE DANA
MICHAEL D ANTONOVICH

The 1985-86 County budget recommendations are noteworthy more for
what is excluded from the budget than for what is included. For

example,

this budget does not include funding for the following:

Potential Unfinanced Requirements

Replacement of General Revenue Sharing
Governor's Foster Care match increase

Potential property tax loss to cities
pursuant to SB 1091

Maintenance of State standards for:

- Jail operations

- Juvenile detention operations

- Trial courts

- Child welfare services

- Health care for Medically Indigent Adults

Pay raises for County employees (marks the
second zero pay raise in three years)

COLA for General Relief grants

General Relief caseload increases

Major pending litigation and audit paybacks
Totals

Combined Total

$408.6

Not Partially
Controllable Controllable
by Board by Board
(Millions)
$ 60.0 $ B

17.3 _
1209 Vo=

-— 138.7

— 5-0

— 12.2

_— 7.1

e 202

— 75.0

e 4.8

3.3 -

40.1 -

$ 133.6 $ 275.0
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These unfinanced requirements have been conservatively estimated.
Given this projection, inadequate reserves, and no new independent
revenues, service level reductions beyond those contained in these
recommendations will likely be necessary. Accordingly, Attachment I
lists alternative budget curtailments in $5 million increments.
Because not all potential requirements may come due in 1985-86,
we have assumed only up to a $100 million loss in financing. We
will further refine this analysis pursuant to Board direction and
as Federal, State, and local funding deficiencies become known.

BUDGET OVERVIEW

Total County Budget

1984-85 1985-86 1]
Requirements Adj. Allow. Recommended Change Change
General County $5,085,663,029 $5,346,108,756 $ 260,445,727 5.1
Other Funds 963,879,730 900,161,985 (-63,717,745) (-6.6)
TOTAL $6,049,542,759 $6,246,270,741 $ 196,727,982 3.2
Available Funds
Discretionary Revenues - General County
Property Taxes $1,103,765,283 $1,216,606,673 $ 112,841,390 10.2
Other 502,569, 347 466,137,699 (-36,431,6u8) (-7.2)
Fund Balance 33,338,515 - (-33,338,515) (-100.0)
Subtotal $1,639,673,145 $1,682,744,372 § Uu3,071,227%= 2.6
Restricted $4,409,869,614 $4,563,526,369 $_ 153,656,755 3.5
TOTAL $6,049,542,759 $6,246,270,741 $ 196,727,982 3.2
Budgeted
Positions 71,894.7 72,495.0 600.3 0.8

The significant amount of unfinanced requirements reflects an

inadequate growth in discretionary revenues®* (i.e., property

taxes, sales taxes, and other unrestricted funds) with which to

finance increases in State-mandated costs, mandatory matching
requirements, inflation, and other unavoidable cost increases.
Although property taxes are expected to increase by $112.8 million
in 1985-86, this is largely offset by the loss of other revenues
and carryover fund balance. Thus, only $43.1 million in net new

discretionary revenue is available.
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CHANGES IN REQUIREMENTS FROM FISCAL YEAR 1984-85

Fiscal Requirements

General County

Mandated Caseload/Workload

-- Welfare
- AFDC (Chart 26)
- General Relief (Chart 25)
- Administration

-- Health Care

-- Mental Health

-= Jails (Chart 20)

-— Courts

Program Expansions

-- Sheriff

-- Probation

-=- Fire

~-- District Attorney
-= Children's Services

Program Curtailments

-= Health Care - MIA (Chart 28)

-= Probation

Total Net County
Appropriation Cost
Change Change
(millions)

$ 80.8 $ 3.6

3.2 3.9

Ts1 1.8

U7.6 (-1.3)

17.8 1.4

11:5 10.3

15.1 4.0

6.2 (=1.2)

125 1.2

1.5 0-3

1.0 =

10.5 (=3.1)

(=9.7) (=10.7)

(-1.6) (-1.6)
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Total Net County
Appropriation Cost
New Facilities Staffing Change Change
(millions)
-- Olive View Replacement $ 10.0 $ T3
-=- Mira Loma Women's Facility 0.8 0.8
-- Museum of Art Expansion 0.4 0.4
-- Hollywood Court 0.3 0.3
Inflation
-- 1985-86 Salaries and Employee
Benefits Increases - --
-- 1984-85 Salaries and Employee
Benefits Increase Carryover 50.0 36.2
-- Utilities 10.8 10.7
Economies and Efficiencies (-6.9) (-5.8)
Capital Projects 0.6 (-6.9)
Delinguency Reserve 8.2 8.2
All Other (-6.3) (-16.7)
Total General County $ 260.4 $ 43.1
Other Special Funds and Districts $ (-63.7) $ -
Total Budget $ 196.7 $ 43.1

Budgeted Positions

As summarized below, the recommended increase of 600.3 budgeted
positions is primarily in priority service areas. All other County
functions have been recommended at a net of 3.1 positions, with
increases largely offset as a result of contracting efforts.
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Positions Positions at
Position Revenue Net County

Service Area Change Offset Cost
Children's Services 342.2 313.8 28.14
Sheriff 144.0 65.0 79.0
Mental Health 52.0 52.0 -
District Attorney 34.0 34.0 -

Subtotal 597.2 489.8 107.4
Total 600.3 837.4 (=-237.1)

Attachment II and page 4 of the recommendations provide detailed
information on total County budgeted positions.

COUNTY FISCAL RECOVERY -- A MYTH

It is ironic that I must present a bare-bones budget for County
services while cities and the State as a whole are experiencing
economic expansion and building reserves. It is doubly ironic
that the State's current robust economy is due in great part to
the economic importance and prosperity of Los Angeles County.
Charts 4, 5, and 6 illustrate the County's preeminence as the State's
center of manufacturing, business, and international trade.
Nonetheless, the County does not benefit proportionally in the
economic upturn because:

-- Its principal revenue source, the property tax, is limited by
Constitutional amendment, and increases in assessed value have
been eroded by tax increment financing. As a result, since
1974-75, $575.5 million in property tax revenues have been
diverted to Community Redevelopment Agencies (CRA's) at the
expense of General Fund and special district services to
County residents. Curiously, the annual General Fund loss is
about equal to our annual General Relief expenditure. A case
may be made that CRA's, which have removed the lowest income
housing, may have contributed to the housing needs of those
persons currently regarded as homeless.

-- Inflation-sensitive revenue sources such as the sales tax are
only minimally available to the County because most areas in
the County that generate sales tax are incorporated or are quickly
annexed. Chart 12 demonstrates that we receive only 6.5% of
the sales tax in the county, compared with an average of 18.1%
for other counties. We have the second lowest per capita sales
tax distribution in the State.
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-- Notwithstanding the fact that the County does not share in the
general prosperity, the County is required to respond to
increasing human needs and social problems. State-mandated
local costs for open-ended, caseload-driven programs such as
welfare, health care, jails and the courts are disproportionate
compared to other areas in the State and have been escalating
at a far higher rate than County discretionary revenues
(Chart 14).

-- The County has no independent revenue source to fund its unique
needs. Unlike cities, counties cannot impose taxes or charges
in excess of costs. Essentially, the County has a fixed revenue
base and must trim other critical County services to fit whatever
revenue is left after State-mandated services have been provided.
Chart 10 compares cities and counties by revenue source and
illustrates that revenues available to counties are narrower,
more limited, and not sensitive to general economic growth.

To assure the continued provision of c¢ritical mandated and
non-mandated County services, additional discretionary revenue
(either through independent authority, increased subventions,
State assumption of costs, or reduced mandates) must be provided.

LEGISLATIVE RELIEF

The 1984 legislative session provided only partial fiscal relief
to counties. For the first time in three years, local Vehicle
License Fee revenues were not reduced in order to balance the
State budget. Additional Vehicle License Fee revenues were
provided to counties 1in exchange for elimination of Business
Inventory Exemption revenue reimbursement. The distribution of
accelerated lien date revenue to all local agencies was advanced
by one year.

Other problems and unfinanced requirements were recognized by the
State but not addressed. There was no relief from State mandates
and no provision for an independent revenue source for counties.
There was no provision for State funding of the courts.

The local financing legislation created certain new problems.
There was an overly optimistic projection of the property tax
revenues that would be generated in 1984-85 and 1985-86 by the
new accelerated lien date provisions. Moreover, due to program
complexities, these revenues are now estimated to be less than
one-half of the amounts projected in 1984. New Vehicle License
Fees revenues also did not reach projected levels. In addition,
the legislation did not provide for adequate replacement of the
shortfall for special districts created by elimination of the
Business Inventory Exemption reimbursement.
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Despite these problems and unfinanced requirements, which are prime
contributing factors to the County's current fiscal problems,
there is a misperception in Sacramento that counties were "taken
care of" in 1984 and no longer have fiscal needs. Indeed, current
State budget proposals shift new costs to counties by increasing
the State-mandated County match for foster care. This would more
than offset the partial fiscal relief provided by the 1984 1local
financing legislation.

The State's misunderstanding of county fiscal reality must be
corrected. At the very least, a legislative moratorium is needed
to prevent further cost shifts (e.g., foster care match increase)
and revenue transfers (e.g., SB 1091 regarding no property tax
cities) which negatively impact counties. In addition, the
unfinished business of the county component of local government
financing must be addressed before the start of the 1985-86
fiscal year.

Necessary
Fiscal Relief
Legislative Proposals (millions)
1. Retain the 95/5% state-county foster care $ 173
sharing ratio for neglected and abused
children.
2. Increase the Medically Indigent Adult 32.2
allocation to counties to reflect 70% of
former state costs and county workload
increases as originally intended.
3. Provide a new independent revenue source for 75.0
counties.
4, Transfer to the State the full 143.0
responsibility for funding courts and
court-related operations.
5. Exempt local government from sales tax. 9.0
6. Provide adequate funding to cover the net 10.0
shortfall to dependent special districts
affected by the loss of Business Inventory
Exemption Reimbursement.
7 Replace any revenue loss to counties if 18.5
property taxes are allocated to cities
($12.9 million general fund; $18.5 million
including special districts).
8. Provide equitable treatment with cities 45.0

in not requiring adjustments for prior
property tax misallocation.

Total $ 350.0
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ATTACHMENTS

Additional attachments to this transmittal letter include overviews
of budget recommendations for major programs (Attachment III),
capital projects (Attachment IV), the assumptions on which the
budget recommendations are based (Attachment V), and management
improvements (Attachment VI). Attachment VII is the table of
charts. Attachment VIII contains several charts which provide
graphic illustration of the overall County condition and of current
trends affecting County revenues, expenditures, and services.

BUDGET CALENDAR

Consistent with the County Code and State law, the following
schedule for budget hearings and budget deliberations is proposed:

Board Action Target Date
-- Adopt Proposed Budget (on or before May 5). April 23
-- Commence public budget hearings. June T
-- Conclude public hearings. June 14
-- Commence final budget deliberations. July 8
-- Adopt final budget (on or before August 1 July 19

pursuant to County Code).

FURTHER REPORTS ON BUDGET

Prior to your deliberations on the final budget for 1985-86, we
will be filing supplemental reports, including:

-- Legislative updates on 1985-86 State and Federal budget
revisions and the changes impact, if known, on the Recommended
Budget.

-- Final revisions reflecting final State Budget action and our
latest estimates of requirements and available funds.

-- Policy reports, as required, on specific program areas such
as potential Beilenson Hearings for reductions in health
services.

-- Department head policy issues and disagreements with the
budget recommendations.
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APPROVAL OF PROPOSED BUDGET

Board approval of a proposed budget is required under the County
Code by May 5, to set the budget as an agenda item for further
consideration by the Board and the public. The date provides the
basis for the Auditor-Controller to have printed and distributed
a Proposed Budget to be available for consideration and comment
during public budget hearings. Adjustments to the budget, including
revisions necessary to reflect Board funding priorities and State
and Federal budget actions, can be made at the conclusion of public
hearings.

Certain department heads take issue with these recommendations
and will file requests with you to fund additional requirements.
As the policy-making body for the County, your Board may wish to
modify the recommendations as set forth.

THEREFORE, IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT THE BOARD:

Order such revisions, additions, and changes to the Chief
Administrative Officer's Recommended Budget as you deem
necessary and approve the revised figures as the Proposed
Budget for 1985-86; instruct the Auditor-Controller to have
the necessary copies printed; order the publication of
necessary notices; and tentatively set June 7, 1985 as the
date on which public hearings will begin.

Respectfully submitted,

C. HANKLA
Chief Administrative Officer
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Attachment I

ALTERNATIVE BUDGET CURTAILMENTS

The Board must consider the possibility that Los Angeles County
will be faced with a significant revenue shortfall in 1985-86.
Factors contributing to this projection include: proposed Federal
budget cuts, proposed State legislation adversely impacting
counties, employee wage demands, open-ended State mandates, and
ma jor unfunded 1liabilities, including pending 1litigation and
audit settlements.

Los Angeles County lacks adequate reserves and independent revenues
by which to offset any major revenue shortfalls. Thus, in the
absence of legislative fiscal relief, the only alternative is to
reduce service levels.

Curtailment Program

Listed on Attachment I-A are a series of options for achieving
up to a $100 million budget reduction. Except for the first level
of cuts, we are basically recommending across-the-board reductions
in most departments in $5 million increments.

Some general observations are in order:

-~ Eaeh $5 million increment represents 0.539% of net County
cost.

-- Conversely each 1% across-the-board cut would yield $9.3
million.

-- Excluded from this analysis are: courts and related departments
(due to constitutional separation of powers); strictly mandatory
or unavoidable costs (e.g., debt service and AFDC); and critical
adult and juvenile detention costs.

-- Additional departmental exclusions which the Board may propose
(e.g., law enforcement ) would magnify each incremental reduction
for all included departments.

Impact

-- At level 3 and beyond, layoffs cannot be ruled out. This is
because the Recommended Budget is already extremely tight. 1In
most departments, funding for vacant positions has already
been removed.

= s






Attachment I (Cont'd)

Significant reductions in the Department of Health Services
will trigger statutory requirements regarding County maintenance
of effort and will require certain procedural steps before
curtailments may be implemented:

- Health and Safety Code Section 1442 (Beilenson Act)

Requires 30-day notice, hearings, and finding of impact on
health care needs of indigents.

- Welfare and Institutions Code Section 16705 (AB 8 Match
and MIA Maintenance of Effort)

Requires 10-day notice, hearings, and findingofnodetrimental
impact on the health care needs of indigents.

In the absence of State legislation waiving these requirements
(as was done after Proposition 13) the County would likely be
legally prevented from implementing significant reductions in
health services.

Significant reductions in the Department of Children's Services
and the Department of Public Social Services may throw the
County out of conformity with specific State regulations and
statutes governing the programs they administer. This could
result in an increase in errors, welfare fraud, and resulting
Federal and State administrative sanctions.

Reductions to the Justice System (other than courts and
custody) could impact public safety and may result in court
intervention.

The County operates and maintains its museums and music center
under long-term contractual arrangements with private support
groups. Significant curtailments could result in litigation
for specific performance under these agreements.

General Government departments are primarily responsible for
tax and revenue generation and cost controls. These departments
also provide permit issuance for development projects, which
positively impacts property tax growth. Therefore, significant
reductions may not be cost effective.

Programs which are largely subvened will have significantly
greater impacts due to the loss of Federal and State matching
revenues.

A more precise analysis of the impact by County departments must
await the specific level of cut and Board determination of budget
priorities.

-2






Level

=

o w O =N o WU

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

Attachment I-A

CURTAILMENT OPTIONS TO ACHIEVE $100 MILLION

Motor Vehicles
Capital Projects
Total
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across~-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board
Across-the-Board

Across=the=Board

% Cut Cummulative
Net Co. Cost Savings

(millions)
- 1.5
= —3-35
i $ 5.0
0.539 $ 10.0
1.078 $ 15.0
1.617 $ 20.0
2.156 $ 25.0
2.695 $ 30.0
3.234 $ 35.0
3773 $ 40.0
4.312 $ 45.0
4.851 $ 50.0
5.390 $ 55.0
5.929 $ 60.0
6.468 $ 65.0
7.007 $ 70.0
T7.546 $ 75.0
8.085 $ 80.0
8.624 $ 85.0
9.163 $ 90.0
9.702 $ 95.0
10. 241 $100.0

Bud.
Pos.

197.7

395.4

593.1

790.8

988.5
1,186.2
1,383.9
1,581.6
1,779.3
1,977.0
2,174.7
2,372.4
2,570.1
2,767.8
2,965.5
3,163.2
3,360.9
3,558.6
3,756.3

Specific reduction amounts by department for each $5 million
increment are detailed in Attachment I-B.

= 3
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General Government

Administrative Officer
Affirmative Action Compliance
Aid To Other Govt & Nonprofit Orgs
Assessor

Auditor-Controller

Board of Supervisors

Civil Service Commission

County Counsel

Judgments and Damages

Employee Relations Commission
Farm Advisor

Non-Departmental Special Accounts
Public Works-County Engineer
Registrar-Recorder

Treasurer-Tax Collector

subtotal

Facilities Management-Building Services
Facilities Management-Commmications
Telephone Utilities

Data Processing

Facilities Management-Facilities
Facilities Management-Mechanical
Utilities

Motor Vehicles

Public Grounds Maintenance Expense
Purchasing & Stores

subtotal

Alternative Budget Curtailment

General Fund - Net County Cost
Adjusted $5.0 Million Curtailment
Recommended Less Recommended
1985-86 Exclusions 1985-86 Amount Budg Pos Comments
13,956,166 $ 0 $ 13,956,166 $ 75,247 1.8
463,461 0 463,461 2,499 0.1
100,000 0 100,000 539 --
45,376,321 0 45,376,321 244,653 6.3
11,023,474 0 11,023,474 59,435 1:5
9,887,029 0 9,887,029 53,307 1.4
400,972 (400,972) 0 0 - Mandated
5,424,420 0 5,424,420 29,247 0.5
25,533,958 (25,533,958) 0 0 - Mandated
162,208 (162,208) 0 0 -- Mandated
180,460 0 180,460 973 --
(30,453,383) 30,453,383 0 0 -- Mandated
3,972,802 0 3,972,802 21,420 0.6
(2,888,059) 16,681,359 13,793,300 74,369 1.9  Adjusted for Revenues
8,599,616 0 8,599,616 g 1.2
91,739,445 21,037,604 112,777,049 608,054 15.3
11,073,111 0 11,073,111 59,702 1.5
5,923,127 0 5,923,127 31,935 0.8
1,886,000 (1,886,000) 0 0 -- Unavoidable Cost
1,274,149 0 1,274,149 6,870 0.2
7,191,566 0 7,191,566 38,774 1.0
30,737,009 0 30,737,009 165,723 4.3
45,524,833 (45,524,833) 0 0 -- Unavoidable Cost
8,568,679 (8,568,679) 0 0 - Specific Reduction
1,373,521 0 1,373,521 7,406 --
2,771,903 0 2,771,903 14,945 0.4
116,323,898 (55,979,512) 60,344,386 325,355 8.2

g-1 Jusuyd®3IIY
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Public Buildings & Facilities

Rent Expense

Special Assessments

Capital Projects
subtotal

Total General

Public Protection-Justice

County Clerk

Criminal Justice Information System
District Attormey

District Attorney - Family Support
Grand Jury

Marghal

Medical Examiner-Coroner
Mmicipal Courts

Mmicipal & Justice Courts Expense
Probation=Main

Probation-Care of Juv Court Wards
Probation-Detention Facilities
Probation-Residential Treatment
Public Defender

Sheriff-Main

Sheriff-Custody

State Correctional Schools

Alternative Budget Curtailment

General Fund Net County Cost
Adjusted $5.0 Million Curtailment
Less Recommended
1985-86 Exclusions 1985-86 Amount Budg Pos
47,710,247 (47,710,247) 0 0 et
142,117 (142,117) 0 0 --
13,126,750 (13,126,750) 0 0 -
60,979,114 (60,979,114) 0 0 0.0
§ 269,042,457  § (95,921,022) §173,121,435 § 933,405 23.5
(670,636) 670,636 § 0o 3 0 --
2,198,646 0 2,198,646 11,854 =
60,148,399 0 60,148,399 324,299 6.5
3,231,141 0 3,231,141 17,421 2.1
609,930 (609,930) 0 0 -
29,346,432 (29,36,432) 0 0 i
7,238,549 0 7,238,549 39,028 1.0
22,357,846 (22,357,846) 0 0 --
24,360,836 (24,360,836; 0 0 o
65,791,068 (8,255,137 57,535,931 310,213 8.0
1,804,653 (1 .304,653; 0 o -
31,136,162 (31,136,162 0 0 --
28,261,376 (28,261,376) 0 0 -
37,446,638 (37,446,638) 0 0 --
246,991,195 (32,327,813) 214,663,382 1,157,388 29.9
138,994,623 (138,9‘9!&,623; 0 0 -
1,869,381 (1,869,381 0 0 --
37,091,599 {37 ,091,599) 0 0 --
30,931,030 30,931,030) 0 0 -
30, 30,000) 0 0 -
769,168,868 (424,152,820) 345,016,048 1,860,204 47.5

Comments

Contractual Obligation
Mandated
Specific Reduction

(p,3u0)) g-1 IU2WYOEIIV
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Alternative Budget Curtailment

General Fund - Net County Cost
Adjusted $5.0 Million Curtailment
Recommended Less Recommended
1985-86 Exclusions 1985-86 Amount Budg Pos Comments

Public Protection-Other
Agricultural Commissioner/Weights & Meas 3,587,264 0 3,587,264 19,341 0.5
Animal Care & Control 2,704,314 0 2,704,314 14,581 0.4
Human Relations Commission 975,468 0 975,468 5,259 0.1
Consumer Affairs 666,728 0 666,728 3,595 0.1
Forester & Fire Warden 37,408,184 0 37,408,184 201,692 52
Local Agency Formation Commission 140,064 (140,064) 0 0 - Mandated
Public Administrator 1,955,870 0 1,955,870 10,545 0.3
Regional Planning 5,616,403 0 5,616,403 30,282 0.8

subtotal 53,054,295 (140,064) 52,914,231 285,295 7.4
Total Public Protection $ 822,223,163 $(424,292,884)  $397,930,279 $ 2,145,498 54.9
Health & Sanitation
Health Services $ 190,420,109 $ 0 $190,420,109 $ 1,026,677 41.9  Reductions May Require Hearings
Mental Health 23,535,086 (23,535,086) 0 0 -- Mandated

subtotal 213,955,195 (23,535,086) 190,420,109 1,026,677 41.9
Public Assistance
Calif School for Deaf & Blind 1,200 1,200 2,400 13 - Mandated
Children Services 22,305,414 0 22,305,414 120,263 16.9
Commmnity and Senior Citizens Services 4,048,770 0 4,048,770 21,830 0.6
Military & Veterans Affairs 516,044 0 516,044 2,782 0.1
Public Social Services Admin. 84,099,210 0 84,099,210 453,433 52.7
PSS-In Home Supportive Services 6,773,860 (6,773,860) 0 0 -- Mandated
PSS-Aid to Families w/Depend Chldrn 70,452,533 (70,452,533) 0 0 -- Mandated
PSS-Indigent Aid 83,247,491 (83,247,491) 0 0 -- Mandated

subtotal 271,444,522 (160,472,684) 110,971,838 598,321 70.3

(P,3u0)) g-I IuswyOEIIY
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Recreation & Cultural Services

Arboreta & Botanic Gardens

Beaches and Harbors

Museum of Art

Museum of Natural History

Music Center Operations

Music & Performing Arts Commission
Parks & Recreation

subtotal
Grand Total

Alternative Budget Curtailment
General Fund - Net County Cost

Adjusted $5.0 Million Curtailment
Recommended Less Recommended

1985-86 Exclusions 1985-86 Amount Budg Pos Comments
2,356,526 0 2,356,526 12,706 0.3

9,468,814 0 9,468,814 51,052 1.3

8,122,980 0 8,122,980 43,796 1.1 Contractual Obligation
6,202,888 0 6,202,888 33,444 0.9 Contractual Obligation
3,116,000 0 3,116,000 16,800 = Contractual Obligation

938,663 0 938,663 5,061 --
24,711,455 0 24,711,455 133,235 3.5
54,917,326 0 54,917,326 296,095 71
$1,631,582,663 $(704,221,676)  $927,360,987 $ 5,000,000 197.7

(P,3u0)) g-I 3Jusmy®IIY






COMPARISON OF BUDGETED POSITIONS

BY FUNCTIONAL GROUP

As summarized below,

Attachment II

or less than

the 1985-86 Budget Recommendations reflect
an increase in budgeted positions of 600.3,

1%.

Increases are recommended primarily in mandated and/or in subvened

functions with legal impediments to privatization.
and Recreation
Departments are primarily due to additional contracting-out.
avoidance
through

General Government

recommendations

positions in several

further

and Services

reflect

departments

the

Decreases in

and Cultural

The

of additional
allocation of

resources specifically for increased privatization.

General County

Justice System
Other Public Protection
Health Services
Mental Health
Children's Services
Welfare
General Government and
Services
Recreation and Cultural
Services
Subtotal
General County

Other Special Districts
and Funds

Total

1985-86
1984-85 Recommended
Budgeted Budgeted %
Positions Positions Change Change
19,227.2 19,430.0 202.8 1.1
1,875.3 1,884.6 9.3 0.5
21,827.2 21,844.9 17.7 0.1
1,543.8 1,595.8 52.0 3.4
2,170.4 245120 342.2 15.8
8,216.3 8,342.6 126.3 1.5
9!91‘4.2 9!763-7 (“'15005) (-105)
1,853.8 1,830.3 (-23.5) _(-1.3)
66,628.2 67,204.5 576.3 0.9
5,266.5 5,290.5 24.0 0.5
71,894.7 T2,495.0 600.3 0.8

Additional detail on budgeted positions for each department is
provided beginning on page 4 of the Recommendations.
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Attachment III
BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS FOR MAJOR PROGRAMS

Justice System Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance
Bud. Millions of Dollars
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
Sheriff's Department 144.0 $ 28.7 $ 15.8 $ 12.9

-- A total of 59.0 positions and $17.0 million is recommended to
provide for the rapidly increasing Jjail population. This
includes financing for the operational costs associated with
the opening of the new Mira Loma Honor Rancho facility for
women in April 1986.

-- Additional funding is recommended to maintain the Sheriff's
current services, render requested services to contract cities
and to provide for mandated workload increases associated with
Court services and transportation of inmates for court
appearances.

District Attorney 34.0 $ 2.9 $ 1.2 ¥ 1.7

-- A total of 34.0 revenue offset positions are recommended to
enhance the Victim Witness Assistance Grant program, Major
Narcotics Vendor program, and Juvenile Court operations. Also,
additional revenue offset court staffing positions approved
by the Board midyear are recommended.

-- The recommended $2.9 million in additional appropriation
maintains current service levels and provides a continuation
of financing for the District Attorney's Office Automation
program.

Probation Department 3.5 $ 12.4 $ 0.4 $ 12.0

-- Additional funds are recommended to continue current services
and to house the increased detention population which is
projected to continue above the rated capacity (Chart 21).

(=1.0) $ (-1.6) $ = $(-1.6)

-=- This reflects elimination of the Community Youth Gang Services
Program contract of $1.6 million and 1.0 position associated
with contract administration. Funding has been reallocated
due to fiscal constraints.

(-34.7) $ (-1.2) $ - $(-1.2)

-— This reflects elimination of vacant positions and reallocation
of funds due to fiscal constraints.
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Attachment III (Cont'd)

Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars .
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
35-”’ $ 1.2 $ T $ 1.2

-- This reflects an additional 35.4 positions and $1.2 million
for field service workload increases.

11.0 $ 0.4 $ 0.4 $ --

-- This reflects an additional 11.0 revenue offset positions to
expand the Work Furlough program.

-- $ 0.2 $ - $ 0.2

-- This reflects an additional $0.2 million for mandated Board
and Care costs.

(=T7.2) $ 13.4 $ - $13.4

-- Additional funding is recommended to maintain current service
levels in critically needed Probation programs and to accommo-
date the transfer of costs associated with the health care
provided to juvenile detainees. This transfer of costs will
not result in a net County cost increase overall. Also included
is an administrative reorganization which allows for the
elimination of 7.2 positions and additional revenue based on
current trends.

Courts and Related 2.3 $ 21.9 $ 11:2 $10.7
Departments

-- A total of 37.8 positions and $0.5 million is recommended to
staff new courts approved by the Board midyear for both the
Superior and Municipal Courts. This program is partially
revenue offset.

-- An increase of $7.9 million is recommended for the Superior
and Municipal Courts Mandatory Court Expense budgets based on
current trends. This recommendation includes potential savings
to be realized from the expansion of the Alternate Defense
Counsel program and also includes additional revenue offset
appropriation for jury fee increases.

-- A reduction of 51.0 vacant positions and $1.1 million is
recommended for the Superior Court and the Court Clerk budgets.
This recommendation includes $0.4 million in savings directly
related to Board-approved consolidation of those departments.
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Attachment III (Cont'd)

Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
Welfare (-1,773.2) 23.6 $ 31.0 $ (-7.4)

As illustrated in Chart 22, Los Angeles County has a disproportionate
share of welfare caseloads and activity. These factors will continue
to influence County welfare expenditures in 1985-86. Of particular
concern are the comparative statistics relative to General Relief
(GR) .

Los Angeles County's GR caseload represents 52.8% of the statewide
total (Chart 23) and our GR expenditures represent 55.1% of statewide
totals (Chart 24). This is in spite of the fact that our average
GR grant is exceeded by several counties.

Welfare Assistance
Budgets - $ 89.5 $ T77.7 $ 11.8

Specific factors influencing the 1985-86 recommendations for welfare
aids include:

-- A 5.3% COLA for AFDC and Refugee Resettlement and 4.0% for
In-Home Supportive Services aid recipients as proposed by the
Governor. (Additional Net County Cost: $4.4 million.)

-=- A significant increase in the General Relief average case cost
due to the impact of the homeless population (Chart 25) and a
change in caseload composition with a higher percentage of
employable recipients. This is partially offset by a reduction
in the GR caseload consistent with the economic¢ recovery.
(Additional Net County Cost: $3.9 million).

-- A net increase in the AFDC caseload (Chart 26) over the 1984-85
allowance, particularly in Foster Care, more than offset by a
net reduction in average case cost. (Reduced Net County Cost:
$0.2 milion.)

-- Acontinuing increase in the In-Home Supportive Services caseload
(8.8%) and average case cost (7.8%) over the current allowance.
(Additional Net County Cost: $3.7 million.)

-- A projected 17.9% increase in the Refugee Resettlement Program
due to a projected increase in the number of refugees eligible
for benefits.
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Attachment III (cont'd)

Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
Administration

Significant changes to the Administration budget include:

-~ The transfer of 1,921.5 positions to the newly established
Department of Children's Services.

-- An increase of 237.3 positions primarily to meet State-mandated
requirements for Welfare Fraud and Work Incentive (WIN) programs,
offset by a reduction of 89.0 positions resulting from increased
use of automated systems and other productivity improvements.

-- QCountywide implementation of the SSI Appeals program, the cost of

which is anticipated to be totally offset by additional revenue
in the General Relief budget for successful appeal decisions.

Children's Services 2,512.6 $ 101.3 $ T79.0 $ 22.3

The recommendations reflect the establishment of the Department of
Children's Services as a result of the Board-ordered consolidation of
the Department of Adoptions and the child protective services
functions of the Department of Public Social Services. Inaddition to
the consolidation and other miscellaneous adjustments (2,180.5
positions), other significant changes include:

-- An increase of T4.3 positions to meet the increased population
requirements at the MacLaren Children's Center.

-=- Full-year funding of direct and ancillary staffof 112.0 positions
authorized midyear through augmented State funding (SB 1293) and
an additional T74.9 positions for child protective services
functions based on projected 1985-86 caseload requirements.
Funding for this increase is fully offset by additional Child
Welfare Services Block Grant (CWS) funds included in the
Governor's Proposed Budget.

-- Funding for 52.6 revenue offset positions to meet the projected
increase in the adoptions-related caseloads.

-- An increase of 18.3 positions for the recruitment and licensing of
foster care homes in Los Angeles County.
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Attachment III (Cont'd)

Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC

-- The budget proposed by the Governor provides full-year funding
of SB 1293 authorized midyear 1984-85, a 4% cost of living
increase in the CWS Block Grant and additional funds for caseload
growth. These revenues from the State permit the reduction in
certain caseload yardsticks, the increase in child protective
services staff as outlined above and a reduction in County
subsidy for this State-mandated program.

Health Services T $ 59.0 $ 60.2 $ (-1.2)

The Recommended Budget for the Department of Health Services (DHS)
includes a reduction in service levels necessary to meet budget
requirements. Due to increasing workload (primarily related to
the Medically Indigent Adult-MIA Program) - Charts 27 and 28 - and
the decline of the MIA funding base since 1982-83, DHS is projecting
that an additional $10.7 million is necessary to continue the
current service level. Since additional County funding is
unavailable, DHS plans to increase by $2.2 million up-=front fees
charged for non-emergency services at health centers/hospitals
and reduce the MIA non-emergency services by $8.5 million to more
accurately reflect the reduced MIA funding provided by the State.
Implementation of this could require public notice, hearings, and
findings by the Board pursuant to the Beilenson Act. Before any
final conclusion can be drawn on the need to proceed with
Beilenson Hearings, the total financing picture of the County
must be reviewed and the results of legislative efforts currently
being pursued must be known and evaluated.

The following highlights the more significant changes:
(-109.0) $ (-9.7) $ 1.0 $(-10.7)

-- MIA Non-Emergency Service Adjustment: This reflects a reduction
($8.5 million) in service level necessary to meet budget
requirements. Also included is $2.2 additional revenue due
to an increase in fees collected for non-emergency services at
health centers and hospitals.

159.7 $ 10.0 $ 2.7 $ 1.3

-- 0live View Replacement Facility: This represents funding for
the phase-in of the new replacement facility scheduled to open
January 1986.
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Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars P
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
-- Revenue Adjustments: The recommendations reflect primarily

increases in revenue for the 4% COLA proposed in the Governor's
Budget for the MIA allocation ($7.5 million) and various other
State funding ($2.8 million); 5.35% for AB 8 funds ($8.5million);
and the second year of a two-year negotiated Medi-Cal contract
rate increase ($9.6 million).

-=- Other Changes: The recommendations include various changes in
appropriation and revenue necessary to reflect current operations
such as the following: $11.0 million for the full year cost
impact in 1985-86 of Salaries and Employee Benefits increases
approved and funded only part year in 1984-85; $8.9 million to
fund current Salaries and Employee Benefits and Services and
Supplies expenditures; $13.1 million for full year salary COLA
funding for other County departments; $4.1 million for the
anticipated increase in costs to provide medical malpractice
insurance; and $5.8 million for expected LAC-CAL equipment
lease payments in 1985-86.

Mental Health Services 52.0 $ 2.2 $ 0.8 $ 1.4

The Recommended Budget for the Department of Mental Health (DMH)
fully finances the current service levels and allows for expanded
mental health programs due to additional State augmentation funds
and a 4% cost of 1living increase to the existing Short-Doyle
allocation as provided in the Governor's Budget.

The following highlights the more significant changes:

Governor's 4% COLA — $ 5.7 $ 5.3 $ 0.4
Governor's Augmentation

Funds 12.6 $ 13.9 $ 12.5 $ 1.4

-- Governor's Mental Health Initiative: The Governor's Budget

provides a 4% COLA for the existing Short-Doyle allocation.
Included in this change 1is the required County match.
Additionally, augmentation funds of $12.5 million recommended
by the Governor allow expanded services of $13.9 million
including the required County match of $1.4 million.
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Changes from 1984-85 Adjusted Allowance

Bud. Millions of Dollars i
Pos. Approp. Revenue NCC
88-1 $ 309 $ 3-9 $ =

-- Office of Mental Health Social Services Full Year Funding: This
provides for full year funding for the transfer of the State's
Office of Mental Health Social Services program to the County
effective July 1, 1985.

("uso?) $(‘-2u-1) $(-2u¢1) $ ——

-- Medi-Cal Consolidation Project Deletion: This reflects the
elimination of contingent appropriation and revenue for a
proposed Medi-Cal fee-for-service consolidation project which
had been anticipated to begin in 1984-85. This contingency is
not recommended in 1985-86 due to the State's failure to obtain
a necessary Federal waiver.

- $ 2.8 $ 3.2 $ (-0.4)

-~ Other Changes: The recommendations include various changes
necessary to reflect current operations such as the following:
$1.2 million for midyear allocation increases in bloeck grants
and AB 1229 (Judicially Committed Offenders program) funds;
$2.0 million for increased Federal Medi-Cal participation and
a subsequent realignment of existing State Short-Doyle dollars;
$2.6 million in increased appropriation to maintain the minimum
County matech for the State funds, and $0.2 million for
additional State hospital utilization mateh requirement.
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Attachment IV

CAPITAL PROJECTS

Millions of Dollars
Approp. Revenue NCC

Total Recommended $ 173.6 $ 160.5 $ 13:1

The recommended 1985-86 Capital Projects program of $173.6million is
composed largely of revenue of fset, high priority projects previously
approved by the Board and/or consistent with Board policy. A large
portion of the revenue shown is contingent upon anticipated local
long~term financing. The ongoing debt service will negatively impact
future General Fund budgets unless offsetting financing can be found.
Where Net County Cost funding has been recommended, it is largely in
support of the Justice System, previously approved health facility
improvements, and for maintenance and repairs necessary to protect the
County's investment in its physical plant.

- Jail Expansion, $ 104.5 $ 101.6 $ 2.9
Sheriff's Facilities, and
Public Protection

Funding isrecommended forthe following jail expansionprojects:
Pitchess Honor Rancho-New 1,600-bed jail, Mira Loma 500-bed
Female Honor Rancho, and a South Regional Criminal Justice
Center. These projects are contingent upon receipt of adequate
State bond proceeds or funds from other revenue sources. In
addition, funds are recommended for Sheriff's station projects
in Temple City, San Dimas, and Walnut. Funds are also included
for security and other modifications to Probation, Fire, and
Sheriff's facilities. Finally, the recommendations provide
funds to study the Sheriff's medical facility requirements,
to develop plans for replacement of the Agricultural
Commissioner/Weights and Measures warehouse and toxic chemical
storage facilities, and for plans to replace Fire Station
No. 81 in the Vasquez Rocks area.

- Courthouse Construction $ 2.2 $ 2.2 § -
and Improvements

Funding is recommended from the Courthouse Temporary
Construction Fund and from the Criminal Justice Temporary
Construction Fund toward the construction of the Van Nuys,
Los Cerritos, East Los Angeles, and Downey Court projects.
As financing plans are finalized, additional monies from
the courthouse funds will be appropriated in final changes.
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Millions of Dollars

Approp. Revenue NCC
Health Facilities
Construction and
Improvements $ 7.0 $ 2.1 $ 4.9

The recommendations provide for the ongoing Olive View Medical
Center replacement, funded through bond proceeds and identified
revenue. Appropriations are included for Facilities Management
services on the Long Beach Comprehensive Health Center, which is
also a bond financed project, and for inspection of the Board-
approved materials management project at the LAC/USC Medical
Center. 1In addition, funds are provided for various facility
improvements including relocation of the Bellflower Health Center,
consolidation of the intensive care units and the Board-approved
radiology service expansion at the LAC/USC Medical Center.

Other High-Priority and $ 58.9 $ 54.5 $ 4.4
Revenue Offset Projects

The recommendations include revenueoffset funding for improvements
at County airports and waterworks district facilities, development
of the Civiec Center Power Plant, beach and park development, and
the exercise of three facility purchase options. County General
Funds are recommended for alterations necessary to continue
implementation of the Board-approved Central Area Office Space
Plan, to support property development efforts, to provide for
project related legal claims, and for necessary maintenance and
repair of various facilities.

Health and Safety $ 140 $ 0.1 $ 0.9

Funding is recommended to meet current mandated standards and
correct deficiencies at various County facilities.

As detailed in the Long-Range Capital Projects Program, approved
by the Board earlier this year, there are a number of unmet capital
construction, replacement, and deferred maintenance needs. These
will impact the County budget through increased requirements for
staff, building maintenance and repair, and debt service.
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Attachment V

BUDGET ASSUMPTIONS

Governor's Budget

The 1985-86 Recommended Budget assumes the following level of
State funding as proposed in the Governor's Budget:

-- COLA's

- Statutory COLA's of 5.3% for AFDC grants and 5.35% for AB 8
Health Services.

- Discretionary COLA's of 4% for MIA, outpatient Medi-Cal
Services, County mental health, and alcohol and drug
programs.

- Reimbursement for AFDC administrative costs and Medi-Cal
eligibility determination costs based on prior year (1984-85)
salary and other inflationary increases.

-- Program Augmentations

- A $12.5 million augmentation in the State grant for County
mental health services.

- A $12.4 million augmentation for child protective services.

-=- Discretionary Revenues

- The Governor's Budget proposals contain no additional plans
or programs for provision of additional discretionary
revenues, no new funding of State mandates, no reduction
of mandates, and no State support of the courts or of local
revenue raising authority. These issues are being pursued
as part of our State legislative program.

-- Foster Care Match Increase

- As an incentive for counties to develop alternatives to
foster care placements, the Governor's Budget proposes to
modify the current 95/5 State-County sharing ratio to 50/50,
effective January 1, 1986. Due to fiscal constraints, the
Recommended Budget does not provide for the resulting
estimated $17.3 million net County cost for six months
funding in 1985-86.
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Available Fund Balance

The latest estimates of County expenditures and revenues for the
1984-85 fiscal year indicate a potential deficit of $19.6
million. The estimated deficit primarily results from less than
anticipated revenue from property taxes and interest earnings,
increased County cost requirements for the Sheriff and municipal
courts, increased case costs for General Relief, and a potential
loss in anticipated State SB 90 reimbursements for unemployment
insurance benefits paid in prior years.

In February 1985, additional hiring and spending controls were
initiated over County departments. Savings from these controls
and other year end adjustments are expected to totally offset
the potential deficit. Carry-over funds available as of June 30,
1985 to finance the 1985-86 budget are now forecasted to be at the
zero balance level. Although this zero balance is an improvement
over the potential deficit, it still represents a loss of $33.3
million in County financing as compared to the carry-over funds
available to finance the 1984-85 budget.

Assessed Valuation and Tax Levy

An overall increase of 8.6% in net taxable assessed valuation is
projected for 1985-86. The resulting $92.1 million increase in
available financing includes the property tax ¢transfer to the
newly incorporated City of West Hollywood pursuant to State law.
This growth parallels recent experience reflecting a moderation
of interest rates and a resurgence in the housing and construction
industry. This has resulted in increases in transfers and new
construction subject to reassessment under the provisions of
Proposition 13.

Accelerated Lien Date

Beginning July 1, 1983, State law (SB 813) requires immediate
reappraisal for current changes in cwnership and new construction.
State law initially required the added tax revenue from midyear
reappraisals to be allocated exclusively to schools. 1In 1984, the
Legislature amended the statutes to provide for these revenues to
be allocated among all property taxing local agencies.

Due to the complexity of this change, improvements in assessment
methods required to add these reappraisals to the tax roll on a
timely basis have been delayed. This has resulted in the late
billing and receipt of tax revenues from the supplemental roll.
For the General Fund we estimate a current year shortfall of $31.0
million of which $20.8 will be mitigated by delinquency reserves.

.






Attachment V (Cont'd)

Changes in State law effective July 1, 1985 will allow the Assessor's
office to expedite midyear reappraisals and accelerate the billing
of taxes. These improvements plus normal assessed value growth are
expected to increase tax collections by $20.7 million in 1985-86.
Not all of the property taxes due from midyear reappraisals are
expected to be collected during 1985-86. The delinquency reserve
is required to increase by $8.2 million to mitigate overstated
property tax collections and to avoid cash flow problems.

Special Districts

The Fire Protection, Public Library, and Flood Control Districts
face possible revenue losses during the current and forthcoming
fiscal years as a result of potential shortfalls from the Business
Inventory Exemption/Accelerated Lien Date (SB 813) exchange,
approved last year. During 1984-85, the State established a $10
million fund to backfill the Special Districts' net loss due to
the BIX/ALD exchange. However, this fund, which is intended to
address Special Districts statewide, is currently underfinanced for
1984-85 and requires a deficiency appropriation. Additionally,
no legislation has been introduced to continue supplemental augmenta-
tion funding in 1985-86, although our legislative representative
is pursuing this matter. Thus, the Fire Protection Districts and
the Flood Control District may recover only a portion of their
allowable claims for current operations with a potential loss of
$4.4 million. The recommendations include $4.5 million for the
Fire Protection Districts, Flood Control, and Publie Library,
predicated on the statewide supplemental funding being fully
financed next year.
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Attachment VI

MANAGEMENT IMPROVEMENTS

The 1985-86 Budget Recommendations reflect economies and
efficiencies achieved through the Board of Supervisors continued
emphasis on management improvements in a variety of areas.
Among the more significant, recent accomplishments are the
following:

-- Contracting - Expanding upon the authority granted by the
voters in approving Proposition A in November 1978, County
departments as of March 31, 1985, have initiated 446 contracts
with the private sector for services of $117.6 million at an
estimated savings of $62.1 million. Pursuant to Board policy,
individual employee impact is being mitigated through efforts
at retraining and job referrals. The 1985-86 recommendations
give renewed emphasis to privatization by restricting new
positions and reallocating funds for contracting in a number
of departments.

-- Reallocation of Management Incentive Funds - In recognition of
current fiscal constraints, prior year savings from Early
Separation, Contracting and Productivity efforts have been
reallocated in these Recommendations to fund operations.
Departmental management has been very cooperative 1in this
regard. As fiscal pressures ease and the County begins
generating a reasonable fund balance, further consideration
can be given to reactivating the incentive concept.

-- Departmental Consolidation Efforts - The Board has approved
six consolidations eliminating eight departments since July 1,
1984. These consolidations, which are being implemented in
various stages in these recommendations, provide improved
coordination and accountability of programs while promoting
management systems improvements and reduced administrative
costs.

-- Asset Management/Property Development - The Recommended Budget
includes revenue from the Long Beach Hospital lease which is
the first long-term lease of County property for private sector
commercial development. This lease is expected to generate
$1.1 billion to $1.3 billion in total rent revenues to the
County over its 66-year year term. Other projects include
development of First Street properties, El1 Pueblo, Olive View,
Rancho, and Harbor in order to produce new stable long-term
revenue sources for the County.
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-- Space Management - The Board-approved Central Area Office
Space Plan, which will consolidate and reduce County space by
300,000 square feet, will be substantially complete in 1985-86.
On November 27, 1984, the Board approved a three-year Interim
Space Management Plan which continues and expands the goals of
vacating short-term leases, relocating or placing subvened
County programs in leased space, and housing permanent County
functions on County=-owned property. This program is anticipated
to reduce County space by an additional 76,000 square feet.

-- Productivity Improvements - Three Productivity Improvement
projects have been approved in 1984-85. Your Board has
approved continuation of the $500,000 Productivity Investment
Fund. These funds will facilitate departmental investment in
productivity improvement projects, including contracting all
public grounds maintenance, to produce future savings.
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IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SACRAMENTO (8)
OAKLAND (7)

SAN FRANCISCO (4)
SAN JOSE (5)

FRESNO (9) \ |

UNINCORPORATED N
L.A. COUNTY (2)

CITY OF L.A. (1)
LONG BEACH (6)

ANAHEIM (10)
SANTA ANA (1R

SAN DIEGO (3)

Z 14VHO






LOS ANGELES COUNTY IS A MAJOR PROVIDER
OF MUNICIPAL SERVICES







COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
CONTRIBUTION TO CALIFORNIA MANUFACTURING
1983-S0OURCE: CALIF. STATISTICAL ABSTRACTS

“ZMOIDIMD

Mmoo

REMAINDER OF STATE
LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1001 - 100

B0 - - 80
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T

A 80 - 80
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A 40- - 40
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20- - 20
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LARGEST 100
INDUSTRIAL FIRMS

LARGEST 10
MERCHANDISING FIRMS

LARGEST 10
FINANCIAL INST.

LARGEST 140
INSURANCE FIRMS

TOP CALIFORNIA FIRMS HEADQUARTERED IN LOS ANGELES COUNTY

1982-S0URCE: LOS ANGELES TIMES, MAY 20, 1984

PERCENT
0 i0 20 30 A2

70

80

80

100

B PERCENT HEADGUARTERED IN LOS ANGELES
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY'S CONTRIBUTION

TO CALIFORNIA'S INTERNATIONAL
1983-SOURCE: U.S. DEPT. OF COMMERCE

AMOUNTS IN BILLIONS

EXPORTS-$29.4 TOTAL

87.3%

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
REMAINDER OF STATE

TRADE

IMPORTS-$37.9 TOTAL

32.7%

9 LHVHO






APPROPRIATIONS BY FUNCTION
GENERAL COUNTY AND HOSPITAL

ENTERPRISE FUNDS

SOCIAL
SERVICES
37%

1977-78

SOCIAL
SERVICES
36%

1985-86

CHART 7






CHART 8

AVAILABLE FINANCING
GENERAL COUNTY AND HOSPITAL
ENTERPRISE FUNDS

PROPERTY
TAXES
38%

1977-78

STATE
ASSISTANCE
24%

PROPERTY
TAXES
23%

1985-86

STATE
ASSISTANCE
38%






CHART 9

USE OF LOCAL COUNTY REVENUES
1985-86
$1682.7 MILLIONS

ALL DOLLAR FIGURES IN MILLIONS ALL DOLLAR FIGURES IN MILLIONS

SHERIFF PATROL $259.3
DISTRICT ATTORNEY $74.0 COURTS & RELATED $242.4

JAILS $162.0

| JUVENILE
DETENTION $36.3

PROBATION INVESTIGATION
SUPERVISION AND CAMPS $111.9

ALL OTHER
LOCAL
JUSTICE $10.6

HEALTH &
MENTAL HEALTH
9.9%

FIRE 2
PROTECTION $43.6 ' PUB. HLTH &

o~
PROTECTIO!}/

0-‘:::
41% 7" OTHER SERVICES
~ 14.3%

HEALTH $142.2

PUBLIC HEALTH $48.2 MENTAL HEALTH 23.5

WELFARE
15.9%

PUBLIC PROTECTION $21.7

GENERAL GOVERNMENT V:E:L;g:‘foiHANTS

ADMINISTRATION/REVENUE GR $83.2
GENERATION $176.3

WELFARE

RECREATION/ ADMINISTRATION

CULTURE $63.8 AND SOCIAL SERVICES $90.9
CHILDREN
SERVICES $22.3

[ | LOCAL COUNTY REVENUES COMMITTED TO MANDATORY MATCHING
eeiiiean . ui...) OF STATE AND FEDERAL PROGRAMS — 52.0%

| NON-EARMARKED, LOCAL COUNTY REVENUES — 48.0%






COMPARISON OF CITIES AND COUNTIES

PERCENT OF TOTAL REVENUES BY SOURCE

1982-83
PERCENT
60.0- o8 % -60.0
40.0- L40.0
20.0- L20.0
0.0 9.9 0.0
INTERGOV PROPEATY SALES AND OTHER TAXES UTILITY OTHER ALL OTHER

AGENCIES TAXES TAXES USER FEES USER FEES

B ciTies
B COUNTIES

SOURCE: STATE CONTROLLER’'S 1882-83 ANNUAL REPORTS
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PROPERTY TAX INCREMENT LOSS TO CRA'S

1974-75 THROUGH 1982-83
(8§ IN BILLIONS)

STATEWIDE TOTAL OF $1.422

LOS ANGELES COUNTY GENERAL FUND TOTAL OF $.332
LOS ANGELES COUNTY GOV'T DISTRICTS OF $.048
REMAINING L.A. CO. TAXING AGENCIES OF $.469

Lk LHVYHO






DISTRIBUTION OF THE 1% SALES TAX
1983-84 AMOUNTS IN MILLIONS

ALL COUNTIES EXCEPT L.A. & SAN FRAN.
$1, 172.8 TOTAL

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
$554.1 TOTAL

6.5%

- COUNTIES SHARE
=% CITIES SHARE

¢l LHYHO






*1.

*2,

*3.

*4,

*8,

LOS ANGELES COUNTY
EXAMPLES OF MAJOR REVENUE

LOSS TO CRA'S
(1974-75/1984—85 GENERAL FUND LOSS)
1982—-83 STATE PROPERTY TAX AUDIT
(CUMULATIVE LOSS: 1982—-83/1985—-86)
1978-79 UNSECURED PROPERTY TAX
—TAX LOSS (1981-82)
—INTEREST (1981—-82)
WELFARE CLAIM CUTS (1981-82/1984-85)
SB90 STATE MANDATES
MIA TRANSFER AT LESS THAN 707%
(CUMULATIVE LOSS: 1983-84/1984-85)
VEHICLE LICENSE FEE REVENUE CUTS
(CUMULATIVE LOSS: 1981-82/1983—-84)
BAILOUT SHORTCHANGE

TOTAL

DISPROPORTIONATE IMPACT ON LOS ANGELES COUNTY

LOSSES

CUMULATIVE LOSS
IN MILLIONS

—— —— — — — — — — —
—— — — . — — — " —

96.2
20.9
33.0
44.7

56.8

74.9
413.8

$ 1,400.4

€L LIHVHD






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

COMPARISON OF PERCENTABE CHANGE IN LOCAL COSTS TO LOCAL REVENUES

1i20%

-“ZMODMD

0X

-100%

1878-80 TO 1884-85 ACTUALS

LOCAL COSTS

114.7%

LOCAL REVENUES

<ITPPZO0-AMIOW-D

_120%

| -100%

1 LHYHO






FUND BALANCE (IN MILLTONS OF DOLLARS)

225.
200.
175.
150.

i25.

0...
0-
112.1

0= 97.4
.0

5.6
' 42.2 I
" "M

100

79

50

25,

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
FUND BALANCE HISTORY BY FISCAL YEAR

1977-78 THROUGH 1985-856

163.8

o
L

(@]
L

197 .8

T

T

77-78 78-79 78-80 B80-81 81-82 82-83 B3-84 B84-85 B85-8B6

Il .05 ANGELES COUNTY FUND BALANCE (AS OF THE END OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR)

B FUND BALANCE IF PARITY WITH STATE

225.

-200.

175.

150.

125.

100.

= F

50.

25

S 1HYHD






CUMULATTVE PERCENT

130 .

111

g2.

74.

58.

al.

18.

COMPARISON OF CUMULATIVE SALARY INCREASES

PUBLIC AGENCIES AND WAGE INDICES

18975-76 THROUGH 1955-86

123.5

121.8

LA COUNTY
SALARIES

NOTE:

STATE LA CITY FEDERAL WAGE—-SALARY CONSUMER
SALARIES SALARIES SALARIES SURVEY PRICE INDEX
(LA AREA) (JUNE-JUNE)

19B5-86 DATA IS PROJECTED FOR THE FOLLOWING:
LOS ANGELES COUNTY=-NO INCREASE REFLECTED FOR 1985-86.
STATE--6.5% BASED ON THE GOVERNDR'S BUDGET.

L.A. CITY & FEDERAL--1985-86 DATA UNAVAILABLE. ACTUALS THROUGH 1984-85.

WAGE-SALARY SURVEY--2.3X%.
CONSUMER PRICE INDEX--4.6% ESTIMATED.

130.

131.

g2.

74.

55.

= i

18.

9l LHVHO






EMPLOYEE POPURATION

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

EMPLOYEE POPULATION CHANGES

90000

80000

70000

60000

50000

AUG.
PEAK

1975 JULY 18978 FEB. 1985
POP. PROP. 13 CURRENT

CETA PARTICIPANTS
TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES

PERMANENT EMPLOYEES

80000

80000

70000

60000

50000

EMPLOYEE POPULATION

250000

225000

200000

175000

150000

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
EMPLOYEE POPULATION

CHANGES

1975-76 1978-79

B STATE EMPLOYEES

SOURCE: GOVERNOR'S BUDGET 1985-86

1984-85

250000

225000

200000

175000

150000

LL 1HVYHD






LOS ANGELES COUNTY PERCENT OF STATEWIDE TOTALS FOR VARIOUS JUSTICE CATEGORIES -

PERCENT
o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 20 100

POPULATION

JUVENILE DETAINEES

VIOLENT CRIME

DRUG ARRESTS

PROPERTY CRIME

FELONY ARRESTS

1983

81 1HYHO






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
JUSTICE NET COUNTY COST AS A PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL COUNTY REVENUE
1977-78 VS. 1985-66

1977-78 1985-86
[l vy JUSTICE NET COUNTY COST

= BALANCE OF COUNTY

61 LHVYHO






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

STATE RATED CAPACITY VS. JAIL INMATE POPULATION
(ACTUALS: 19B1-82 - 1883-84 & ESTIMATES FOR 1884-85 & 1985-86)

18000
17550+
17100+
18650+
16200+
15780 -
15300+
14850+
14400+
13850+
13500
13080+
12600+
12180+
117004
11250+
10800
10350+
98004

9450 -+

QO‘DCI-J
i881-82 19682-83 1983-84

B STATE RATED CAPACITY
B JAIL INMATE POPULATION

1984-85

1985-86

18000
17850
17100
16650
16200
15750
15300
14850
14400
13950
13500
13050
12600
12150
11700
11250
10800
10350

9900

9450

8000

0Z 1HVYHO






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

JUV. HALL BED CAPACITY VS. AVG. DAILY POPULATION
(ACTUALS: 1981-82 - 1983-84 ESTIMATES FOR 1984-85 & 1985-86)

1600 1600
1500J - 1500
1400+ l-14oo
1300 - 1300
1200+ - 1200
14100

11004

10004 1000

900+ 900
800+ 800
'IO(II'J 700

i981-B2 1982-B3 1983-84 1984-B5 1985-86

B Juv. HALL BED CAPACITY

B AVG. DAILY POPULATION
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LOS ANGELES COUNTY PERCENT OF STATEWIDE TOTALS FOR VARIOUS WELFARE AID CATEGORIES

PERCENT
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 80 100

POPULATION

AFDC-FB PERSONS

SSI/SSP PERSONS

FOSTER CARE CHILD.

GR PERSONS

FOOD STAMP PERSONS

MEDI-CAL ONLY PER.

J0. aF

POPULATION AS OF 7/84
NELFARE STATISTICS BASED UPON AVGE. OCT.-DEC. 1984 DATA

¢¢ LHYHO






LOS ANGELES COUNTY — RATIO OF POPULATION, GENERAL RELIEF

AND AFDC CASES TO THE STATEWIDE TOTALS

POPULATION AFDC RECIPIENTS BENERAL HRELIEF RECIPIENTS

28, 822, 000 487, 801 TOTAL CASES B4, 418 TOTAL CASES
2R LOS ANGELES COUNTY - 7, 908, 300 I L0S ANGELES COUNTY -183, 472 B L0S ANGELES COUNTY - 32, 418
Erai] REMAINDER OF STATE - 17, 712, 700 N REMAINDER OF STATE - 284, 329 Bl REMAINDER OF STATE - 28, 897

POPULATION BTATISTICE AS OF 7/84
BR AND AFDOC STATISTICS BASED UPON AVERAGE OF OCTOBER-DECEMBER 1984 DATA

€2 L1HYHO






LOS ANGELES COUNTY - RATIO OF POPULATION

AND GENERAL RELIEF EXPENDITURES TO THE STATEWIDE TOTALS

POPULATION GENERAL RELIEF COSTS
258, 622, 000 $1680.2 MILLION
69. 1% 44.9% 85.1%
7, 908, 300 ’
==y LOS ANGELES COUNTY
[ REMAINDER OF STATE

POPULATION AS OF JULY 1984.

GENERAL RELIEF COSTS BASED UPON AVERAGE OF OCTOBER-DECEMBER 1984 DATA.

vZ LHYHO






COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
GENERAL RELIEF AND HOMELESS APPLICATIONS

JANUARY, 1984 THRU FEBRUARY, 1988 ACTUALS

10000 - - 40000
9550
8750 L 8780
7878 79414

7800 7338 - 78500
6250 - 8230
5000 - - 5000
3780 - 3750
2500~ - 2500
12804 - 1250

0 0

iST GTR B4 2ND GTR B4 3AD OTR B84 4TH QTR B84 JAN/FEB 85

B GENERAL RELIEF APPLICATIONS

B HOMELESS APPLICATIONS

SZ LHYHO






CASEL OAD

PUBLIC SOCIAL SERVICES AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN -

FAMILY GROUPS

ACTUAL VS. RECOMMEND AND REQUEST
JSUL Y 19871 THROUGH JUNE 1986
198000 198000
FISCAL YEAR 1981-82 FISCAL YEAR 1982-83 FISCAL YEAR 1983-84
CASELOAD 1, 973, 550 CASELDAD 2. 062, 403 CASELOAD 2, 175, 647
1920001 AveRaGE 164, 463 AVERAGE 171, 867 AVERAGE 181, 304 - 192000
186000+ - 186000
1&0000{ - 180000
174000+ 174000
168000+ -168000
162000 - 162000
FISCAL YEAR 1984-B5 FISCAL YEAR 198B5-B6
CASELOAD 2, 197, 755 CASELDOAD 2, 208, 782
AVERAGE 1B3, 148 AVERAGE 184, 066
156000+ -156000
150000 : ; y ; ; . . . . . : ; v 4 150000

SEP Bi DEC B%

CAO RECOMMEND

ACTUAL CASELODAD

DEPARTMENTAL REQUEST

MAR B2 JUN 82 SEP 82 DEC 82 MARA B3 JUN B3 SEP B3 DEC B3 MAR B4 JUN B4

T T
SEP B4 DEC 84 MAR 85 JUN

T T T
B85 SEP B85 DEC BS MAR 868 JUN 88

92 LHYHOD
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TREND OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY HOSPITAL COST PER DAY
INCREASES COMPARED TO MEDICAL INFLATION RATE(MIR)/CPI

30.0

20. 0+

10.0+

MEDICAL (MIR)

BENERAL (CPI)

COUNTY HOSPITALS
/ COBT PER DAY

1982-83 1983-84

FISCAL YEAR

1984-85
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

TREND OF MIA FUNDING TO INDIGENT WORKLOAD
1982-83 THROUGH 1984-85

1000.0

750,

500.

250.

i982-83 1983-84
FISCAL YEAR

- INDIGENT AMBULATORY CARE VISITS (IN THOUSANDS)
INDIGENT PATIENT DAYS (IN THOUSANDS)
I MI1A FUNDING (IN MILLIONS)

1984-85

1000.

750.

ZH BZHOZCTm PHZX

MZOHIMHZIX
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