Y e e T R S 0 ==l |

Should the state transfer

PRy SAPI responsibility for certain Background

‘Spending ; « As pari of the 2011-12 Budget, Governor

7 Realignment programs to the counties along % par. L
= ~~ ... 8 with the revenues to run the Biow hias proposed that fespanalofity. ot

certain programs currently administered by

i
r

:*-I'-“-'-' misnity , wge programs? (select one) Budget Impact the state be shifted to countigs. Along with
Padoveiopman Status Quo: Do nol transfer responsibility program Eﬂpﬁﬁﬁb“&"l the state would
i get o : ) . -
:'.?.‘-'"' 1\ v “ for programs to local govemnment along lr §7.38 : hﬁ?ﬁgﬁfnmggﬁgﬂgﬁma'
Human Service WD, ‘extending for 5 years sales tax and vehicle
Othver Reduriions 1 license fee increases enacted as part of the
- ol b by &= e Extend the 1 percent sales tax increase 2009-10 budget that will atherwise expire at |
AR e " and 1/2% vehicle license fee increase for the end of June 2011

five years as part of a shift of responsibility

for low-level offenders, adult parole + The programs the budget proposes to

Revanue supervision, juvenile offenders, mental | transfer include various public safety

Cm AR = health, substance abuse, foster care, child | ghos: mw' Fmgglﬁsﬂ;’mbﬂw far foyv
}'_:,_'_ , -_; J welfare. adult protective services and other i Jmﬁé‘ﬁ_ﬁ:ﬁ;h -mg,:tal ﬁ;ﬂﬂihi Eut:rgtll?nm
ey 11‘1_: R smaller public safely programs to the ‘abuse, foster care, child welfare and adult

" 22d ool e s counties, reducing the deficit by $7.3 billion protective services

A SRS in 2015-16.* N | .
EYORarty i aa « Many counties belleve that they are better
b et g equipped lo run these programs more

efficiently with better outcomes, but are

BUDGET concemed about whether the state will
ot 19 4N actually provide funding and whether they
METER PIFIAG 31218 have the capacity to deal with, for example,

additional Inmates

SYEAR L
PROJECTION
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- s How much should California -
| ,—'_. Y Splions spend per K-12 student? (select Background
7 Boalianment one & i + California schools employed 299,000
2 L ) A e teachers in 2008-09 at an average salary of
'u"r H*"E EﬂUGaUﬂﬂ : . Stalus Quo: K-12 per pupil spending in about $68,000 {Rens Maw)
oMY Bolsgee 2015-16 will be about $10,900, 23% below § s2.58 | e
:1' r:__,u =GRt the projected national average. » Funding for K-12 schools and community.
+ -*-eq‘.-‘v.:ru;-;.. @, Hold growth in total funding below the colleges is governed by Proposition 98,
}msaibi i s =" required Proposition 98 growth rate af which makes school funding keep pace with
. Vn Sarvices enroliment and economic growth, K-12
I‘ Souy  Roductiona 1.8% per year, which saves $2.5 billion in $5.0B enroliment is expected to grow by under 1%
I.""': I'. I-i"- e “ : I:'I 201516, K-12 par pLIPil Hpﬁnding will be perww l'-hE' nm fh"E y-eara
R e o | 26% below the national average.
”-: 'L.“". e M I @ Increase K-12 per pupll spending by a little +  Significant reductions in funding for schools
- _1." - - more than $400 and pay for it with an have been made over lhe last several years.
odd .a_d}; ‘ income tax increase extension, worth 4 5258 But under Proposition 98, over fime EE:W
Carfax about an additional $2.5 billion in spending ‘ and mmm““%‘ﬂ”ﬁgﬁfnﬂ i
IR 1 for schools, raising per pupil spending lo incressed by, AN A
=nios Ta * where it would have besn,

cornoration Tax 20% below the national average.”

Fov Crallbs ) Increase K-12 per pupil spending by aboul « For the 2007-08 school year, California
”h'.f_"'?-"d-'lt g o= $800, worth an additional $5 billion for ranked 44th In per pupll spending at $8,883,
Can & Trade schools. This would put per pupil of aboul $1,700 below the national average.
'Other Taxs spending 17% below the national average. (Reail Mom)

-' HIDGE « Some sludies argue that providing more
Eﬂuﬁ?pnﬁﬂ %19 .48 .S14.6B a ﬂF' maoney without additional reforms may nm
improve student performance. (e o)

FROJECTION
““""J
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What level of fundlng and fees

Background

* Funding for K-12 schools and community
colleges is govemed by Proposition 88,
which gererally makes school funding keep
pace with enroliment and economic growth

should community colleges have?
(select one)

Buoget Impact

Status Quo; Community college funding in
2015-16 will be about 55,700 per student
and fees would be $26 per unit.

Reduce General Fund support for the
community colleges by $400 million and
increase fees from $26 to $36 per unit, for
a net reduction in suppor of $290 million,
or a little more than 5200 per student.*

Reduce General Fund support for the
cammunity colleges by $400 milllan and
increase fees from $26 to about $62 per
unit, for no net reduction in funding.

4 sose

Increase community college funding
funding by $400 million and leave fees &t
$26 per unit.

o

BUDGET
MEITER

FROJECTION

T ]
» i = v

STARTIMNG DEFICT
s proposed by Governor Brown

YOUR BUDGET

The Governor's Budget proposas 1o increase
student fees from 526 1o 536 per unit. Over
50% of community college students' fees are
waived because they are low income and,
even with the increase, community college
fees would still be the lowest In the country.

The budgaialau proposes to reduce lunding
for community colleges by 5400 million
(about $290 million after counting the
additional income from fees) Community
college funding per full-time student was
about $5,600 in 2009-10 but would decline to
about 55,100 per student under the
proposed butget.

The community callege system serves about
1.2 milfion full-time equivalent students

Many community colleges serve more
students than they get funding for, partly due
to reduced funding and partly because the
slow emnumy Increases demand for

#Back] Nextw)
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California Budget Challenge

REﬂEVE‘ﬂh'm'é 13

Should Callfurma change the way
in which it finances local
economic development? (select

one) Budgst Impacl

!,I Status Quo: Keep redevelopment funding
as is by using local property taxes to fund  No change
economic development.

End the use of local property laxes for
redevelopment, thereby providing local
schools with more than $1 billion by 2015-
16.

Mo change

End the use of local property laxes for
redevelopment, thereby providing local
schools with more than $1 billion by 2015-
16, and allow voters at the local level to
approve local bonds with a 55% vote to
fund local economic developmenl.®

Mo change

BUDGET
METER 519.48 -515.08

Sy -
A Eon @

STARTING DEFICTT  YOUR BUDGET
“As propased Ly Governor Brown

Instructions

rﬂﬁfenuﬂswmlﬁnarmaﬂr bﬁmm 'l'ﬁﬂ'l
local gwmnﬂm&ﬂﬁ.msluﬁinﬂabhw!aand

'mﬁiﬁﬁﬁﬂlﬁﬂ

revenues to the extent pmperl’y tm{
revenues would have gtmm anyway.

Hamusa locel % H!mtaﬁ Bﬂmﬁhmes

'~ The Budgst proposes to eliminate

ent agencies while ensuring that

redevelopm
'Eé‘i“ié“‘mmm%
. o e

58S be ’réﬁunhdfrnm‘ﬁfa
.'f'_ ent to 55%.
jencies are required to set

ues for low- and
mnﬂq;ﬁrq«fnmm hquaing. but compliarce

‘with this mqﬂr&m&rﬂhaﬂhwnunmmn
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University of Califoritia & Californi

UC and CSU.

- =
and C3U by $500 million each.*

What level of support should the

The budget should reduce funding for UC

[
a State unwe;_sny

o state provide for UC and CSU? Background
7 Peallommant select one g | + General Fund spending on UC and CSU was
 Realigmment ( ) kg et $6.5 billion In 2010-11, or 7% of the budgel.
 K-12 Education ®) Status Quo: The state should provide full UC & CSU also get funding from fees,
". MIFHTATW f'l_f_--' funding for enrcliment and other cosis al f $1.0B federal [unds and grants, (Raatl Mite)

Including an additional planned B% Increase
in fees for UC for 2011-12, student fees will
have increased by 67.6% since 2007-08
Including a planned 10% Increase in fees for

| ¢ i ".:“ :: ‘: p 4 ®) The budget should reduce funding for UC CSU for 2011-12, student fees will have

| _“':_ ‘F':j T and CSU by $500 million each but 4 s208 increased by 76.2% since 2007-08.
{ Retlw r,,_"_,'_*“";_' increase tuition to make up the loss to the
1 S ——— unlq..lﬂrﬂmeﬁl . J Evﬂﬂ mth ﬂ-j&:ﬁﬂ [Hﬁ-ﬁm TEEE- fﬂr
[  Ravamm California residents at California’s public
| Car Tax ~ The budget should reduce funding for UC colleges are at or still below the national
~ Incomie Thax _ and E‘,EL%1 by $1 billion each. i 1 T average and cover roughly between 20%
5 T ;— 9 and 50% of total costs Out-of-state and

. Cornaration T: i foreign students ignificantly more.
 Comontontas OB e Sl o e -
|  Protirtv Ta income students. ( )

anable them to roll back recent fee

| .

i L_t_'_-':‘.“_,u L

i B __"I_I': iin ingreases and fund additional enrollment. ” THE Master Plﬂﬂ for Htﬂhﬂr Education,

Nosad il adopted in 1960, established a broad
' ~ framework for higher education In the state
ELI,,DC,‘ET 219 41 S16.08 that defined responsiblities for each of the
METER  -I7.48 =216, three public higher education segments and
5 YEAR - established an admissions principle of
PROJECTION unhversal access and choice.
. \
| STARTING DEFICIT  YOUR BUDGET m m )
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California Budget Challenge
'_' diHumar w;:és;H&thtﬁ,’

Should California scale back or
expand health care coverage Eacﬁnmund

provided through the state's . California's Medi-Cal p program provides
- hﬂth services (o almost 7.7 milfion eligible
Medi-Cal program? (select one) Budget Impact s e e

Status Quo; Do not expand or reduce 1. $0.68 nursing home care h"puﬁrﬁtdﬂrly residents.
funding for the Medi-Cal program. ' + The Haalthy Faile
Reduce funding for Medi-Cal by aboul $2 health mh;agamiﬁrﬁ;'lﬂdrﬁn fﬂ low- In

billion in 2015-16 by reducing benefits and 1. p— ‘moderate-income families who are not
provider payments and charging gligible for Medi-Cal, (Fead Moy

copayments for services.
These programs employ nearly 3 D00 staff at

Eliminate Adult Day Health Care. : ﬁu*&i&h level. (Beal Mus)

Make Medi-Cal reductions and eliminate -
i : - Even with these programs, 8.2 million
Adult Day Health Care. Califomians were Without health Inmnr.;a

Expand Medi-Cal eligibility for working sometime during 2009, prompting calls for

be PR R bopde—eemt dmmen b | BB Bamemmt b L s e ol dS
¥
- = -

families with two children from the currenl SRR universal health care coverage.
annual income level of about $22.000 to Bt e f1is | S piseatB BEoEth G cattis

$44 000, as well as expand eligibiiity for chose th hﬁm Jm;ﬁ* will sign[ﬁwrﬂ-t:,‘ aﬁaﬁ health
the Healthy Families program at a cost of care service celivery in California in the:
about $600 millien in 2015-16. mﬁma* (m

BUDGET + Because of the state's budge! problem, the

P : 2009-10 budget sliminated certain services
METER S19.48 316.68 such as dentzl care for adults, bul the courts

S YEAR
e - |
STARTING DEFICTT YOUR BUDGETY '-—) m

“Az propossd by Governor Brown
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Cc:llifomla Budget Challenge

Human Services

e,

Should spending for human

services programs be reduced in Eﬂﬂkgmllnd

1. ek ey order to close the budget deficit? mﬁﬁwr ﬁhg;lﬂﬂ:ﬂcg;fgm ﬁﬂ;ﬂﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂﬁ
o e f]'J'-r‘.-l-lr-_.. e ex &
1 v K2 Education (select one) 2010-11, aboul 15% of the budget
4 p;-.‘;--,'-,-' Aloideo) bonint @ Status Quo: Do not reduce human
: . I -.l ‘ b .,l'.. t =1 - Sernvices programs. = ThE:EE pmgrﬂnﬁlnﬂudeEEHBEF {fﬂr I'.hE
i 5 b4 o, Save $200 million in 2015-16 by reducing aged and disabled), Cal\WORKS (welfare for
i the SSI/SSP grant for Individuals to the single parent familles and children), In-Home
- £ ; Supportive Sarvices (IHSS), mental health,
£ minimum amaunt required by federal law. i ntally disabled,
4 W » . Save about 3600 million in funding for In- programa far the developrmentally
[ ! ) . L 4 and other programs for children and adults.
, . Home Supportive Services by reducing
| 4 1, hours of service, Ea-lrmmaling domestic 1 50.6B « Nearly 29,000 staff work In these programs
h gt sen{icaslfnr certain n!hants. and requiring at the state level, many in the state’s mental
| 'Reév : certification that services are necessary. hospitals or developmental centers. (Foad
- Jur Tax o) Save about 1,3 billion by reducing the More)
income Ta time limit on aid. imposing a 13% grant 4 s
Bales Tax reduction, and reducing funding for ' * The Budget proposes to reduce spending for
Comporation Tas services for CalWORKSs recipients, In-home care services by reducing service
Tz Cragdit : @ Make reductions in all three programs — hours and eliminating services for those
Property Tax =" $8I/SSP, In-Home Supportive Services 4528 without a daclor’s certification. (i W)
| Cuap & Trde and cash assistance for children and ' . “The Butget proposes fo reducs cash grants.
l s ,],Ed : g by 13% Hnd ?rmt eligibility for assistance o
1 - BUDGET 48 months. (el Mo
! METER -517.48 -916.68
T —
PROJECTION TAME ¥
ATion ) —
| STARTING DEFICTT  YOUR BUDGE | #Back m
“As propogsed by Govemor Brown
1




Cullforn!u Budget Challenge

ng Shifts

Should other funding sources be
used to help balance the budget

Hackﬁruunl:l

l F " along with reductions to services > Pg;%nﬁtlnn 10, F&Ifﬂﬁﬂ by the votets in
| 7 Koy tion for the developmentally disabled? .; pm;nﬁmmmd:ﬂgmﬁmiqﬂm
1 Community Colloge (select one) Budgst mpact taund sy ehidhood developrient, The
4 ¥ Hedevelopman! . Governor's | proposes to use half of
: ,t.:_‘{'l‘ _,iff, 3 la="viAs 9 Elaluls Quo: Do nol make these reductions ‘ $1.88 the Uﬁﬁ%’rﬁ fax & hird Medi-Cal
l|l s 1.: o l h.,l: - or shifi these funds. :ﬁﬂﬂliﬁ!éf#flﬁfll?hﬂﬁm fhmu;rh et THS
: Vv Husman = g) UseProposition 10 reserves and some  § ¢ g Pequipes volof “F'Fm"'a"'
- ined naguciions oposi _
[ Pan :‘.*- ns « . Use Proposition 63 funds on an angoing 2004, #"mm a 1% Income tax Wmhﬂrﬁa
1 Ratiroa Hoalth =" basis for community mental health 4 s098 ;‘L"“”"T{;’&ﬂ'ﬁ %m&tgﬂﬁ ”m.lf.g
ity programs. pport n ces. The
i Revey 1o G%mgtﬁﬂudgat pfﬂ'ﬂﬁ&h‘ﬁﬂ’lﬂt Ha%?'q
1 CarTax ; million of these revenues be used each year
0 el u Reduce developmental center and regional
heons Ta =" center spending for services for the ‘ tran to fund ceitain local mental health services.
Nabimin A S developmentally disabled by about $700 ' + The state provides services for the
Yox Cirodits million. developmentally disabled through the state
F‘ I :4'_' il ) Make all l::'l' the above reductions and g:ﬁgggﬁm rggﬂztgﬁ S;ﬂ:;;ﬂ uq%};
M e e lransfers. Governor proposes 1o save $750 million for
I_ bbbl Sl N these services by reducing regional center
i e ) EI'LI DG ET and Eﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂ l.‘r]"‘{:-ﬂﬂﬁl" mln'ﬁhﬂm
P . expenses anc by implementing statewids
METER 21948 -514.88 service standards  The budget states that
SYEAR. 7 _ these standards wuulﬁ‘ be developed with
PROJECTION input from stakeholders,

YAz propossd by GFavernor Brown
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EXT lﬂ__: _Cciiifar'nia Budget Challenge

Hore \giﬁ”er‘% e Pdlffﬁ; ::II 9?2

"f

.[*'-'_l' y ::L'-_-.'-'-'—- other programs to help close the

- |

,i'T e ﬁvJ:—L budget gap? (select one)
e e L *-'-, .

a FI";,.__,-‘_L?' — {_ﬁ - .J Status Quo: Don't make these reductions.

‘) Pay for a portion of transportation debl
. service costs by using truck weight fees.

Reduce state employee salary and
medical costs.

Make various other reductions, including

funding for state mandates, state f $1.28
operations coslts and funding for the

courts.

c Make all of the above reductions/transfers, .
- thereby saving $2.4 billion in 2015-16.* 1 $2.4B

BUDGE]
METEK 519.48 514,88

nEE —
PROJECTEOM \
STARTING DEFICTT  YOUR BUDGE] -

‘As proposed by Governor Brown

S LR o IR R B R LR, TR R B B B ORTE A BRLE (- ) SR PR N B R TR
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Background
+ |Last year's budget assumed that the state

would save munhaﬂyguﬁﬁmaguaimxswap ;
enacted by the Legislature, bul passage o
Propositions 22 and 26 last Navember has
called that inte guestion. The Budget now

: Elroﬁﬂsa& Ihat roughly $800 million in State

ighway Account monies primarily from

‘weight fees be used to payr ortation
«debt costs instead of the trmﬁmd

» The E-udge{ ‘assumes that collective

bargamlngi agreements with the remaining &
employee units without agreements will

"ﬂﬂﬂemte 5308 millior in General Fund
~savings — equivalent to a 10 percent salary

reduction. The Budget alsa proposes a new.

- state employee health plan that provides
somewhat less comprehensive coyerage al
reduced cost to employees and the state.

The Budget proposes ather reductions,
Including (1) unallocated reductions of $200
million each for state operations and the frial

“courts, (2) a reduction in inmate medical
‘care costs of $200 million, (3) repeal or
-suspension of $3200 million worth of slate

mandates on local government and (4) other
reductions of $300 milfion,

{#Back[Next #)




m Call’famlu Budget Challenge

— gy =P I

25 ate En'iﬁlovee Pensions .

"\P'|

Should state employee pension
benefits be reduced and/or Background

| /Reaiignmen employees contributs more @ b Sedlig el i e
4 A 4D Bok i oir
1 K12 Educatior toward the cost of pensions? ek ﬁﬂlrwﬂh%lgnd%ﬂlhﬂfﬂ‘te}fhﬂda
(¥ E ity (select one) public safety job. The current General Fund
§ Y 2 e 4 @ Status guo: No addilional changes. cosl is approximately $2.1 billion,
||| ¥ 4 {uilth Care : @ Negotiate higher employee contributions + Unlike retiree health care benefits, the state
i v H e '__‘ r' " toward pension benefits for the remaining 1 $0.1B puts money away for future pension costs,
1 v Other Radis | bargaining units, for a savings of about but recently thls oost has increased because
‘T Other Radic $100 million in 2015-16.* (1) P“ﬂﬂgﬁ:{%}ﬁ;ﬁﬂgﬂ d”ﬁ";? the
{ F'Iﬂ ) Negotiate additional existing employee decade ago increased pension bﬁﬂﬂﬂtﬁ
4 ! contribution increases and further
i Revenue reductions in benefits for new employees 1‘ 50.4B « CalPERS reports that the average pansion
1 Car’ r‘“‘ [ for an immediate savings of $400 million benefit cumrently provided Is aboul $25,000
1 Incoms Tax and more significant long-term savings. EEEF;;; EﬁEIF'EHEr P!'E‘-"lidﬁﬂ benefits o over
z l.:;a - . - @ Megoatiate additional existing employes i i
S g S ne [t = contribution increases and shift new state « Last year most state employee collective
E A '_ art T employees to "401(k)" type retirement ‘t 50.4B bargaining units negotiated new contracts
1 A kT plans, resulling in significant long-term that increase smployee contributions toward
i v = savings but minimal savings In 2015-16. pensions, ﬂ;i"ﬁ'* 5% of THW;D 'JIE:' to 10% for |
Tk i current employees, and a reduction in
[ L 1 T pension benefits far all newly hired
BL [,:,}E' 3 £10 &b $14.88 employees. Higher employee contributions
METER . s - . e will generate savings immediately, but
5 YEAR _ savings from lower banefits for new
PROJECTION Al employees will take longer to be realized.

STARTING DEFICTT YOUR BUDGE
YAz propossd by Governor Brown
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[NEXT 10 ' Califomla Budgef Chullenge

m - T e li__"' -
Hﬂm | :ﬁ ree Heal re Costs

Should money be set aside for . |
future health care benefits for Background
state employees and/or * Retired state employees get health care

coverage paid for, in part, out of General
reductions in health benefits be Fund revenues. The current cost per year is

made? (select one) uicgat mpect approximately $1.4 billion.

) Status quo: Do not sel aside funding for
~ future health benefits for retired state
warkers or reduce benafils.

.fw

- i

» The state pays for health benefits far current
retirees but does not put away money for the:
future costs of benefits for future retired

y Add $1 billion per year to start pre-funding workers In FEI:II'L'IEﬁF 2010, the State
future health benefits for retired state * $1.0B Controller released an undﬂlﬂd report thal
workers. estimated the cost of future state retiree
9 Reduce health benefits for current and/or health benefits at $51.8 billion in today's
future state workers and increase dollars..
employee and retiree shares of premium
costs for state workers. These changes No:changs - gﬁ;ﬁgﬂﬁmﬁgﬁ Ziﬂﬂnﬂﬂg;ﬂtﬁﬂﬂt
wm.llld lower future costs, but yield minimal Gavernor and Iagislative sadérs to proposs
=3 Pretnratian Tas savings In 2015-16. a plari for addressing unfunded post-
=1_,_]| T et o Prodlts =, Add $1 billion per year to help pre-fund Emplb‘ymenl banaﬂta recommended that all
=3 ||L & mﬂ:ﬁ | wradhis future health benefits for retirees and also ‘l' $1.08 public agencies prefund them. (Read More)
= . reduce health benefits for current and . » Last year, Governor Schwartzenagger
future state workers, s vequirinG e Emplnyaags e
RUDGET for 25 years, rather than 20, befare
ATTE €10 AR 514.88 becoming eligible for free lifetime health
METER > V.4 - benefits. State employees and retirees could
5 YEAR also be required to pay a larger share of

PROJECTION pmn*:lum costs.

STARTING DEFICIT  Y¥OUR BUDGE]
“Az proposed by Govermor Brown
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Prin HEharll
Your Thaugihts

What would you like the vehicle
license fee (VLF) level to be?
(select one)

e Stalus Quo: You already chose to pay for
transfer of certain programs to counties
with revenues from extending the 0.5%
VLF increase for 5 years. Make no further
changes.

Increase the car tax by an additional
0.85% to the 1997 fee level of 2%, saving
$2.9 billion in 2015-16.

BUDGET
METER >17.48 -511.98

S YERR N
PROJECTION @

STARTING DEFICTT YOUR BUDGET
g proposed by Governor Browr

Budget Impact

-

: Bhiﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂrﬂ]ﬁ.lﬂﬂ ‘spending

Enﬁkarﬁmd

« From Ellﬂ'-th 1997 the Vehicle License
Fee (VI of what you pay each ?ﬁﬂf

In 1998 the Legislalure began a process df
cutting the VLF rate from 2% to 0.65%, or
more than two-thirds (F=ad Me), which
reduced revenues fron the VLF by $4.5
billion in 2006-07

I 2009 the Legislature increased the VLF 1o

1.15% and directed most of the higher
revenues to the state General Fund, but
dedicated a portion of the increase for local
law enforcement programs. However, this
increase expires al the end of 2010-1 1 and
the rate drops back to 0.65%.

“« Governor Brown's budgel proposesto

ﬁmgmwlncmln Etwfwhi years 1o
pay for programs that would be shifted
from the state to counties.

Is increased to
pay local govermnments for lost VLF
revenues If the VLF is increased, the state
would not have to cover this cost:
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[NEXT 10§ Califomla Budgef Challenge

Should California raise or lower
the income tax? (select one) Budget Impact Eﬂ.ckﬂrnund

i Income taxes are the stale's Jargesl reventie
v, Slatus Guo: You already c.ﬁnsa to pay for solre, accounting for more than 50% of
an Increase in K-12 education by * $3.88 General Fund revenues.
extending the 0.25% Income fax Increase
for 5 years. Make no additional changes. * In the early 1990s two new income brackets

(10% and 11%) were added temporarily as

Eaﬂ'ui a bipartisan agreement to help
alance the state budget. When those

brackets expired, the top rate was 9.3%.

Y In addition to the 0.25% increase, raise

" income taxes by $3.8 billion on upper- =
income families by reinstating the 10% and | ¢
11% brackets. -

* In 2004, the voters approved an income lax
surcharge of 1% on taxpayers with-annual

mncomes of more than $1 million, to be used
to expand county mental health programs.

Lasty&arthe Legislature raised the tax rate
Sal far each bracket by 0,25% through the 2010
: .} DCorpomtion Tax tax year, so now the top rate (except for the
_ﬁ'ﬁﬂf‘r oo TaxCradits surcharge} is 4.55%.

1 by Pl TS ] _ _
L'" ht:?" : 3 Govemnor Brown's budget pmpu'seﬂtn
extend this rate increase for 5 years to
provide additional funding for education

BUDGET
\ETER i : : raises the jssue of "dynamic' versus "stafic”
g g S?ECTIDN - T estimating (Head Mores)

STARTING DEFICIT  Y¥OUR BUDGE]
"Az propossd by Govermor Brown
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Califomlu Budget Challenge

= B g

SalesHax

Would you like to raise or lower

] . ." !"f ' il
'*-?i = rﬂ'“h = the sales tax rate or extend the
** Wik Ree S sales tax to a selected set of The aEIEﬁ tax I#EHP||$?HEnmﬂ?fm?§5£é’
- Ir;.'l---- |'”,_r I"".I. - SiﬂTBE EI:EEEIH‘SD
e B4l ~_.'—_' SRECRUON. services? (selectione) medicine, and ulliities are exempt from tax.
- a’.-_h -—— ;,'_f._'__'_' | L ik ® Status Quo: You already chose to pay lor
= s {1 Dt e ) e transfer of certain programs to counties .0 + Spending on services, which are mostly nat
- '; |L ﬁ_-.-,i_ ! gt with revenues from extending the 1% sales | g :ﬂﬁ;ﬁ;"ﬂﬂﬂﬂgﬂﬁﬂngﬁ" the
T i g L LT | - A o
u [ /: furnan Sor fees tax for 5 years. Make no further changes revenues have grown slower than the overall
§ Ot :"'_‘h_ 3 __:i :J'IF'.E:';J-’ y In addition lo extending the 1% sales tax economy. (Hesd M=)
140 af Rec 2 | increase that funds realignment, expand
« Punzlona the sales tax base lo cerain services, f $2.88 « In 2009 Governor Schwartzenegger
 Rotirso Health increasing revenues by $2.85 billion per proposed 1o broaden the sales tax base to
A —y | year by 2015-16. Include same services - appliance repair,
(Ravenus vehicle repair, amusement parks, sporting
v Car _‘;— ®) Expand the sales lax base to certain events, and colf The Legislature did not
IincomeTay 000 services, but use the money to lowerthe — “adopt this change, (F=all Mmp}

rate by 0.5%, resulting In no additional

CorpaTation T revenue increase. * Instead, the Legislalure approved an
T Increase in the state sales tax of 1%, taking
P L T ¢, Reduce sales tax revenues for the General the state sales lax from 5% to 6% through
J'-I_,_'_e“f';'wu,_' g | - Fund by $2.85 billion by reducing the siate J.. $2.98 June 2011, (The total sales tax rate also
o' g tax rate by 1/2%. Includes sales faxes imposed by cities and
‘courties,) California has the highest sales
BUDGET lax rate in the country.
Eﬁ' FTER 519.4B -58.1B »  Governor Brown's budgel proposes to
5 YEAR - I extend the 1% rafe increase for 5 years to
PROJECTION , pay for programs that would be shifted from
Nt ‘the state to the counties.

STARTING DEFICTT YOUR BLUDGET
As proposed by Goverrior Srowr
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California Budget Challenge

corporationy ax. . |
Should the corporation tax be

raised or lowered? (select one) Budge! Impact

0 Status Quo: The corporation lax rate 98
~ should be left at its current level -- 8.84%, " e

Increase the corporation lax rate to ils prior | S3.8% of
peak of 9.6%, raising about $900 million jn PESPONGENT
2015-16. Al

. Reduce the corporation tax rate to 8.1%.
which would reduce revenues by about
$900 million in 2015-16.

& 518

BUDGET
METER -519.48 -57.28

5 YEAR | eSS
wscron [N

STARTING REFICTT  YOUR BUDMGET
*As proposed by Govemaor Brown

Instructions =

Contact

1S pay.an 8.84% lax on

 The percent of corporate income paid in

ation taxes has declined from 9.7% In’
19321:& roughly 5.4% recently.(<es More)

* There are several reasans for this decline,

two rate reductions {fxﬁmaﬁﬂkﬂ!
9.6% to 8.84%), Hauuaﬁufcﬁtainﬁr&dhm
investment ard research. the shift of tax
liability to the income tax as a resull of S-
corporalion treatment,

ﬁspartaﬂﬁ Iast two budget agreemens,
the Legislalurs provided several new
corporate tax breaks. (Raad o)

According to the Califomia Budget Pro|
Gaedifnfnngmnkad 4th in the country in ﬁﬂﬁ-

08 in terms of corporate income tax
collections as a percent of nal Income
(0.60%), compared to the national average.
of 0,33%. Nevada and Washington do not
impose corporation taxes and Oregon's and
ana‘smmurattﬁn tax collections are af or
below the national average.

(#Back] Next#)
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| ﬁ'lifamia Budget Challenge

Tax Cré ﬂrts A

Should California restrict or |
eliminate tax breaks as part of Background
the effort to close the budget » Taxexpenditure programs (TEPs) are

3 1 L -;. S - special provisions in the law that attempt to
4 + K-12 Etucation deficit? (select one) Budget Impact ecourage certain behavior or that target fax
3 i ag fodali o o o b & Status Quo: Don't change any of the J' 548 relief fo specific groups of peaple or
7 [ s hgimd Lol oald ' state's tax credits or deductions. ' businesses through the use of exemptions,
] ¥ N e _ ; deductions, and credits.
" Healll Care Y Replace the morigage interest deduction -
‘ Lare = \yith 2 tax oredit saual 15 5% of roroage * %1 4B The elimination of antiquated or ineffactive
R L Ep interest. saving about $1 billion in 2015-16 tax credits is seldom accomplished because
¥ Diher Reductions PSR SRV Rl It requires a two-thirds vote aftha Legislature
+ Liher Reductions 2 g Eliminate the ability of investors to avoid to eliminate a tax expendiiure - even though
+ Pensjon =" capital gains on the increased value of It only takes a majority vote to create It
I‘,] SIET = similar properties by trading rather than -‘- $2.0B + The Muﬂgag& interest Daeduction costs $5
F selling those properties, saving $400 billion annually, but may stimulate little
/ Car Tox million in 2015-16. additional home buying. (Fead Maoie)
o ‘_'. m T ®) Prohibit multi-state corporations from being 2 I—i‘taha Imdﬂ;allnmi_t invesit;rst? ﬁatk:ha similar (or
L ,~'{_' alns Ti ;-, able to choose which method of assigning l $1.48 Nike-kin ﬂﬂ?pﬁ ies without paying income
o CnEsces RIEAT, . : - taxes on the capital gains that have accrued.
i 0l .
income to California each year, increasing (2iaid Wi

revenues by $1 billion in 2015-16.*

!,: Reduce all three tax breaks, saving about
$2.4 billlon in 2015-16.

« A recent t:hange_t by the Legislalure permits
mu]:ihstata-!:urpumilnns lo choose how to
“apportion their income to California for tax

purposes. The Govemor's Budget proposes

BUDGET to instead require them to apportion income
METER 519 AL .54.88 based on the percent of sales in different

states. Proposition 24 on last November's

ballot would have made this change, along
with others, but was It defeated by ﬂ'la

valers. E )

—— — .
2 YEAR
PROJECTION

STARTING DERCIT  YOUR BLUDGET
“As proposed by Govemnor Brown
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Property Tax

Would you like to change the r
property tax system with one of Background

these options? (select one * In 1978 voters passed Proposition 13, which,
5 ( ) Sy oas! states that the assessed value of pmpar!y far

tax purposes can increase by only 2% per

@ Status Quo: Keep the current rules.
~ year unless the property is sold

!) Require annual reassessment of non-
residential property values. Revenue
would be split between the General Fund
(+$2.2 billion) and local governments
(+$3.8 billion). (Read More)

» As a resull, much of the property in
California is assessed at far less than current
market value.

+ Non-residential pmpsrhaa (factories, office

w Allow assessed values of all property in buildings and stores) tend to be reassessed
< California o increase al a rate of 4% per .l. $1.0B less often than homes because they are sold
year instead of the current 2%, less aften.
® Keep the Proposition 13 assessment rules + Bead more about non-residential property
but amend the state Constitution to reduce taxes.
the tax rate by 10%. State revenues would
be reduced by $1.5 billion and local l $3.78

governments would lose $2.8 billion in
2015-16. for a tolal reduction of 4.3
billion.

t,"&ﬁt_.p_- 1"' Fruperty Ta::

- _.-F_-.-.| =1 -a-.-— = -
e Py 3

= =N
-

——

e N — BUDGET
e I SOHEE METER $19.48 -52.68
o Y
J = b el PROJECTION
F'I"".:I.- ._|"'J:"_ ==
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-':'-_ — o5 o | _ ; STARTING DEFRICIT
: "Az proposed by Govermnor Brown
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‘o California Budget Challenge

Cap & TradeProgrs

How should revenues from the

prome b auction of greenhouse gas (GHG) Background
- 1,1T| =allgnment emissions allowances under the . UnderhAB 32 California's effort to I'E':lwi:l?
‘f:gf:w»ﬁ )| AB 32 cap and trade program be mm“’m g“@:ﬁmﬁgﬁmmﬁ E’g;‘“ﬁ;’a b
"3'-?-»:-,., 1; L'F‘T‘j'r . allocated? (select one) Budgst Impact prograin & cep o GHG emissions will be
.sli'! iC & *-*-t i o) Status Quo: Budget projections do not “ ¢i7a mﬁg??g ;ibﬂm“_?h::gﬁw Wﬂiﬂl!
H-r '- '”.',:':" o - ‘account for revenue frgm dliowances. musmas tui:ﬁ’rt GHG based on thﬂpnumhﬂr
= :,’"" A g GHG emissions allowances revenue ot allowances they have. Over time the
:r’;“ :]""‘_"_’EL"’ T 1{. = should be used to help close the General f $1.88 overall cap will decline.
'—T;.,._.T'* “', =r Rieductinns 2 Fund budget deficit, resulting in a revenue o |
:jr:’ Lﬁ ST gain of about $3.5 billion in 2015-16. = Individual emitters of GHG do not have
/ Retitos 1‘1 STy Half of the GHG emissi 1 specific emissions limits. Trading allowances
pipiniis iy o r;.fenua :hﬂuld :smtlil?rt!: ﬁ;ﬁw;;Ehe 12.6% of wil enable industres {0 make the most cost-
R sffective reduclions to emissions.

General Fund budget deficit and half

I T 0 q a i .
i’ ___.-1_,5_ Tax- should be paid to low-income taxpayers in i - Initially, the allowances will be allocated at
3!;.-—1:-:: T:-'i - the form of income tax rebates. no cost, Over time more allowances will be
9 Half of the GHG emissions allowances auctioned, generating revenues. A price of
revenue should be paid to low-income $15 per ton would generate roughly $3.5
?.’j,-:l_ﬂ_r'_ ,“"" ’1}"‘" ) taxpayers in the form of Income tax .l $1.7B billlon In revenues by 2015-16.
,,.r Cap & Trade rebates and half should be used to supoort . By _ L
- S : h. *+ Some have suggested using a portion of the
e SHEmaLYS SR e new revenues 0 ffso! tho ost o ow-
: RNV Saree 'lnmamumnr 1gharanarmt|:rica5
Hmmry METER 51 - 1o compensate communities that are
G 5YEAR particularly affected by higher pollution levels
. I -t PROJECTION or for clean energy research, Sl moe

yaxe \
|
Your Thﬂlilﬂ& STARTING DEFICTT  YOUR BUDGE] - m m)]

“As proposed by Governor Brown
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Other Taxes

Should California Raise Other
Taxes to Help Close the Deficit?

(select one)

Status Quo: California should not raise
additional revenue from these sources,

o Impose a 12.5% oll severance fax, raising
=" $1.5 billion per year by 2015-16.

o Increase the cigarette tax by 51 per pack,
-~ raising $800 million for cancer research by l $2.3B

2015-16.

by 2015-16.

Increase the cigarette tax by 51 per pack,
raising $800 million for the General Fund

s Raise both taxes for the General Fund: oll
~ severance and cigarette, raising about

$2.3 billion by 2015-16.

BUDGET
METER $19.48
S YEAR |
PROJECTION
STARTIMNG DEFICT

YAz propossd by Favernor Brown

California Budget Challenge

Budge! Impact

4 5238
4 so.e8

J, $1.58

$1.48

YOUR BUDGET

Background
« From fime o lime, some participants in the

budget process argue that the state should
raise laxes on cerlain activities In order ta
generate additional revenue

Currently, relatively small fees are imposed
on each barrel of oll produced in the state to
support regulatory programs. However, the
state does nol impose a severance fax on
the production of cil and is the only oil-
producing state not to do so.

- As a result of iniliatives previously approved

by the voters, California imposes a tax of
$0.87 per pack on the sale of cigarettes and
tobacco products. These revenues are used
to support various programs, including
research, anti-smoking, various health care
programs, and for the so-called "First 5
Gommission" programs — education, health
services ann:l childcare,

A measure that would i impose an additional
51 per pack tax on cigarettes and would
dedicate the proceads to cancer and other
medical research has qualified for the nexi
statewide ballot,

@ Back] Next #)




California Budget Challenge

D’ff"l‘_i_é"l‘ Revenues

Should other revenue raising
options be considered in order to
balance the budget? (select one)

Bax:l-:gruund

Budgst Impa| + The courts hﬂ?ﬁ determined thiﬂt‘ﬂlﬂ'tﬁ ﬂﬂ

L)

.

e

SRS

" ‘ﬁ

e

BUDGET
METER

Status Quo: Do not impose any of these
fax increases,

3 s148
4 s128

Impose sales tax on internet sales where
the retailer has a business connection 1o
California, raising about $200 million in
2015-16.

Impose 5 cents per drink on alcoholic
beverages 10 help close the budget gap,
raising about 3700 million in 2015-16.

Stop providing lax breaks in enterprise
zanes, raising about $600 million in 2015-
16.

& s048
4 soss

Impose all three tax changes - Internet
sales, alcoholic beverages and the
elimination of enterprise zones, raising
about $1.5 billlon In 2015-16.

—©9

o197 4B

SR Sk TROW R e R L RT R 1A R RER ) ) el ey e
20

3 YEAR
FROJECTION

a ,.ﬂ"
BTN
STARTING DEFICTT .

YOUR BLDGET

“As proposed by Governor Srown

hot have authority to impose sales tax on-

| mﬂlrufd‘urur immha! sales uniess a retaller
‘has a "presance" in the state, Some states.
‘have defined presence to include affiliate
arrangements where someone in the state
refers pufﬂhmhg to out-of-state retallers,

thereby imposing a requirement on those

retailers to collect sales laxes on purchases:
by persons in that state.

Beer, 'a.‘.vlnuar)d other alcoholic beveras
“are taxed in California, though gene

tax rates have nol increased with inflation.
For 2009-10, alcoholic beverage taxes
raised a little more than $300 million.

= Enterprise zones are economically

‘depressed areas of California ‘Imt qualify for
various special tax credits, such as credits
for hiring peaple into jobs. ‘Some 2
including the Legislative Analyst and the
'PUE!MFaII"_Inﬂitumufcﬂﬁhm[a have
for in ﬁnmmris&zﬁnﬁshmm much of &
positive impact on the state's ecanomy.

e Back] Next®)
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California Budget Challenge

General Funt'Budget

Spending categories
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K-14 Education

UC & CsU

Medi-Cal & Healthy Families
Human Services

Criminal Justice

Other Spending

Debt Service

Offsets from Federal Funds & Property Taxes

| Income Tax il

Corporate Tax
Sales Tax
Other Revenue

Prior-Year Balance
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Tax Cradlte

Status Quo

Cullfornlu Budgei Challenge
E;F - Mﬂ;

$66.2
Your Choice

K-14 Education
U & Csu

Medi-Cal & Healthy
Famillies

Muman Services
Cominal Juslice
Othar Spanding
Dabl Servica

Offsats from Federal
Funads & Proparty
Taxes

Income Tax
Corporata Tax
Sales Tax

Cthar Revenues
Prior-Year Balanes
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