
per year (from $1,194 to $1,344), providing an additional $14.8 million
in revenues.

• California State University_ Student fees would be increased by $230
per year (from $441 to $671), providing an additional $73.6 million in
revenues. In addition, the budget would eliminate General Fund
support for summer quarters at the San Luis Obispo, Pomona, Los
Angeles, and Hayward campuses, for a savings of $13.6 million.

• California Community Colleges. For the first time, community col­
lege students would be required to pay a statewide fee of $100 per
year, which would provide $109.5 million in revenues. The budget
does not provide for growth in average daily attendance (ADA) or a
COLA.

7. Capital OutlByexpenditures in 198:HS4 are funded exclusively from
bond and special funds. Proposed capital outlay expenditures from all
sources total $568.4 million in the budget year.

8. Department ofCorrections expenditures are proposed to increase by
$114.6 million in the budget year, due primarily to the growth in the state s
prison population.

9. Unidentified Savings of $260 million, primarily from the establish·
ment of government efficiency teams, are proposed in the budget. These
teams, composed of individuals from the public and private sectors, are
expected to submit recommendations for inclusion in the budget before
it is enacted. At the time this Analysis was prepared, however, no individu­
als had been named to serve on this task force. Due to the lack of specific
information on these proposals, which the budget states will save $200
million, we recommend the Legislature not rely on the achievement of
these savings, in doing its fiscal planning. In addition, the budget antici­
pates further unidentified savings of $60 million.

10. Men"t Salary Adjustments for state employees are not funded in the
Governor's Budget. Although funding for these adjustments (almost $60
million from the General Fund) is included within the individual afpro­
priation requests, these funds are froposed for reversion by Contro Sec­
tion 9.25 of the 1983-84 Budget Bit . In addition, the budget proposes that
$211 million be expended for additional employee compensation, but the
administration has identified these funds as part of its Phase II options for
use in eliminating the 1982-83 budget deficit.

III. REVENUES

A. OVERVIEW
The various expenditure programs discussed in the Analysisare support·

ed by revenues which are derived from many different sources. The
budget identifies .over 50 specific individual revenue categories, ranging
from taxes levied on individuals and businesses, to income which the state
derives directly from its own assets, such as oil-producing properties and
financial investments.

About 85 percent of all state revenues are deposited directly in the
General Fund, from which they may be appropriated to support the
general activiti~sof state government. In most years, nearly 90 percent of
these General Fund revenues is derived from three specific sources: the
sales and use tax, the personal income tax, and the bank and corporation
tax.

Those state revenues that are not deposited in the General Fund-15



percent of the total-are placed into special funds to support specific
programs and activities, including highway maintenance and various con·
struchon projects.

The availability of revenues is the key determinant of how much the
state can afford to spend in the budget year. Consequently, in analyzing
the Governor's Budget for 1983-84, it is important to consider whether the
state will collect sufficient revenues to fund the proposed spending plan.
The level of these revenues will be influenced hy a variety of factors.
These include the state's tax base under current law, the tax rates applied
to this tax base, how future economic conditions affect the size of the tax
base, the time Jags between when tax liabilities are incurred and when
they are actually paid to the state, and the extent to which the Legislature
chooses to enact legislation to increase revenues in 1983.

This section examines the Department of Finance's forecast for reve·
nues in the current and budget years, including the economic projections
and other assumptions on which the revenue forecast is based.

Summary of the Economic Outlook
The single most important factor explaining the past and future per­

formance of California state revenues is the behavior of the state's econ­
omy. In 1982, both the national and California economies were in the
midst of a serious recession. Nationally, real Gross National Product
(GNP) declined in two of the four quarters, "real" interest rates remained
high throughout the year, unemployment reached record levels, housing
starts sagged to a 36-year low, personal income grew at its slowest rate in
20 years, and corporate profits fell for the third straight year. California's
economic performance in 1982 was also poor. Job growth in the state was
negative for the first time since 1971, the unemployment rate atJear.end
was the highest in the postwar period, and new residential buil iog per­
mits (79,000) were at their lowest level in over two decades. At year-end,
it appeared that the economy was still in a recession.

The Department of Finance's economic forecast for 1983 and 1984 gen·
erally reflects the consensus of other economists, in that it calls for a
modest recovery. In the near term, the economy is expected to remain
relatively weak, with only a very small increase in real GNP in the first
quarter of 1983. As the year progresses, however, the forecast shows the
economy improving gradually,led by consumer spending and improved
levels of housing starts and car sales. On the positive side, inflation is
expected to remain low (in the 4 to 6 percent rangel' and interest rates
are anticipated to decline further from current leve s.

As the economy moves into 1984, the recovery is projected to continue
and pick up momentum. The department predicts that the rate of job
grcwth in California will climb from only 0.7 percent in 19&3 to 3.3 percent
in 1984, resulting in a fall in the unemployme'nt rate from 10.2 percent in
1983 to 8.5 percent in 1984.

No one can say whether the department's economic forecast will prove
to be accurate. Economic forecasters have compiled a very poor record
in projecting the economy's performance in recent years, and we can have
only limited confidence in the ability of the Department of Finance or any
other forecaster to accurately foresee the future, even over a period as
short as the next 12 months. This is particularly true at the present time,
given the tremendous uncertainties characterizing the current economic
environment. These uncertainties include the future course of federal



monetary policies; decisions by both the Reagan Administration and the
Congress during 1983 and 1984 affecting taxes, spending and the federal
deficit; and the reactions of businesses and financial markets to future
trends in interest rates and inflationary expectations. We believe that
because of these factors, and the precariousness with which the state's
budget is to be balanced over the next 18 months, the Legislature will
need to keep a close watch on economic developments in the months to
come, and be prepared to revise the state's revenue outlook accordingly.

Summary of the Revenue Outlook
Table 22 summarizes the Governor's Budget estimates of total, General

Fund, and special fund revenues. The table shows that:
• Prior year (1981--82) total revenues were $23.6 billion (a growth at

$1.5 billion, or 6.8 percent, over the preceding year). This amount
included about $21 billion in General Fund revenues (a growth of$1.9
billion, or 10.2 percent), and $2.6 billion in special fund revenues (a
decline of $440 million, or 14.3 percent).

• Current year (1982-83) total revenues are estimated to reach $23.8
billion (a growth of $168 million, or 0.7 percent), including revenues
of $20.5 billion to the General Fund (a decline of $471 million, or 2.2
percentl' Revenues to special funds are estimated at $3.3 billion, or
$638 mi lion (24.2 percent) above the prior year amount.

• Budget year (1983--84) total revenues are projected at $26.0 billion
($2.3 billion, or 9.5 percent, above the estimated current-year level).
This amount includes $22.5 billion in General Fund revenue (a
growth of $2.0 billion, or 9.7 percent), and $3.5 billion in special fund
revenues (a growth of $267 million, or 8.2 percent).

Table 22
Summary of Genaral Fund and Special Fund Revenue Performance

1981-82 to 1983-84
(in millions)·

Prior Year Durent feu Budget Year
(1981-112) (1982-83) (/98J..8/)

';eneral Fund Revenue
Amount.................................... .................. lW,9OJ $20,490 l22,'"Dollar Change ..... '1,9:17 -$471 """Percent Change ... 10.2% -2.2% 9.7%

Special FWld Revenues
Amount................... ...................... "'641 13,279 """Dollar Change ..... -"" $638 "..,
Percent Change ...................... -14.3% ,,,% &2%

Total. General Fund and
Special Fund Revenues
Amount... $23,601 $23,769 126,"';
Dollar Change ........................ $l,497 '168 $2,2:I7
Percent Change .. ....................................................... 6S% 0.7% 9>%

"1983-84 Governor's Budget. ~Wl may not add to totals due to rOWlding. Figures include effects or all
revenue-enhancing measures proposed in the budget.

53



As discussed later, the General Fund and special fund growth rates for
the prior, current and budget years have been significantly distorted by
a number of factors. These factors include tax accelerations. other revenue
enhancements and special fund transfers into the General Fund that were
enacted in 1981 and 1982, or have been proposed in the Governor's Budget
for 1983--84. In our more detailed discussion of revenues which follows, we
show what the "underlying" growth rate of General Fund revenues would
be if these factors are excluded.

By historical standards, revenue growth for these three years is low. For
example:

• Growth in total current doJ1ar revenues over the U·year period from
1970-71 through 1980-81 averaged over 14 percent, compared to 6.8
percent for 1981-82,0.7 percent for 1982-83, and 9.5 percent for 1983­
84· and

• G;owth in total constant dollar revenues (that is, revenues adjusted
for inflation) averaged 5.5 percent over this II-year period, compared
to declines of about 1.1 percent in 1981-82 and 4.9 percent in 1982-83,
and an increase of 3.3 percent in 1983-84.

• Growth in total constant dollar per capita revenues (that is, revenues
adjusted for both inflation and population increases) averaged 3.7
percent over the ll-year period, versus declines of 2.8 percent in
1981-82 and 6.5 percent in 1982-83, and an increase of 1.6 percent in
1983-84.

The two main reasons for these historically-low rates of revenue growth
in the rast three years are (1) the weaknesses in the economy in the past
severa years, and (2) the revenue effects of income tax indexing. Accord­
ing to the Department of Finance, the latter will reduce 1983-84 General
Fund revenues by $3.5 billion below what revenues would have been
without indexing. Our estimate of indexing's effect on revenues is even
larger-$3.6 billion.

Revenue growth during the period covered by the budget would be
even weaker, relative to historical standards, were it not for the following
factors:

• First, total revenues over the period 1981-82 through 1983-84 reflect
the effects of numerous enacted and proposed revenue enhance­
ments. These enhancements were achieved by accelerating the col­
lection of certain taxes, increasing the interest penalties on late tax
payments,levying certain fees and user costs, increased tax auditing,
and repeal of certain tax credits. These factors are detailed below.

• Second, SB 215 (Ch 541/81) and AB 202 (Ch 933/81) increased gaso­
line and diesel taxes, motor vehicle registration fees, truck weight
fees, and drivers' license fees. The result was to increase special fund
revenues from motor vehicle user taxes and fees by $205 million in
1981-82, $380 million in the current year and over $630 million in the
budget year. In addition, the budget proposes to increase fuel tax
revenues by $85 million in the budget year by moving-up the due
dates for tax payments.

It is also important to recognize that the prior, current and budget year
revenue totals include significant redistributions of revenue from special
funds to the General Fund. These redistributions, which are primarily
one-time, have been packaged with the other revellue-enhancing meas­
ures mentioned above in order to balance the 1981-82 General Fund
budget, reduce the current year General Fund deficit and balance the
1983-84 General Fund budget. They total over $800 million in 1981-82, and



over $550 million in both 1982--83 and 1983--84. If the Department of
Finance's economic forecast for 1983 and beyond comes true, a continua­
tion of these transfers would not be necessary after 1983--84. This is because
the regular General Fund tax base would generate enough revenues to
fund the anticipated growth in future expenditures.

We now turn to a more detailed discussion of state revenues in the prior
year (1981~2),current year (1982-83), and budget year (1983-84). First,
however, it is important to look more closely at the economic assumptions
on which the current and budget year revenue forecasts are based.

B. THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK
1. THE 1982 ECONOMY IN RETROSPECT

A Bad Year for California
For the third year in a row, the economy performed very poorly in most

respects. Table 23 summarizes how the California economy fared during
the year, relative to the Department of Finance's projections. It indicates
that

• Employment growth fell below expectations, even though the origi­
nal projections were not very high. Civilian employment rose by only
0.3 percent, compared to the 1.1 percent increase expected one year
ago. Wage and salary job growth was even worse (a decline of 1.4
percent), and this was also a poorer performance than predicted (a
gain of 1.1 percent).

• Unemployment averaged 9.9 percent compared to the 8.1 percent
expected last year, and ended the year at 11.1 percent. The annual
rate was as bad as that reached in 1975, during the last recession. The
December rate, however, was the highest December rate on record
for the postwar period, indicating that the unemployment situation
was actually worsening at year-end.

Table 23
Summary of 1982 Economic Parformance for

California·

Economic 1ndicators
Percent change in:

-Penonal inoome .
-Civilian employment .
_Wage and salary employment.
-Consumer prices .

Unemployment rate (%)
Residential building pennits (thousands) .
New car sales (thousands) ..

10.3%
1.1%
1.1%

11.3%
8.1%
125

."

Revised
May 1982
F,re=(

M%
..%
0'%
7.5%
9.1%

"..

january 1983
Estimated
A,,","'

7B%
0.3%

-1..1,%
6.9%
9.9%
79

840

• Forecasts and estimates by the California Department of Finance.
b 1982-83 C<>vernors Budget.
o1963-S4 Governor's Budget.

• Residential building permits were reported at only 79,OOCI
h

compared
to the predicted level of 125,000. This performance was t e worst in
decades, even though population has increased;

• New car sales totaled 840,000, some 135,000 less than projected;
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• "Real" personal income (that is, income adjusted for inflation) rose
only 0.8 percent using the Consumer Price Index (CPI) as a measure
of inflation. Thus, per capita real income did not rise; and

• Taxable sales fell by 0.5 percent, the first time a decline has occurred
since 1958.

Table 24 summarizes how successful forecasters other than Finance
were in predicting California's economic performance. Like the depart­
ment, these other forecasters all appear to have expected a better per­
formance br. the state's economy than the economy was able to achieve.
For examp e, all but one forecaster overestimated personal income
growth, all overestimated the level of employment, and no forecaster
came even remotely close to foreseeing the collapse of the residential
housing sector, Likewise, all forecasters underpredicted the unemploy­
ment rate, and all but the department overstated the growth of real
personal income, The one bright spot in the state's economic performance
during 1982 involved inflation (6.9 percent on an annual average basis),
which was less than what all but one forecaster anticipated.

Table 24

Accuracy of 1982 Economic Forecasts for California·

Economic Vll110bles

Personlli Qmsumer

Forecaster
Department of Finance
First Interstate Bank <

Se<'urity Pacific Bank ..
Wells Fargo Bank
Bank of America ..
UCLA .....
Crocker Bank .

Average or All Forecasters
Actual e .

Income
Growth

10.3%
11.0
9.9

11.0
9.0
7.8
9.0

9.7%
7.8%

Prire
Inflation

11.3%
&3
8A
&0
7.0
5.7
7B

&1%
6.9%

"Relli"
Personlli
Income

Growth b

-0.9%

"1.4
2.8I.,
2.0
l.l

1.5%
0.3%

Wage and
s.Juy

Employ.
roMt

Growth
1.1%
2.7

I.'l.Od
I.O d

-0.5
0.2

0.9%
-1.4%

N..
Residential

Unem· Building
proyment Permits

Rllte (thousands)
8.1% 12.5
6.9 164
8.6 125
8.5 110
8.0 135
8.8 133
804 138- -
8.2% 133
9.9% 79

• Forecasts as of approximately year-end 1961.
b Defined as personal income growth adjWited for C(>nsumer price inflation as measured by the California

CPI. If the U.S. GNP Personal Consumption Expenditures (PeE) Deflator were used instead of the
CPl to measure inflation, growth in "real" 1982 personal income would be 1.8 peroont instead of 0.3
percent.

< Formerly United Califomia Bank (UCB). Forecast as of Oo:tober 1981.
ri Civilian employment growth estimate.
• As estimated in the 1983-84 Governor's Budget.

Economic Weaknesses a Nationwide Problem
California's economic problems in 1982 were, to a large extent, reflec­

tions of economic weaknesses in the nation's economy generally, For
instance:

• The nation's real GNP in the fourth quarter of 1982 was 1 percent
lower than it was in the fourth quarter of 1979, three years earlier. On
five occasions during this period, quarterly real GNP actually de­
clined, including twice during 1982;

• U.S, before-tax corporate profits fell in each of the past three years,
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even after adjusting for 1981 federal law changes regarding the treat­
ment of depreciation allowances;

• Housing starts in 1982 averaged only 1.1 million for the year as a
whole, the worst performance since 1945;

• Capacity utilization averaged only 70 percent for 1982, lowest in the
postwar period. By December, the rate had slipped to only fS7 per­
cent, also a record low;

• Business investment expenditures on producers' durable equipment
in 1982 fell by nearly 2 percent in current dollars, and by 6.5 percent
in "real" terms. Adjusted for inflation, total nonresidential investment
expenditures in the economy at year-end 1982 were 6.6 percent below
their level three years earlier;

• Personal income increased only 6.4 percent in 1982, the smallest rise
in 20 years; and

• Interest rates declined throughout the latter half of the year. Howev­
er, although "real"" short-term interest rates are now near normal
historical levels, "rear" long-term interest rates, which are important
determinants of investment, continue to remain relatively high.

What Has Gone Wrong?
The economy"s poor 1982 performance was essentially a continuation of

a generally unhealthy performance by the economy in both 1980 (when
real GNP fell by 0.4%) and 1981 (when real GNP rose by only 1.9 percent).
Last year at this time, most economists expected a recovery from the
recession to begin in 1982, but this did not happen. What has gone wrong?

Some of the nation"s leading economists openly disagree with one an­
other about the exact causes of our current economic problems and the
steps that are needed to overcome them. However, many economists
share the belief that 1982's poor performance in terms of output and
employment is most directly attributable to tight monetary policies pur­
sued by the Federal Reserve Board (FED) in 1981. During 1981, these
policies tended to restrict credit availability, put upward pressures on
interest rates, and thereby discourage borrowing to finance home buying
and business investment. Although nominal interest rates have since de­
clined, the economy has yet to recover in terms of production and employ­
ment.

The FED"s original purpose in attempting to reduce monetary growth
in 1981 stemmed directly from the need to lower inflation, which is ulti­
mately caused !?y "too much money:" Had more expansionary monetary
policies been followed during 1981, it is possible that the economy might
have performed better in terms of job growth and output in 1981, but at
the cost of higher inflation in 1982. The monetary authorities feared that
such inflation could, after a lag, result in an even weaker economy and
stifle recovery. While the FED's monetary actions clearly succeeded in
reducing inflation in 1982, the cost of this success was significant losses in
production, income, and jobs.

Many economists question whether the benefits of past federal mone­
tary policies have been worth the costs. Others maintain that the nation
was destined to pay this price ultimately, due either to the FED"s actions
or the debilitating effects of inflation on the economy over time. At any
rate, selecting the proper policy prescription to rectify today"s economic
problems is another difficult and, as of yet, unresolved issue.

As 1983 begins, it is not at all apparent whether brighter days for the



economy are/oust ahead. There have been a number of positive develop­
ments recent y, such as an upswing in housing starts, continuing declines
in interest rates, and some improvements in consumer spending. These
developments, by themselves, however, are not sufficient to guarantee a
first quarter recovery. Indeed, softness in many other sectors of the econ­
omy, such as excess inventories, low capacity utilization rates, reduced
spending by state and local governments, a deteriorating international
trade situation, an increasing federal budget deficit, and declines in
planned business investment spending, all argue against any quick re­
bound in business activity. Because of preliminary data showing that real
GNP declined at a 2.5 percent annual rate in the fourth quarter of 1982,
and the high probability that the current quarter will be weak, many
economists believe that we may still be in the midst of a recession. Thus,
the economy closed 1982 and began 1983 on a fairly negative note, and the
outlook for recovery is still rather "iffy",

2. THE ECONOMIC OUTLOOK FOR 1983 AND 1984
Economic activity in calendar 1983 will account for about one-third of

current-year (1982-83) General Fund revenues and about two-thirds of
budget-year (1983-84) Gene!"al Fund revenues. The remaining one-third
of budget-year revenues will be determined by 1984 economic conditions.
Table 25 summarizes the Department of Finance's economic projections
for 1983 and 1984 for both the nation and California.

The Nation-From Recession to Recovery
The department's forecast reflects the consensus view that the current

recession will end sometime in early 1983, and that the recovery is expect·
ed to be moderate, though sustained, carrying forward beyond 1983 and
throughout 1984, For the nation as a whole:

• Real GNP is projected to rise by a modest 2.2 percent in 1983, and
then rise by a somewhat stronger 4.4 percent in 1984. This upswing,
however, will be weaker than that which followed the 1973-75 reces­
sion (See Chart 11).

• Pre.tax corporate profits are expected to post a 10.7 percent gain in
1983. Despite thiS rise, however, the level of profits in 1983, after
adjusting for recent federal tax law changes regarding treatment of
depreciation allowances, will still be below that of 1978, even before
adjusting for inflation. In 1984, profits are predicted to register a 17
percent gain.

• Unemployment is expected to average 10.0 percent in 1983, an in­
crease over the record 9.6 percent rate of 1982. This rise will occur,
despite the projected economic recovery, because businesses will add
workers too slowly to offset the normal growth in the labor force and
the reentrance into the job market of previously discouraged workers.
In 1984, the unemployment rate is predicted to fall to 8.7 percent,
which would still De above its 1981 level (See Chart 12).

• Employment growth is expected to be negligible in 1983, rising only
0.2 percent for wage and salary workers and 1 percent for all civilian
workers. In 1984, moderate gains of about 3 percent for each employ­
ment category are projected.

• Housing starts will rise in 1983 to 1.34 million units. While this is an
improvement over 1982, it is still a relatively depressed level. In 1984,
starts are projected to rise to 1.63 million units.

• Gor sales are projected to improve, reaching 8.6 million units in 1983.
In 1984, a further increase, to 10.2 million units, is projected,
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California-Similar Expectations for a Modelt Recovery
Most economists who study the California economy agree with the

department's belief that the state will begin a sustained period of econom­
ic recovery in 19&3. In addition, the consensus is that this recovery could
proceed at a somewhat more-rapid pace in California than for the nation
at large. There are several reasons for this. One involves the benefits to
California of increased federal defense spending. Another involves the
improved prospects which declining interest rates offer for the housing
market, which is an especially important sector of the economy in a
growth state like California. Nevertheless, it is important to stress that
economic performance in California, as for the nation, is expected to be
only moderate over the forecast period, especially compared to past post­
recession recovery periods. For California, Table 25 indicates that:

• Employment growth in 1983 is projected to rise only very slowly.
Civilian employment growth is forecast to be only 1.5 percent. As
shown in Chart 13, California wage and salary job growth is projected

Tabla 25
Departmant of Financa Economic Outlook for

Cal;fornia and tha Nation
(dollars in billions) •

A. TkNltioo
GNP in current doIIan.._ _ _ .
GNP in 1972 doIIan _ _ _ .
Penonal income _ .
Corporate profits {pre-tar} ..
Wage and salary employment (in thousands) .
QviIian employment (in ~lh) .
Housing starts (millions of wtits) .
New car $8les (millions of wtits) .
GNP price delIator (1972=100}_._._ _ _ .
Consumer price indeI {1!67=100)._.._ _ ..
GNP consumption delIator (1972=100)
Unemployment (%) ..
Sa\ings rate (%) ._.._ _.__ _ _ ..
B. QJiforoj,
PenooaI incoole .
Wage and salary employment (in thousands)
QviIian employment (in thousands) .
Residential buikIin$ permits (in thousands) .
Consumer price indeJ .
Unemployment rate ..

JIlJ' JlO1 J!lJ/
ErtimIted ''''''''' '''''''''P_t P_t P_t

"'"' aw,., ""'" aw,., "'"' aw,.,_.I .,. ~.... ,,.
""'" Ion

$1,475.9 -I' 'I"'" " $1,574.0 ••
""''' " $2,763.2 1.1 """.I 9.7

$176.9 -Zl' 'I'" In7 1229.' I,..,"" -u .,,,.,
"' 'fW!/! 3.

"... -", 100,611 I.' 100,'" 11
1.01 -OJ IJ< 2&, 1.~ 21'

" -M M 10.9 10' tIl.2

"" .. 21&0 " m2 ".., " Jl1.' " "'" ....., " 21'" OJ 728.3 "9.6% 10.0% .,.
<,. ... 6.4%

$311.0 '" '""
..,.

'"'' 9.7%

''''I -1.4 9$7. 07 I"'" 33
10)l<!l " 11,110 I' 11.579 ..
" -'" 12S '" 1511 ".,., .. "iI ... 329.1 .,
9.9% 10.2% ..,.

• Source: Department of Finance and 1983-84 G<>vernor's Budget.
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to be even less---only 0.7 percent in 1983, representing just 73,000 new
jobs. As a result, employment in 1983 will still be lower than it was in
1981.

• The unemployment rate is expected to rise from 9.9 percent in 1982
to 10.2 percent in 1983, or slightly above the rate for the nation as a
whole. As Chart 12 indicates, the state's unemployment rate is then
expected to decline to 8.5 percent in 1984, or somewhat more rapidly
than the nation's.

• California construction activitJlj like the nation's, is expected to im­
prove moderately in 1983. Building permits are projected to reach
125,000 in 1983, before rising to 150,000 in 1984. Most economists be­
lieve that building permits in California need to average about 200,000
or more per year in order to meet the basic demand for new housing
associated with natural population growth, new household forma­
tions, in-migration, and replacement. Thus, even the projected 1984
level of building pennits represents a below-nonnal level.

The implications of the current economic outlook for state revenues are
best seen in the forecasts for those key California variables which most
strongly affect the state's major revenue sources:

• California personal income growth (Chart 14) is projected to rise
from 7.8 percent in 1982 to 8.5 percent in 1983. However, because of
the projected fall in inflation, "real" personal income growth (that is,
growth adjusted for inflation) is expected to rise by about 3.2 percent
in 1983, or about twice as great an improvement over the 1982 rate
as for nominal personal income growth.

• Taxable corporate profits are forecast to rise 8.1 percent in 1983 and
15 percent in 1984, following declines of 3.6 percent in 1982 and 5.4
percent in 1981, and a rise of only 1.7 percent in 1980 (See Chart 19
on page 84). The projected 1983 gain is relatively mild, given the poor
profit performance in the previous three years, and would leave the
level of profits in 1983 only slightly above the 1979 level. The project­
ed 1983 and 1984 gains are far below the 2O-percent-plus increases
experienced from 1976 through 1978, after the last recession ended,
and indicate the generally poor state of corporate balance sheets.

• Taxable sales are predicted to rise 8.9percent in 1983 and 13.6 percent
in 1984. The 1983 increase, while in line with projected personal in­
come growth (8.5 percent), is far from robust for a recovery year. For
example, the 1983 increase in "real" taxable sales (that is, taxable sales
adjusted for inflation) is 3.5 percent. This will not be sufficient to
bring real taxable sales back to their 1979 level, since real sales fell by
1.7 percent in 1980, rose by only 0.1 percent in 1981, and declined b)'
6 percent in 1982 (see Chart 18 on page 82). By comparison, rea)
taxable sales in 1976, the year following the 1973--75 recession, rose 8.6
percent, and in the subsequent year, they rose 12.2 percent.
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Chart 13

Annual Growth in California Wage and Salary Employment•1973 through 1983 (in thousands)
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These projections are all consistent with the consensus view of econo­
mists that the projected recovery in 1983 will be relatively mild, and that
although the recovery will gain momentum in 1984, it will still be only
moderate by historical standards. It is primarily because of this moderate
economic recovery that only relatively modest gains in state revenues are
anticipated for 1982--83 and 1983--84.

Inflation Outlook Moderotely favorable
Chart 15 shows the trend of inflation faced by consumers over the past

10 years, and the department's projected rates of inflation for 1983 and
1984.

As Table 24 shows, California's inflation experience during 1982-an
average rate of 6.9 percent-was far better than what the department
projected 12 months ag~11.3percent. In fact, most forecasters overesti­
mated the rate of inflation in 1982. There were a number of reasons for
this. The most important of these was the recession. The unprecedented
level of excess productive capacity and the high rate of unemployment
combined to lessen upwanl pressures on wage rates, input costs and the
prices of final outputs. Other factors contributing to the surprisingly low
rate of inflation were the oil surplus on world markets, which held down
the rate of increase in petroleum and energy-related prices, declining
interest rates, and only moderate increases in food prices. Also important
was the reduction in the rate of monetary expansion in 1981.

For 1983, the department projects a further easing of inflation, due to
the softness in the economy. In 1984, however, the rate of inflation is
projected to rise somewhat, as the economy gains strength and begins to
put pressure on the prices of certain inputs and outputs. The department's
general inflation projection-between 41/ 2 percent and 5'12 percent in 1983
and between 5Y:i. percent and 6Y2 percent for 1984, depending on the
measure of inflation used-reflects the consensus view of economic fore­
casters at this time. This forecast assumes that the federal monetary au­
thorities will "ease up" enough in controlling the growth rate of the
money supply to accommodate a moderate recovery, but not so much as
to rekindle inflationary expectations.

Interest Rates--Continued Declines Hoped For
One of the most critical elements in the economic forecast for 1983 and

1984 is the behavior of interest rates. This is because the pace of economic
activity is very much influenced by the behavior ofcredit-sensitive sectors
-namely, housing, automobiles and business investment. Unfortunately,
however, the future path of interest rates is subject to considerable uncer­
tainty, especially in light of the need to finance a federal deficit exceeding
$200 billion.

Chart 16 shows the pattern of short-term and long-term interest rates
over the past 10 years and projections for 1983 and 1984. Beginning in
about 1976, interest rates generally began an upward climb, peaking at
record levels in 1981. The 1981 escalation was primarily due to a combina­
tion of restrictive monetary policies followed by the FED and high rates
of inflation. During the first six months of 1982, neither short-term nor
long-term rates changed much. After mid-year, however, less restrictive
monetary policies, declining rates of inflation and a weak economy result­
ed in rather sharp drops in rates. As of year-end 1982, these declines
already appeared to have given some boost to consumer purchases of
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Chart 15

Inflation Faced by Consumers in California and the Nation
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automobiles, and to housing starts.
The department predicts that interest rates will continue to drift down­

ward in 1983 and 1984, with a prime rate of 10 percent and a mortgage rate
of 12 percent at year-end 1984. This projection is shared by most other
forecasters. Thus, the most common outlook for interest rates is a relative­
ly favorable one which, if realized, will be a positive influence on both
consumer and business spending decisions. The basis for this outlook is the
belief that interest rate-reducing factors will be fairly strong in the months
ahead. These factors include a very mild economic recovery, low inflation
rates and weak private sector credit demands.

It must be stressed, however. that this optimistic forecast for interest
rates could be "off target". Two factors, in particular, could cause interest
rates to turn up and thereby jeopardize the recovery. These factors in­
volve (1) the degree to which federal monetary authorities restrict the
growth in the money supply, and (2) the impact on the credit markets of
the federal government's need to finance an enormous deficit.

Federal Policies-More Important Thon Ever
There are two general categories of federal policies that can influence

the level and composition of economic activity. First, there are the taxing
and spending policies of the federal government, which are generally
referred to as fiscal policies. Second, there are the policies regarding
management of the nation's money supply and certain interest rates by
the Federal Reserve Board, which are referred to as monetary policies.
The future course of federal monetary and fiscal policies represents the
single biggest uncertainty in the economic outlook for 1983 and beyond,
and will probably exert the greatest influence on the economic perform­
ance of both the nation and California.

Monetary Policy: As discussed earlier, monetary policies exert an im­
portant influence on a great many economic variables, including inflation,
interest rates and spending by consumers and businesses. Most economists
share the department's assumption that the FED has somewhat changed
its policy recently, by moving away from a strict focus on the rate of
growth in various types of "money", and toward recognition that it must
take specific actions aimed at reducing and stabilizing the level of interest
rates. The challenge for the FED will be the same one that it always
faces--can the money supply be increased at a rate which is high enough
to accommodate a healthy pace of economic activity, and yet not so high
as to ignite inflation? In past years, the FED's track record in achieving
this goal has not been very good. Only time will tell if it will be more
successful this time around. Its task will be more difficult than ever be­
cause of the need to help finance the huge federal deficit.

Fiscal Policy: The major fiscal policy issue is well-known---can the
government control the size of the federal budget deficit, and can the
deficit be financed without impeding the ability of the economy to recov­
er from the recession?

In many respects, fiscal policy is "between a rock and a hard place." On
the one hand, the federal government could attempt to reduce the deficit

3-76611
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immediately by increasing taxes and lowering spending. This approach,
however. could also slow the pace of economic activity in the near term
by lowering total spending, and thereby reducing output and employ­
ment. On the other hand, the government could continue to follow the
"supply-side" course of action espoused by the President in 1981, when he
proposed a tax-reduction plan to stimulate private sector activities. While
this approach has the potential to offer significant long-term benefits, it
has had the effect in the short-run of enlarging the budget deficit.

Most economists agree that the federal deficit as a percentage of the
GNP will reach unprecedented levels in the next severaI fiscal years, and
that the deficit will not be eliminated easily. In the near term, financing
the deficit may not significantly escalate interest rates, primarily because
of the relatively weak demand for credit on the part of the private sector,
due to the recession. Considerable uncertainty exists, however, over what
the effects of financing these deficits will be in the last half of 1983 and
beyond on monetary growth, inflation, interest rates, and consumer and
business confidence. The worst case would be if financing the deficit
"crowded out" private sector borrowing and thereby aborted the recov­
ery.

One thing does appear clear-there is no simple, obvious, agreed-upon
way out of the federal government's current budgetary problems. As a
result, the exact course which fiscal and monetary policies will take in 1983
and 1984 remains rather clouded.

Finance Versus Other Farecast.,s
Tables 26 and 2:l compare the Department of Finance's national and

California economic forecasts for 1983 with those which were made at
approximately year-end 1982 by other economists. The department's eco­
nomic forecast is about where most other public and private forecasters
were when the department prepared its forecast (November-December
1982). Since then, some forecasters have revised their projections down­
ward. Nevertheless, the department's forecast is not out of line. Rather,
most of the forecasters envision the same general type ofeconomy in 1983
as Finance does-very modest economic growth, reduced inflation, and
only moderate levels of profits, home building, and car sales. In the case
of California, the department's projected 1983 personal income growth
rate-8.5 percent-reflects the consensus, and is below that of some fore­
casters (Bank of America, for example, predicts a growth rate of 10.0
percent) and above that of others (UCLA, for example, predicts an in­
crease of 7.4 percent).

Our discussions with these forecasters indicate that they all are consider­
rably uncertain about exactly what will happen over the next two years,
and expect that they will have to revise their projections frequently in the
months to come. Given this, we believe that the department's economic
forecast is as reasonable as anyone's at this point in time. This is not to say,
of course, that the Legislature can be confident that the forecast will, in
fact, prove to be accurate. In fact, the odds are low that it, or any of the
other forecasts shown in Tables 26 and 27, will turn out to be exactly on
target. There is simply too much uncertainty regarding the future to allow
anyone to be confident about any forecast. What we are suggesting is
simply that the department's economic forecast appears to be neither
excessively optimistic nor excessively pessimistic, relative to the views of
the economic forecasting community at large.
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Table 26
Comparison of 1983 National Economic Outlook for Selected FOf"8CeS1ers
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Table 27
Comperison of 1982 California Economic Outlook for Selected Forecasters
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Wqe IIId Residentill
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• Defined as personal income growth adjusted for consumer price inflation.
bForecasts as of approximately year-end 1982.
< Formerly United California Bank (UeB). Forecast as of October 1982.

C. PRIOR YEAR (1981-82) REVENUES
Table 28 summarizes 1981--82 General Fund revenue collections. These

receipts totaled $20,960 million, an increase of $1,937 million (10.2 per­
cent) over 1980--81. As Table 28 shows:

• Sales and use taxes increased 7.8 percent, or $543 million;
• Personal income taxes rose 13.0 percent, or $864 million;
• Bank and corporation taxes declined 3.0 percent, or $82 million;
• Interest income fell by $128 million, reflecting both the decline in the

size of the General Fund budget surplus available for investment, and
the tapering-off of market interest rates;

• Transfer income to the General Fund rose by f747 million, from $315
million to $1,062 million; and

• Collections from all other sources, including taxes and licenses, were
essentially unchanged, declining by about f7 million.

Special Fadors-Accounted for $1.3 billion or Two-Thirds of Revenue Growth
A number of special factors accounted for $1.3 billion, or two-thirds of

the total growth in General Fund revenues during 1981--82.
• Tax Collections were Accelerated. These accelerations totaled $315

million, including $155 million for the personal income tax under AB
6x (Ch 2x/82), and $160 million for the sales and use tax under AB 1253
(Ch 115/82) and AB 8x (Ch 5x/82).

• Interest Penalties on Delinquent Taxes were Raised. These penal·
ties brought in approximately $65 million in additional revenues from
the J?ersonal income tax, the sales tax, and the bank and corporation
tax (AB 8x).

• Revenues were Transferred from Special Funds to the General
Fund. Because of legislative action taken in both 1981 and 1982,
General Fund transfer income was raised by nearly $870 million. Most
of these transfers (over $600 million) represented revenues from the
state's tidelands, which are normally put into special funds to support
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a variety of capital outlay programs. The General Fund also received
approximately $150 million in transfer income from the Vehicle Li­
cense Fee Account and other sources which normally would have
gone to local governments.

Weak Underlying Revenue Growth Trend
Had these special factors not been present, General Fund revenue

growth in 1981-82 would have been only 3.2 percent ($612 million). This
would have been the lowest rate of growth in General Fund revenues
since 1970-71.

The recession was the major factor responsible for this anemic underly­
ing growth rate. Especially important in this regard was the drop in Cali­
fornia corporate profits (-5.4% in 1981 and -3.6% in 1982), and the fall
in the portion of personal income which consumers spent on taxable items
(the ratio of taxable to personal income fell from over 55 percent in 1980
to under 50 percent in 1982).

Table 28
Growth of Prior Year (1981-82)

General Fund Revenues by Type
(in millions) •

Income Source
Three major taxes:

Sales and use tax
Personal income tax .
Bank and corporation tax

Other major taxes and licenses .

Total, major taxes and licenses..•..
Interest income .
Transfen .
Other revenues .

Total General Fund Revenues and
Transfen .

Percent Change
Which Would

Have OccurTed
in 1M

Absence of
Achml Actual Change Special
J~J 1981-82 Am~t P~t Factors b

fI,m; fI,549 $543 7.8% 5.2%.."" 7,493 864 13.0 10.2
2,731 ~649 -82 -3.0 -.5,4
1,442 1,418 -24 -1.7 '.9-- ~-

$17,006 $19.109 Sl,301 7.3% M%... "" -128 -27.6 -27.6

'" 1,012 747 137.1 -10.8
<l6 "" 17 3.9 -0.2

$19,023 $ID,960 $1,937 10.2% 4.3%

• Details may not add to total due to TOWlding.
bOne.time transfers and revenue enhancements in 1981-82 totalled approrimately $1.3 billion and includ·

ed (1) $179 million in increased transfers and other revenues llSIOciated with SB 102 (Ch 101/81). (2)
$400 million in transfers llSIOciated with the 1981 Budget Act, (3) $25 million in U.C. profit transfers,
(4) $399 million in increased sales tax, personal income ta:c and bank and corporation tax revenues
associated primarily with tax acwleratiom and interest penalties under AB 6x (Ch £1./82), AB 7x (Ch
4x/82), AB 8x (Ch Sx/82) and AB I~ (Ch 1lS/82), and (S) $322 million in increased transfers under
the 1982 Budget Act and trailer legislation. In addition, General FWld revenue sharing transfers
dedined from $276.2 million in 1980-81 to 1179..5 million in 1981-82, Or by S97 million, and AB 2092
(Cb 634/80) reduced inheritance and gift tax receipts by approximately $1.2 million in 1911O-S1 and
$109.3 million in I~. The increase in 1981-82 revenues would have been $817 million instead of
$1,937 million had none of these special factors occurred.
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Other factors also contributed to the sluggish growth in revenues during
1981--82. They include the decline in interest income (brought about pri­
marily by the decline in the General Fund surplus) the phasing-out of
federal revenue sharing for state governments, and the phasing-in of AB
2092 (Chapter 634/80), which exempted spouses from inheritance and gift
taxes. Table 28 shows that even if the effects of these factors are ignored,
underlying revenue growth in 1981--82 is still less than 5 percent.

Weak Economy Caused Record Downward Revenue Revisions
Table 29 shows how the Department of Finance revised its original

1981--82 revenue forecast between January 1981 and the end of the fiscal
year. The table indicates that:

• Actual revenues were less than the original estimate presented in the
Governor's Budget Oanuary 1981) by over $1.3 billion, or 6.4 percent.
This amount, which excludes the effects of 1981 tax legislation, reflects
downward adjustments of $605 million for the sales and use tax, $126
million for the personal income tax, and $450 million for the bank and
corporation tax.

• Actual revenues were also nearly $1.6 billion, or 7.5 percent, less than
the May 1981 revenue revision provided to the Legislature before it
acted on the 1981-82 budget.

• Actual revenues were $723 million, or 3.4 percent less than the mid·
year estimate prepared in January 1982 for the 1982--83 Governor's
Budget.

Table 30 compares the department's revenue estimating errors for 1981
-82 to those over the preceding eight-year period beginning with 1973-74.
Several important points emerge from this table:

• First, in dolJar terms, the 1981-82 errors were the largest on record
• Second, in percentage terms, the error made in May 1981 was also the

largest on record. This is especially s~cant because the May revi­
sion immediately preceding the start of the budget year provides the
data used by the Legislature when it takes action on the budget (in
this case, the 1981-82 budget). It was this inability in May to foresee
the trend in revenues that, more than any other factor, necessitated
the enactment in 1982 of tax accelerations and special transfers in
order to balance the budget on June 30, 1982.

These record downward revenue revisions illustrate the tremendous
impact which the recession had on the state's fiscal position.

Prior to 1980-81, there had been concern that the department's persist­
ent tendency to underestimate revenues-often by significant amounts­
reflected an inherent conservative bias in its economic forecasting and
revenue estimating procedures. Given the record for 1980-81 and 1981-82,
and the downward revisions already made in the 1982-83 revenue esti·
mate, no such bias is evident today. At this time, we see no indication that
the state can count on any significant revenue "windfalls" as a result of an
inherent conservative bias in estimating revenues.

D. CURRENT YEAR (1982-83) REVENUES

Special factor. Again Hold Up Revenue.
Table 31 summarizes the Department of Finance's General Fund reve·

nue projections for 1982--83. Before turning to a discussion of these figures,
however, it is important to note that the current-year estimates include
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Total, General Fund revenues
and transfers $21,019.7

Table 29
198t-82 General Fund Revenues and Transfers
History of Department of Finance Estimates

(in millions) a

RevisiolJS
janwuy

1982
May 1981 1981 Baseline
Revision Legislab'rm Revision b

$244.8 $28.0 1 -$288.0
100.0 -0.8 -184.2

-40.7 -26.3 -358.7
-rTl.8 -0.3 -48.9-- -- ---
S206.3 00.6 -$879.8

48.4 -61.3
-4.0 $17.4 95.0-- ---

$2SO.7 $18.0 - $846.2
546.6 -26.4

-$1,281.7
-63.4

-$1,345.1

TotRi
Revisions

Adjusted For
Legislation

-$449.5
-126.2
-604.7
-144.4

$1,324.8
9.'

34.0
$19,898.4

1,062.0

Actual
$2,648.7
7,493.0
7,548.7
1,419.0

$19,109.4
335.8
<53.1

$20,900.3

$35.0 -$101.3
185.0 -10.0
179.0 -4JJ'

-15.0---
13990 -$166.6

22.1
-2:7.0---

1399.0 -$171.5
32<0 -37.0

$721.0 -$208.5

-$30.0 1

-$40.0

-$40,0

-$10.0

May 1982 JanuarY
Revision Legislation' 1983,{

-$5(lO
"'.0

-25.0

M=h
Revision
-$255.0

-W.O
-140.0

17.3

-$474.7

-$474.7

-$474.7

$564.6 1 -$872.6$250.7

Originiil
Estimate

in january
1981
$3,035.2
7,435.0
8,1XXI.7
1,563.7

$20,034.6
3'"
401.7

$20,762.9
'56Ji'

Revenue Scurce
Bank and corporation tax e .,
Personal income tax
Sale; and use tax , .
Other taxes .

Total taxes ..
Intere;1 income
Other revenue ..

Total, revenues
Transfers

• Details may noo; add 10 loal> due 10 rounding.
b Excludes proposed enhancementJ to .evenue> and trazufer' totaling ~19 million contained in the 1982-./l3 Governor', Iludget and 1962 Iludgelllill. and ineludes certain W>idenlified .e\'is;ons

to estimated lise'" effe<:tJ of 1961 legisL1tion.
• MajoT ite.... oflegislation included acceleraled sales laX receiptJofll60 million (All ax and AIlI~),ac«lerated income tu"""";pts ofll:5.'! million (AB 6>:), 'evenue> from higher interest

penalties on delinquent laxes of 165 million (All &), and one-time trarclen (1:322 million), primarily associaled with tidelandJ oil revenueo (1211 million),
d Revenue """";pts in May and June of 1962 fell short of pl"ojected .....,.,;pu by $185.2 million, nu. sboTtfall aooountJ for moot of the January 1983 revision.
a Reduced by IV milUon in January 1981 and 130 million in May 1981 for FALA Fund tr~ under All 66 (Ch llro/79). Finance tt<!ated these monieJ .. direct >pecial fund reven.......
I Includes 130 million for elimination of FALA Fund transfers under 58 102 (01 101/81).
Iln<ludes $29 million downward ad,juJtrnent for~ Health Care Depooil Fund receipts.
~The 1981-32 budget included a 110 million U.C. profil tnnJieT 10 the General F'wld for loan repaymenl. The 19811l~ ""t increased th4 tnnJieT 10 125 million.
'Total legislation ehange ollM'l.6 million inc:ludes four main cornponents, (I) revenues under SO 102, which fIn&n<:e estimated in its 1981 etm..raJ Fund Up<h~utd FinMIciaJ LegislMtion

Report to total 1179.1 million. ThiJ w.. comprised of (a) 1130 million in General FUnd tnnJieT. from the Motor Vehide lke..... Fee Account. (b) 130 million in bank and eorpon.tion
tu reven"", due to elimination of FALA fund transfers under All 66, (el 114.9 million in General Fund "other leVen""," d"" to elimination of Uquor Li<:ense Fee oubventions and
(d) $4.2 million in General Fund -other ,evenue>" d"" 10 elimination of 'ub><entions for hi&hway carriers; (2) 1399.6 million in General FUnd trorufe. in<:ome from >pecial fun<b including
(a) the Capital Outlay FUnd for HigheT Edu<:ation (153.6 million). (b) the Energy and He.......... Fund (124.0 million), (c) the Speci.al Account for Capital Ouu.y (W.O million). (d)
the State Park> and R""""ation Fund (1'11.0 million), (e) the State Scl>ooI Building.Lease PW"ehase Fund (PKl.o million). (f) the Transportation Planning and Doeve\op>"Mnl A<:<:(IUnt
(125.0 million) and (I) other mi!ee'llaneow speeial fun<b ($9,Omillion). ProvUionsfor troruferrillil these funds" whieb represenl tidelan<boil,evenues, ~'e """,tainedin the 1981 Budget
Act; (3) in<.Tea!ed Wes and ux tu trarufen under sa 215 to the Slale Hiihway and Tr""'J>"'Ution Planning and Development A<:<:(IUn!s. Tl>ese eombined tranJl"erJ were originally
estimaled to totall2ti million in 1961-&; and (4) other Iegislotion enacted during 1981 (-13.1 million).



Dollu
Error PercentPercent

Errors Made
in MayO

Percent

Table 30
General Fund Revenue Estimating Errors,

1973-74 through 1981-82·

Errors mflde in
0rigin.J

lanUl!D' Budget b

Dollu
Err<"

1!713-74 ".."."..".............. -m -2.9% -$184 -2..6'1> -$243 -3.5'1>
1!714-75 -orr -8.1 -322 -3.7 -166 -1.9
1!715-76 ........ -459 -4.8 -621 -M -"I -4.7
1!716-Tr ........ -1,011 ~9.8 -70; -6.4 -394 -3>
U117-78 ..................................... -1,339 -9.8 -966 -7.1 -331 - ..
1!718-79 ........................."... -!17' - .. -701 -5.1 -"" -IA
1979-aI ..................................... -"" -" -500 -18 -004 -1.1
1",,",,1 '" I' m I' 01 0.4
1981-82 ...................................... 1,343 6.' 1,596 U 723 3.'

• Revenue effecl!l of new legislation and changes in the treatment of special fund transfers over time have
been removed. Negative numbers indicate that revenues wert! underestimated; positive numbers
indicate thai revenues were overestimated.

b Difference between receipts estimated in January prior to the start of the specified fiscal year and actual
receipts.

oDifference between receipts estimated in May prior 10 the starl of the specified fiscal year and actual
receipts.

d Difference between receipts estimated in January of the fiscal year specified and actual receipts.
• Enor as a percent of actual revenues.

over $1 billion in "new" and primarily "one-time" General Fund monies.
Thus, the revenue figures published in the budget for 1982-83, as was the
case for 1981-82. /?rovide a distorted picture of the underlying growth
trend in the state s General Fund revenue base.

This $1 billion in new or one-time revenues includes:
• Over $500 million in various types of tax accelerationsdue to revisions

in tax prepayment dates and regulations, including a $230 million
acceleration in insurance taxes, a $140 million acceleration in sales
taxes, and a $40 million acceleration in bank and corporation taxes;

• Nearly $400 million in General Fund transfers from special funds,
including $261 million from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account
and $80 million from the California Water Fund; and

• About $185 million in "other revenues," including over $130 million
in tidelands oil revenues.

About $170 million of the $1 billion amount will be ongoing, represent­
ing primarily the permanent year-ta.year gains in revenues from the
revised tax payment dates and the increased penalties from delinquent tax
payments. The remainder-nearly $830 million-represents "one-time"
revenues.

Limited Strength In Underlying Revenue Trend
Table 31 indicates that General Fund revenues in 1982-83 are estimated

to total about $20.5 billion, including $7.6 billion from the sales and use tax
(a 0.4 percent gain), $7.3 billion from the personal income tax (a 2.9
percent reduction), and $2.6 billion from the bank and corporation tax (a
0.3 percent reduction). This represents a loss in General Fund revenues
of almost $500 million (-2.2 percent) from 1981~, or a decline of nearly
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8 percent in constant dollars and 10 percent in constant dollars per capita.
Had the special funds ~ransfers and revenue enhancements yrovided for
in both 1981-82 and 1982-83 not occurred, revenue growth sill would have
been negative (-1.1 percent). and General Fund revenues would have
declined by over $200 million.

Part of the weak revenue performance in 1982--83 is explained by the
phasing-out of inheritance and gift taxes and the termination of federal
revenue sharing with the states. However, Table 31 shows that even after
adjusting for all special factors-the special fund transfers, revenue en­
hancements, and the phasing-out of inheritance and gift taxes and federal
revenue sharing-the underlying revenue growth trend for 1982-83 is still
only about 1.2 percent.

Table 31
Growth of Current Year (1982-83)
General Fund Revenues by Type

(in millions) •

Revenue Source
Sales and use tax .
Personal income tax .
Bank and corporation tax ..
Other major taxes and licenses .

Total Major Taxes and Licenses
Interest income .
Other revenues .
Transfers •

Totals General Fund Revenues
and Tramfers .

Percent
Chmg.
in the

Absence of
Actual Estimated Clw>ge Special
J981~b J!ItiUJ' Am~1 Percent FllCtOrs d

17"., $7,578 '" 0.4% 1.1%
7,493 7il" -218 -2.9 -1.3.." 2,6<0 -, -OJ -0.7

~ 1,646 "" 16.1 18.9

$19,109 $19,139 lJIl 0.2% 1.3%

'" 229 -1lJ1 -31.8 -31.8%
45J 682 "" 50' 14.3

1,ll62 ... -622 -SS.6 '-3'
..,... 120,490 -$470 -2.2% 1>%

• Details may not add to totals due to rounding.
b Includes approximately '1.3 billion in revenue enhancements and special one· time General Fund tran$-­

fers from special funds. Revenue enhancements include the acceleration of personal income taxes and
sales and use taxes ($31:1 million) and inerelUed revenues due to higher interest penalties on delin­
quent tax payments ($6:S million). Transfers include nearly $870 million. oompo$ed of (1) nearly~
million a.uocialed with 1981 legWation regarding the distribution of tidelands oil revenues and SB 102
(Ch 101/81), and (2) S322 million associated with the 1982 Budget Act, tuiler bills and other 1982
legislation.

Cfncludell approximately 'I billion in enhancements, including accelerations of tax oolle<:tions (over $.500
million). General Fund transfers (about S400 million), and 11.56 million in tidelands oil revenues.

d Based upon data from Department of Finance and Commi!sion on State Finance. Excludes one·time
gains a.uociated with "cost recovery" oil (see footnote e) and adjwts for one-time S31 million loss in
insurance tax receipts due to oourt ease involving principal office deduction. Other adjwtments
include the special funds transfers and revenue enhancements detailed in footnotes b and c, the
decline in federal revenue sharing receipt. from $180 million in 1981~ to zero in 1982-83, and
reductiolU in inheritance and gift tax revenues due to AB 2092 (Ch 634/80) and Proposition 6 Oune
1982) of $109 million in 1981-62 and~ million in 1982-83.

• General Fund ··other revenues·' from tidelands oil and gas receipts increased by appronmately '139
million inI~ over 1981-62. Included in this amount is an approrimatelySSO million one· time gain
in state revenues due to federal lax law changes involving application of the windfall profits tax to
"cost recovery'· oil.

This weak revenue trend can be explained by three main. factors:
• First~ and most important, revenue growth in 1982-83, as in 1981-82,
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has slowed significantly due to the recession. For example, taxable
sales actually Fellin 1982-by 0.5 percent-for the first time since 1958.
This occurred despite an increase of 7.8 percent in personal income.

• Second? the adjustment factor in 1982 for indexing the personal in­
come tax brackets for inflation is 9.3 percent. Because this factor
exceeds the average rate of income growth in 1982, this will have the
effect of moving many taxpayers "backward" through the state's pro­
gressive income tax schedules, thereby limiting the growth in tax
liabilities to only about 5 percent.

• Third, interest income is projected to fall by $107 million in the cur­
rent year, due to the decline in the General Fund surplus available
for investment and the fall in interest rates.

Current Year Revenues-Largest Downward Revi.lon on Record
Table 32 presents the history of General Fund revenue estimates for

1982-83. The table clearly demonstrates the dramatic negative impact
which the recession has had on the current year's revenues. It shows that:

• Since the onginalpreliminary estimate of 1982--83 revenues was made
approximately 21 months ago in May 1981, total General Fund reve­
nues have been revised downward by nearly $3.4 blllion. This reflects
a $4.1 billion reduction due strictly to economic factors, plus reduc­
tions of $375 million due to the adoption ofJune 1982 ballot measures
reducing personal income and inheritance and gift taxes, offset by $1.1
billion in revenue enhancements due to legislation enacted in 1981
and 1982.

• Since the May 1982 revenue forecast, the last forecast available to the
Legislature before it acted on the 1982--83 budget, revenues have
been revised downward by over $1.3 billion. This January 1983 revi­
sion, which adjusts for legislation and initiatives, is the largest down­
ward revision recorded at midyear for any fiscal year in history. It
includes downward adjustments for the bank and corporation tax
($235 million), the personal income tax ($330 million) and, most im­
portantly, the sales and use tax ($811 million). When this revision is
combined with the downward revisions made in March 1982 ($805
million) and May 1982 ($408 million), the result is a drop in "baseline"
revenues to about $19.8 billion, or nearly $2.6 billion below what was
projected just 12 months ago in the 1982--83 Governor's Budget.

Latest Cash-Flow Data Support Revenue Estimates
January 1983 was the latest month for which data on General Fund

revenue collections ("agency cash") were available before this Analysis
went to print. During January, revenue collections were $24 million above
the forecast for January contained in the 1983--84 Governor's Budget.
Because December 1982 revenues were $103 million above the budget
forecast, revenues are $127 million above the budget forecast for the two
months combined.

It is difficult to be certain from January's revenue performance, howev­
er, the extent to which revenues are really running ahead of the forecast.
This is because much of the money due in January was due on January 31,
and thus "spills over" into February. Preliminary data for the first week
in February gives a mixed picture, with income tax withholding collec­
tions running ahead and sales tax collections running behind the budget
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Table 32
1982-83 General Fund Revenues and Transfers
History of Department of Finance Estimates

lin millions) •

Original Revidons Jmuary
Esbinlltein J!l8J jllJlUllry M=h M.y J"" 1982BaJJot Jmuary JS63
May /981 Legislation 1"" J"" J!l82 Legislation b /nitiatives c JS63 r_

Bank and Corporation Tax $3,755.0 3<.0 -$334.0 -$330.0 -$3$5.0 $7.5.0 10.0 -$23.5.0 $2,640.0
PersonaJllICQme Tax ............ 8,670.0 -1.0 -659.0 -195.0 -40.0 0>.0 -230.0 -330.0 7,zT5.0
Sales and Use Tax .............. 9,060.0 0.0 -465.0 -290.0 -40.0 124.0 0.0 -811.3 7:m.7
Other Taxes............... ...................... 1,558.0 22.0 -63.0 10.0 -3.0 199.0 -14.5.0 6SA 1,646.4

Total Taxes ......................•.... $23,043.0 $55.0 $1,521.0 -$flO5.0 - ....0 ",M -$37.5.0 $l,3lJ7.9 $19,139.2
Interest Income 375.0 0.0 -71.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 -74.3 "'.Other Revenue........... 391.0 0.0 139.4 d 0.0 0.0 143.0 c 0.0 .. 681.4-- --- ---

Total Revenues $23,815.0 $55.0 $1,452.8 -$800.0 -$408.0 ~1.0 -$375.0 $1,3&).1 $20,050.0
~

Transfers .... ..................................... 0>.0 0.0 -53' 0.0 00 436.0 c -0.0 -2.8 ....0
~ ---

Totals, General Flllld $23,875.0 $55.0 -$1,506.0 -$In5.0 - ....0 $1,lXl7.0 -$37.5.0 $1,383.3 $20,489.7
Revenues and Transfers

• Details may not add to totals dllC to rounding.
b Major legislation affecting 1982-83 revenues included (1) AB &. (Ch 2>:/82), which accelerated personal income tax collections ($10 million); (2) AS 8x (Ch 1I~/82)

which in conjunction with AS 12.:13 (Ch 1111/82) accelerated sales tax collections ($111 million) and impoaed higher interest payments on delinquent tax payments
($6S million); (3) SB 1326 (Ch 327182), which further accelerated sales tax collections (112:1 million), (") provisions in the 198£..83 Budgct Act and trailer bills
which increased General Fund transfen ($449 million), accelerated insurance tax oollectioll$ (4230 million) and blmk and corporation tax collectioll$ ($40
million). and raised Public Ulility Commi$sion assessments ($24 million); and (II) other legislation including miscellaneous sales tax e~emptioll$ enacted
subsequent to the 198£..83 budget package (-too million). Adjustments shown in tbis colwnn abo include a $31 million 10$$ in insurance taz revenue:s due to
a court decision on the principal office deduction, plus various tidelands oiladjustme"ts (see footnote e).

< Department of Finance estimates. Includes Proposition 6, which eliminated the current inheritance and gift tax and imposed a "pick·up" tax, and Prop<l$ilion 1,
which provided for permanent "full" indexing of the marginal per$OlUll income tax brackets.

d lneh>des effect of change in treatment of General Fund tideillnds oil monies from "trllItllfer inCQme" to "other revenues". llte "other revenues·' category e~cludes
what was a proposed increase of $20 million in General Fund income from tidelands revenues.

• At\iusts for change in treatment or $42 million in tidelands oil revenues, which in January 1981 W<':re classified as "other revenues" but ,,-ere reclassified as "transfen"
in the Governor', budget. "Other revenue" changes include $SO million from a federal law change affecting tax treahnent or "cost recovery oil", $.'13 million
in addition"ltidelands monies and $.52 million in other changes. Changes in transfers include $261 million in Vehicles License Fee tramf"en and $SO milllon
in California Water Fund transfers.



estimate for that week.
It does appear, however, that on balance overall revenue collections

currently are basically in line with-if not somewhat above-the estimate,
thus giving some additional credibility to the department's forecast.

Revenue Picture Still Uncertain
We have taken the Department of Finance's economic assumptions and

inserted them into our own revenue estimating equations in order to
determine whether the revenue forecast for 1982--83 is consistent with the
department's economic forecast. In general, we conclude that it is. Our
computations produce a level of current-year revenues which is about
$100 million below the Finance estimates. This is not a significant differ­
ence, given the complications involved in estimating revenues and the
fact that we are dealing with over $20 billion in collections during the
current year.

The 1982-83 revenue picture, however, is still far from clear. Approxi­
mately $9.0 billion in revenues must be collected between February and
June in order to reach the total projected for 1982-83, and economic
conditions during the first half of 19&3 can exert a considerable influence
on the exact amount actually collected. Thus, developing alternative reve­
nue estimates based on different economic scenarios is important in order
to facilitate the Legislature's fiscal planning, especially given the state's
tight budget situation.

In discussing the problem of revenue estimating error margins, the
budget suggests that current-year revenues could differ from the depart­
ment's estimate by plus-or-minus 2 percent to 2.5 percent, or about $400
million to $500 million. This is certainly possible, given the size of revisions
to the mid-year estimates shown in Table 30. In fact, the mid-year estimat­
ing error made 12 months ago with respect to 1981-82 revenues ($723
million, or 3.4 percent) exceeded this error range. Given this and the
absence of any significant reserve for absorbing revenue shortfalls or ex­
penditure overruns, it is imperative that the department continuously
review its 1982-S3 revenue forecast in the coming months, as additional
economic and revenue data become available, and alert the Legislature
to any significant changes in the outlook.

E. BUDGET YEAR (1983--84) REVENUES

1. GENERAL FUND REVENUES

Special factors Agoin Bol.ter Revenue.
Table 33 presents the department's estimates of General Fund and

special funds revenues for the budget year (1983-84), and compares these
estimates with revenues for the current and prior years.

As with prior year and current year revenues, the department's budget­
year estimates include certain General Fund revenues from special funds
transfers and tax enhancements.

Specifically, the budget proposes to:
• Increase tax revenues by $120 million through repeal of the solar

energy and energy conservation tax credits which are claimed by
individuals ($110 million) and businesses ($10 million);

• Increase tax revenues by an additional $50 million by increased tax
auditing activities;
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• Transfer $300 million from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account
to the General Fund. This $300 million normally would go to cities and
counties. As in both 1981--82 and 1982--83, transfers from this account
are the means by which localities are sharing in the state's spending
reductions in 1983--84.

• Increase in General Fund income through transfers of (1) tidelands
oil revenues ($192 million), and (2) Transportation, Planning and
Development Account revenues ($42 million).

• Continue approximately $100 million in on-going revenue gains from
tax accelerations and other legislation enacted in 1982.

These special factors-which together are projected to raise revenues
by over $750 million in l~though important pieces of the revenue
picture, are less significant than they were in both 1981-82 and 1982-83.

More Rapid Growth Expected In Underlying Revenue Trend
Table 33 shows that General Fund revenues in the budget year are

forecast to reach nearly $22.5 billion in 1983-84, a gain of $2.0 billion. Thus,
the rate of revenue growth projected for 1983--84 (9.7 percent) dramati­
cally exceeds that of 1982--83, when revenues actually declined by -2.2
percent. The 1983-84 revenue amount includes $8.5 billion in sales and use
tax revenues (a gain of 11.6 percent), $8.7 billion in personal income tax
revenues (a gain of 19.7I'ercent), and $2.8 billion in bank and corporation
tax revenues (a gain 0 6.4 percent). However, because of the various
revenue-enhancing proposals, special funds transfers, and other special
factors in both the current and budget years, the percentage rates of
increase shown in the table for 1983-84 do not give a valid picture of the
underlying growth in either the total revenue base or many of its individ­
ual components.

Computing the "underlying" revenue trend is difficult because of the
many types of changes that have been made to the revenue base in recent
years. Nevertheless, at least two types of adjustments clearly are needed
to derive this trend:

• Revenues must be adjusted to exclude the tax revenue-enhancing
proposals and one-time special funds transfers discussed earlier for
both the current year (about $1 billion) and budget year (over $750
million) ;

• The fiscal effects in 1982-83 ($348 million) and 1983--84 ($680 million)
of phasing out the inheritance and gift taxes must be removed.

Table 34 shows that once these adjustments are made, revenue growth
amounts to 13.6 percent in the budget year. This compares to an adjusted
rate of growth ofonly 1.2 percent for the current year, and is well in excess
of projected personal income growth in both 1983 (8.5 percent) and 1984
(9.7 percent).

If only the effects of the revenue enhancements and special funds shifts
are eliminated, underlying budget year revenue growth is 11.7 percent,
compared to a 1.1 percent decline in 1981-82. Thus, by any measure the
underlying revenue trend in 1983-84 is up.

One reason for this involves the extremely rapid projected growth rate
for personal income tax receipts (19.7 percent), which even after adjust­
ment for proposed tax law changes and recently enacted tax accelerations,
is quite high (17.9 percent). As discussed below, there are several reasons
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for this high rate of growth, including the effects of indexing and shifts in
cash-flow patterns. Because of these factors, the rate of personal income
tax growth shown in Table 34 is not really an "underlying" rate, in that
it doesn't represent a rate that can be sustained. Nevertheless, the budget
year's "underlying" rate of revenue growth-however defined-is clearly
stron~er than in the preceeding several years. This reflects the depart­
ment s projection that economic recovery will begin in the first half of
1983 and continue throughout 1984.

Table 33
Stete Revenue Collections

1981-82 to 1983-84
(in millions) a

ClMng,
A'twl Estimated Projected 1982-83 toJ~

General Fund 198/-8£ JII8U3 J!JIJ3-8l Am~t Percent
Tax($:

Sales and use ...................... $7,.548.7 fl,$l7' $8,453.1 """ 11.6%
Personal income ..................... 7,493.0 7,2715.0 8.710.0 b 1,43.'1.0 19.7
Bank and corporation ...... ....7 .....0 2,810.0' 170.0 ••Inheritance and gift d ........ '90' "".0 ".0 -279.0 -54.9
Insurance" ....2 700.0 450.0 -2.53.0 -36.0
Cigarette ................ 194.3 190.5 188.0 -2.5 -1.3
Alcoholic beverage ............................ 139.6 138.0 141.0 3.0 2.2
Horse racing ................... 105.7 107.0 U2.0 5.0 '.7--

Total Taxes .............. $19,109.5 $19,139.2 $21,003.1 Sl,953.9 10.2%
Other Sources:

Oil and gas revenues $18.5 $157.0 $215.7 158.7 37.4%
Health Care Deposit Fund............ 250.3 300.8 "'"0 32.2 10.4
Interest on investments.................... 33,. .... 253.7 24' 10.6
Federal revenue sharing transfer .. 179.4
Other revenues and transfer f ..•....• 1,106.7 ....3 574.9 -79.4 -12.1--

Totals, General Fund $00,960.3 $20,489.7 $22,479.4 $1,989.7 9.7%
Special Funds
Motor vehicle:

Fuel lax I 1833" """> $1,13:1.9 12380 26.2%
License fee (in lieu} I .................... 708.4 741,0 815.0 74,0 10,0
Registration, weight and miscella·

neous fees I ................................. "".2 812.1 841.0 2&9 30
Other Sources:

Oil and gas tax revenues. 470.9 "'"0 159.0 -183.0 -53.5
Sales and use b ................................ 140.3 152.3 162.9 10.6 70
Interest on investments... 83.0 83.8 71.3 -12.3 -14.7
Cigarette tax ........................ 82.5 8M 79' -6.0 -7.0
Other .. ,........ ,..... ,................. ,............. ,.. _312.8 1 162.1 281.6 119.5 73.7

Totals, Special Funds ............. $2,640.5 $3,278.9 13,546.2 l267' 8.2%
Totals, State Funds ......................... $23,600.9 $23,768.6 $26,025.6 $2,257.0 ~%

• Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Figures for 1981-82, 1982-83 and 1983-84 include the
effeds of a variety ofmeasures. either enacted in 1981 and I9820r proposed in the 1983-84 Governor"s
Budget, to augment General Fund revenues and transfers. For 1981-&, these factors amount to
approrimately 'l.3 billion, and include provisiolU to lIC(:elerate tax collections (about $380 million)
and to transfer monies to the General Fund from special funds (about $870 million). For 1982-83,
these factors amount to about $1 billion, and include about S400 million in tax accelerations and $4.50
million in special fund transfers to the General Fund. For 19lJ3...84, the budget propo:ses increases in
tax revenues of '167 million from repeal of energy·related tax credits and increased auditing esti·
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mates, a S300 million transfer to the General Fund from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account, and
placement of $192 million of tidelands oil revenues into the General Fund. For a more detailed
explanation of these facton, see discussion in text.

bIncludes $110 million for the proposed repeal of the solar energy credit and energy conservation credit,
and $27 million for proposed audit activities.

< Includes $10 million for the proposed repeal of the solar energy credit and energy conservation credit,
and $20 million for proposed audit activities.

dThe Department of Finllnce estimates that AB 2092 (Ch 634/SO), which exempted all spouses from
inheritance and gift taxation and increased certain other exemptions, has reduced inheritance and
tax revenues by approximately $1.2rnillion in 19B()...S1, $109 million in 1981-82,$203 million in 1982-&,
and $230 million in 1983-84. In addition, Proposition 6 Qune 1962) is projeded to reduce inheritance
and gift tax revenues by $145 million in 1982-& and S4.5O million in 1983-84.

• SB 1326 (Ch 321/82) changed prepayment dates for ill$urance compllnies and reduced the insurance tu
rate for 1982 through 1986. This bill will bave the effect of accelerating $230 million in tax receipts
into 1982-&, and reducing 1983-84 rereipts by $110 million.

rSee text for a discussion of legislative action in the prior, current, and budget years to increase General
Fund income from special fund transfers. The 1981-a2 figwe includes transfers of $84.9 million from
the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higber Education, $95.8 million from the Energy and Resources
Fund, $131.6 million from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account, $12.5.3 million from tbe Special
Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO), ~.8 million from the State parks and Recreation Fund, and
$2.52 million from the State School Building Lease·Purdul$e Fund. 1lIe 1982-& figure includes
transfers of $261 million from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account, $42 million from the SAFCO,
and $80 million from the California Water Fund. The 1983-84 figure includes a proposed transfer of
S300 million from tbe Motor Vehicle License Fee Account.

*sa 21~ (Ch~I/81) increased gasoline and diesel taxes, vehicle registration fees, weight fees,and drivers'
license fees, lind AB 202 (Ch 933/81) increased registration fees further. These measures increased
motor vehicle user taxes and fees by S20S million in 1981-82, an estimated $469 million in 1982-83,
and a projected $633 million in 1983-84. The 1983-84 fuel tax revenue estimates also include a
proposed one·time revenue increase of $& million from accelerating the due date for fuel tax
payments to the state. Trailer coach fees ("in lieu" tax) are included under "other" revenues.

h Rel1ects sales lind we tax receipts to the Transportation Planning and Development Account in the
Transportation Fund as spe<'ified under SB 620 (Ch 161179) and sa 21~ (Ch ~1I81).

'Negative sign indicates net transfers to the General Fund.

Table 34
Comparisons of Income Trends for the

Current and Budget Years
1982-83 and 1983-84

Percent Qa.we in Rel'('llue! md Tnmfers
/SJ!12..83 /fIIJ;Ut

IncreASe CIwJge IncreASe CiwIge
Published AdJusted for Published Adfusted for
in Budget Special Factors' in Budget Special FIdon'

0.4% 1.1% 11.6% 13.2%
-0.3 -0.7 6.4 5.6
-2.9 -1.3 19.7 17.9
16.1 18.9 -32.0 12.:1-------
0.2% 1.3% 10.2% 13.9%

-31.8 -31.8 10.6 10.6
-58.6 23.3 -15.9

50.6 14.3 11.7 3.4

I~Soo=

Sales and use tax .
Bank and corporation tax. . .
Personal income tax .
Other major taxes ..

Totals, Major taxes and licenses .
Interest Income ..
Transfers .
All other revenues .

Totals, General Fund Revenue and
Transfers. . ._ . -2.2% 1.2% 9.7% 13.6%

'Removes the effects on revenue growth of all one-time special funds transfers, tax accelerations, one·
time state revenue gains from federal tax law change involving "cost recovery oil;· shifts in classifica·
tion of certain tidelands oil monies from a "transfer" in 1982-83 to "other revenue" in 1983-84, and
a $31 million insurance tax reduction in 1982-& relating to a courl case involving the principal office
deduction.
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Pe,sonal Income Taxes to Lead Revenue Growth
As noted above in Tables 33 and 34, personal income taxes are projected

to rise by 19.7 percent when the Governor's proposals for increasing reve­
nues are reflected in the estimates. These proposals include repeal of the
solar energy tax credit and the energy conservation tax credit ($110 mil­
lion), and increased auditing activities ($27 million). Table 34 also shows
that revenue growth is 17.9 percent when these proposed changes and the
tax accelerations enacted in 1982 aTe excluded. In contrast, anticipated
receipts from this source in 1982-83 declined by 2.9 percent without ad­
justments for tax enhancements, and by 1.3 percent with such adjust­
ments. As discussed below, this volatile pattern of revenue growth results
from a combination of cash-flow factors and the impact of indexing.

The projection of personal income tax receipts involves two steps­
projecting calendar-year tax Iiabilib"es, and allocating (or "cash-flowing")
of these liabilities into fiscal year receipts.

1. Calendar Year Liabilities: The main determinants of calendar-year
tax liabilities are growth in taxable income, the distribution of this income
among tax brackets, and the inflation adjustment factors used to index the
personal income tax. Table 35 shows both the department's estimates of
these liabilities and our estimates of these liabilities (using the depart­
ment's economic assumptions)" The table indicates that personal income
tax liabilities grew more slowly than personal income in 1982, and are
projected to grow faster than personal income in 1983, and at about the
same rate as income in 1984. One reason for these year-to-year differences
involves the impact of indexing. For 1982, the tax brackets will be indexed
by 9.3 percent (that is, by more than personal income growth), whereas
the projected adjustment for 1983 is only 3.2 percent (that is, considerably
Jess than projected personal income growth). In fact, recent trends in the
California CPI suggest that the 1983 adjustment factor could be even less
than the 3.2 percent assumed in the budget.

Table 35
Estimated Personal Income Tax Liabilities

Using Department of Finance Economic Assumptions
1982 to 1984
(in millions)

Dep;utment
ofFinance

Legis/ah"ve
AnaMt

Calendar Year
1982 .
1983 .
1984... . .

Amall"r
$7,318
8.232
9,100

Percent
Ch"",

4.1%
12.5
10.8

Am~'",.,
8;;37
9,055

Percent
Clnng,

5.2%
11'
9.9

Percent
CJnng.m
PerscnaJ
Income

7.8%.,
9.7

Because the growth in tax liabilities is greater when the indexing adjust­
ment factor is less, indexing served to depress personal income tax liabili­
ties in 1982 to a much greater extent than it is expected to in 1983 or 1984.
Growth in liabilities in 1982 was also slowed because the rate of income
growth itself was relatively low, whereas it is expected to be higher in 1983
and 1984.

2. Fiscal Year Collections: Estimates of fiscal year collections are
derived by apportioning income from adjacent calendar-year tax liabilities
into different fiscal years, depending on (1) the pace of economic activity
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throughout the year and (2) when taxpayers are required to make their
payments. Normally, about 35 percent of an income year's liabilities (for
example, the 1983 income year) are allocated to the first fiscal year (for
example, 1982-83). with the remaining 65 percent showing up in the
second fiscal year (for example, 1983-84). Thus collections in 1982-83 are
derived primarily from the payment of 1982 liabilities and thus are heavily
affected by the depressed level of activity in that year. In contrast, collec­
tions in 1983--84 are derived from the payment of 1983 and 1984liabillties,
and reflect a more-rapidly-growing level of economic activity. The rela­
tively high rate of revenue growth that this produces for 1983--84 is further
accentuated because the pace of income growth was slowing throughout
1982 and is expected to accelerate in 19&3 and 1984, thereby pulling oown
revenues in 1982-& and pushing them up in 1983-84. Thus. a variety of
factors-proposed and enacted legislation, income tax indexing. the over­
all pattern and pace of economic activity. and cash-flow shifts--combine
to explain the 19.7 percent growth projection for personal income tax
collections in 198J--.84.

Effects of Income Tax Indexing
Chart 17 summarizes the fiscal effects of income tax indexing in Califor­

nia. The chart shows that over the period 1978--79 through 1983-841income
tax indexing will have reduced personal income tax revenues oy $12.1
billion. or over 22 percent of revenues which would have been collected
without indexing during these years. Because indexing is cumulative. its
effect on revenue increases over time. In 1982-83 and 1983-84, for exam­
ple, indexing will reduce revenues by $3.1 billion and $3.6 billion. respec­
tively. or by about 30 percent. These reductions include the effects of
Proposition 7 Gune 1982), which provided for permanent full indexing of
the marginal income tax brackets beyond 1981. We estimate that Proposi­
tion 7 will reduce General Fund revenues by $210 million in 1982--83. and
by $420 million in 1983-84.

Taxable Sales Also to Strengthen
As shown in Table 34, sales and use taxes are projected to increase by

11.6 percent in the budget year, or 13.2 percent when the distorting effects
of tax accelerations and other revenue-enhancing measures are eliminat·
ed. This is in marked contrast to 1982--83. when sales tax collections were
essentially flat.

The projected rate of growth in sales tax revenues during 1983--84 means
that growth in taxable sales is expected to out-distance growth in personal
income in both the second half of 1983 and throughout 1984. This is con­
firmed by looking at the ratio of taxable sales-to-personal income con­
tained in the department's economic forecast. As Table 36 shows, this ratio
dropped from 53.8 percent in 1981 to 49.6 percent in 1982, but is predicted
to rise slightly to 49.8 percent in 1983 and then increase to 51.6 percent in
1984. As shown in Chart 18. taxable sales growth is expected to be especial­
ly strong in 1984 (up 13.6 percent), led by increases in sales tax receipts
from such industries as motor vehicles (up 22 percent) and building
materials (up 24 percent). Of course. the'high rates of growth for the
building and automobile industries are partly due to the fact that they are
expected to be recovering from extremely depressed recession levels.
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Effects of Indexing on California Personal Income Tax
Revenues.
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The upturn projected for taxable sales, while impressive in comparison
to the growth in recent years, is notoverly strong in light of the depressed
level of sales that has prevailed during the recession. For example, the
projected ratio of taxable sales-ta-personal income in 1984 (51.6 percent)
is considerably below what the department predicted 12 months ago (56.2
percent), and even further below the 1979 peak (57.5 percent), as shown
in Table 36. In fact, the taxable sales-ta-income ratio is even below what
it was in 1975, during the low point of the 1973-75 recession.

Likewise, although the department forecasts growth in real taxable sales
both in 1983 (3.5 percent) and 1984 (7.7 percent), the gains are not very
robust given that real taxable sales fell by close to 8 percent between 1980
and 1982. The 1982 decline was especially deep-6 percent in real terms--­
because nominal dollar taxable sales declinecffor the first time since 1958.

Thus, although the growth in taxable sales is expected to play an impor­
tant role in generating General Fund revenue gains during 1983--S4, the
rate of growth will be fairly modest given the extent to which consumers
have cut back on their buying during the recession.

The budget proposes several changes in the collection dates for sales
taxes. These proposals wUI enable the state to accelerate its collection of
receipts from certain retailers. Thus, the state's cash position within the
19~ fiscal year will be improved if these measures are adopted. The
proposals, however, will have no impact on sales tax receipts for the year
as a whole.

Tabla 36
Ratios of Ta.xable Sa'es to

Parsonal Incoma in California
1973 to 1984

Ratio ofTU1lbJC-CRJendar Year to Personal Income
1973..... .538
1974.. .531
~97.5......... .321
1976 ..534

............................ .566
1978 .566
1979 ..57.5
19!1O ..5.52
1981 "".................... .. "................................... .538
1982 (Estimated) .496
1983 (Projected) .. .498
1984 (Projected) ..516

Moderate Corporate Profits Improyement to Produce Revenue Gain After Two
Year. of Declin••

Revenues from the bank and corporation tax are more difficult to
project from year-to-year than revenues from any other source. This is
because of the inherent volatility of corporate profits, the wide variety of
factors which influence profits, the complex prepayment patterns which



firms use to remit funds to the state, and the lengthy time lags required
before actual data on past corporate profits become available.

This year the problem of projecting corporate tax revenues is especially
difficult because recent federal tax law changes have distorted historical
relationships between California and U.S. profits. The problem has also
been exacerbated by the recession, high interest rates, and the deteriora­
tion in corporate balance sheets, all of which affect profits.

Table 34 shows that revenues from the bank a.:1d corporation tax are
projected by the department to rise by 6.4 percent in 1983-84, or by 5.6
percent when adjustments are made for previously enacted tax accelera­
tion increases and proposals to enhance revenues in the budget year. The
proposed changes total $30 million, consisting of $20 million from in­
creased auditing activities and $10 million from repeal of the solar energy
and energy conservation tax credits. The projected budget-year revenue
gain contrasts with the decline in bank and corporation revenues which
occurred in 1981--82 and is projected to occur again in 1982--83.

Projected 1983-84 corporate tax revenue growth reflects predicted in­
creases in corporate profits of about 8.1 percent in 1983 and 15.0 percent
in 1984. These gains, which are shown in Chart 19, follow three consecu­
tive years of weak profit performance-a 1.7 percent gain in 1980, a 5.4
percent decline in 1981, and an estimated 3.6 percent decline in 1982.

Chart 19
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In developing its corporate profits forecast for 1983 and 1984, the depart­
ment has relied on a survey of corporations to determine their 1982 profits.
This is necessary because data on 1982 taxable profits in California is not
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yet available from any other SOUTce. In fact a solid estimate of taxable
profits in 1982 will not be available until later in 1983, when tax return data
become available. The department's survey covers firms which account
for slightly over if:l of the corporate tax base. According to this survey, 1982
profits in the state were $1.4 billion (3.6 percent) lower than they were
in 1981. With the single exception of utility companies, every industry
grouping reported negative profit growth in the 1982 survey.

Exactly how accurate the 1982 profit survey-and thus the estimate of
1983 and 1984 profits, and of 1982--83 and 1983--S4 revenues-will turn out
to be remains to be seen. This is especially true because, although the
department's survey has a relatively good response rate as far as surveys
go, its coverage is far too small to determine the state's actual level of
profits with any degree ofcertainty. Based on our examination ofhistorical
profit relationships between the nation and California, for example, there
appears to be some possibility that California profits could be weaker in
1982 than the department is assuming. The department predicts that U.S.
profits will fall by nearly 24 percent under current law, and by nearly 19
percent when adjusted for recent federal tax law changes regarding de­
preciation allowances. The department's resulting state-national profit
growth rate differential for 1982-15.3 percentage points-is well in excess
of any experienced in the past two decades.

In any event, there is a fairly large error margin surrounding anyone's
corporate profit estimates, especially those made for California.

Other Major Taxel
Tables 33 (page 78) and 34 (page 79) show that General Fund revenues

from taxes other than the three major levies are projected to reach $1.1
billion in the budget year, a decrease of $526 million (32 percent) below
the current year. These taxes include the insurance tax ($450 million), the
inheritance and gift taxes ($229 million), the cigarette tax ($188 million),
alcoholic beverage taxes ($141 million), and horse racing-related revenues
($112 million). For two of these revenue sources-the insurance tax and
the inheritance and gift taxes-the budget estimates reflect special factors
as discussed below. After adjusting for these factors, Table 34 shows that
budget-year revenues from other major taxes are projected to rise by 12.5
percent over the current-year level.

Majar Calh-Flow Shiftl in Inlurance Tax Collectionl
The insurance tax estimate for 1983--84----$450 million, a decline of $253

million from the 1982-83 estimated level-reflects a number of changes in
the statutory provisions governing the collection of this tax that were
made by SB 1326 (eb 327/82). This bill,

• Increased the number of annual tax prepayments required of insurers
from 3 to 4, and increased the total percent of prior year tax liabilities
which must be remitted through prepayments from slightly under 80
percent to 100 percent;

• Raised the portion ofeach year's prepayments that are due in the first
half of the calendar year from one-third to one half.

• Required an additional, one-time tax prepayment due on January 1,
1983; and

• For the years 1982 through 1985, reduced the insurance premiums tax
rate from 2.35 percent to 2.33 percent.
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The net impact of these provisions is to raise revenues by $230 million in
1982-83. In the budget year, the impact of the S8 1326 changes is to reduce
revenues by $110 million. Thus, had these changes not been enacted,
1982--83 revenues would have been about $473 million and 1983--84 reve·
nues would have been about $560 million, implying an underlying growth
in revenues from this source of about $87 million (18.4 percent) in the
budget year. The estimate of 19~ revenues, however, has been re­
duced by $31 million to reflect a recent court r1ecision regarding the
principal office deduction allowance that the voters repealed in 1976.
Taking this one-time factor into account, underlying budget-year revenue
growth is 11.1 percent over the current-year level.

The department's revenue projections for the insurance tax are based
on a survey of California insurance companies that account for 55 percent
of all insurance premiums written. According to the survey, insurance
premiums subject to the 2.33 percent gross premiums tax are expected to
rise by 3.9 percent in 1982 (the year on which 1983 tax prepayments are
based), and 9.1 percent in 1983 (the year on which 1984 tax prepayments
are based). Taxes on these premiums account for about 97 percent of all
insurance tax collections.

The estimated 1982 premiums increase of 3.9 percent. which affects
revenues in both the current and budget years, is the lowest annual in­
crease in the past decade. For example. premiums during the mid-1970's
rose by more than 20 percent in some years. The 1982 slowdown is attribut­
able to the depressing effects of the current recession on income. employ­
ment, construction and car sales.

Phasing-out of Inheritance and Gift Tax Underway
Inheritance and gift tax receipts are projected to decline to $229 million

in the budget year. a fall of $279 million (54.9 percent) from the current
year. This decline. as well as the weak 2.6 percent growth in current-year
receipts over prior-year receipts, is due to two law changes:

• First, revenues have been reduced because of the phasing-in of AB
2092 (Ch 634/80). which increased inheritance tax exemptions.

• Second, revenues have been reduced because of the phasing-in of
Proposition 6 Gune 1982). which repealed the state's inheritance and
gift tax. (Proposition 6 became effective for estates and decedents and
for gifts made on or after June 9. 1982. The initiative also established
a "pick-up" estate tax, which allows the state to receive a portion of
the revenue stemming from the federal estate tax, at no increased cost
to taxpayers.)

Table 37
Effects of Tax law Changas on

Inheritance and Gift Tax Revenues
1980-81 to 1983-84

{in million~l

Total Reduction

1980--81........ .. ..
1981-82 .
1982-&3 .
1983--IW _ .

tU3 2092 Proposition 6

-'I
-1I>l
-203 -$145
-230 -4.50

86

Am~t

-'I-1I>l

-'"-600

As It> ofPrior
Law Revenues

-0.2%
-19.2
-40.7
-73.4



Table 37 shows that the combined effect of AB 2092 and Proposition 6
is to reduce inheritance and gift tax revenues by approximately $110
million in 1981-82, $350 million in 198~. and $680 million in 1983-84.
Thus, by the end of the budget year, nearly three-fourths of the prior-law
tax base will have been eliminated. The budget-year revenue total in­
cludes $114 million from the inheritance and gift tax, and $115 million for
the "pick-up" estate tax under Proposition 6.

Interelt Income to $tGbilize
The General Fund can receive interest income from three primary

sources: (1) the investment ofsurplus monies left over from the prior year,
(2) earnings on those balances in the Pooled Money Investment Account
(PMIA) which are not General Fund balances per se but which the Gen­
eral Fund nevertheless earns interest income on, and (3) the balance of
General Fund monies that are idle because of the time lag between when
revenues are collected and disbursements are made. Of these three, the
last currently is the most important source of interest income.

The budget projects that General Fund interest on investments will be
about $254 million in 1983-84, of which $250 million represents returns on
the PMIA. The level of investment income projected for 1983--84 com­
pares to about $229 million projected for 1982-83 and $336 million in
1981-82, and assumes that:

• The average fiscal year balance in the PMIA for 1983--84 will be some­
where in the vicinity of $5.75 billion. This average balance has de­
clined significantly in recent years because the state spent more than
it received in revenues, causing the budget surplus to disappear. The
average balance should be more stable in the future, however, assum­
ing that annual revenues and expenditures are brought into align­
ment.

• The General Fund share of funds in the PMIA will be about 44 per­
cent.

• The average interest yield on PMIA investments in 1983--84 will be in
the vicinity of 10 percent. This compares to an actual average yield
for the first half of 1982--83 of about 11.4 percent, and of about 10.5
percent as of year-end 1982.

The estimates of interest income are subject to a large margin of error,
due to the number of assumptions that must be made in preparing the
estimate. The most obvious assumption involves the average balance in
the PMIA during the year. The budget assumes that a $750 million deficit
will be carried over from 1982-83 into 1983--84, and that by year-end
1983-84. the budget will be in balance. However, should the carryover
deficit from 1982-83 exceed $750 million, or should the deficit not be
completely eliminated in 1983-84, the average PMIA balance and thus
interest income would be less. And, of course, the estimates are obviously
at the mercy of conditions in financial markets that determine the rate at
which the state will earn interest income. Our analysis indicates that the
estimates of interest income do not appear to have explicitly incorporated
the effects of the Governor's proposed cash management plan on the
PMIA balance. Other things constant, this plan should increase the PMIA
balance and thus raise interest earnings.



2. ALTERNATIVE GENERAL FUND REVENUE ESTIMATES

Estimate& Consistent with Assumptions, but Future Revisions Inevitable
As we did with the current·year revenue estimates, we have taken the

departments economic assumph'ons and used our own revenue·estimat·
ing equations to determine whether Finance's budget·year projections
are consistent with its economic assumptions.

Our analysis suggests that an economy along the lines projected by the
department could generate an additional $230 million in 1983--84 General
Fund revenues above what is forecast. Because our analysis also results in
about $100 million less in 1982-83 revenues than Finance projects, the net
difference for the current and budget years combined is only about $130
million. This is a very small difference, in light of the complexities of
revenue estimating.

The closeness of our estimates to Finance's should notbe interpreted as
indicating that the outlook for revenues is predictable. It is not. In fact, the
outlook is extremely uncertain. As evidence of the effect that economic
forecasting errors can have on projected revenues, the department's cur­
rent·law 1982-83 revenue estimate is $1.3 billion lower than the estimate
made last May (Table 32, Page 75). Clearly the department's 1983--S4
revenue estimates will be subject to considerable revision over the next
18 months.

Alternative General Fund Revenue Scenarios
Given the history of revenue estimating errors, and the considerable

uncertainty about exactly how the economy will perform in 1983 and 1984,
it is important to make some estimate of the margin by which actual
revenues in the current and budget years could differ from the depart­
ment's forecasts. It is especially important to do this now, given the ex­
tremely tight state and local government fiscal picture.

Revenue-estimating errors can result from a variety of factors. For ex­
ample, the underlying data on which forecasts are based often are revised
at later dates. It is likely that, had the "true" data been known earlier, the
forecasts themselves would have been different. In addition, there are
normal errors of a statistical nature that always accompany projections of
future events. It appears, however, that the most important cause of reve­
nue-estimating errors is errors in economic forecasting.

Given this, the department has constructed two alternative economic
scenarios which can provide some insight into the type of revenue estimat­
ing errors which could show up if the economic forecast is wrong. One
scenario is based on a more optimistic set of economic assumptions than
Finance used for its standard budget forecast; the other is based on more
pessimistic assumptions. We believe that these alternative forecasts pro­
vide a good illustration of how the paths taken by the national and state
economies in 1983 and 1984 could depart from the department's forecast.
These scenarios, however, by no means bracket the range of possible
outcomes. Table 38 summarizes the key features of these alternative eco­
nomic forecasts.

We have taken the key variables in these economic scenarios and used
them to project the main determinants of General Fund revenues-taxa­
ble income, California taxable profits and taxable sales. Table 39 indicates
what we estimate would be the effect on state revenues in the current and
budget years if each of the department's alternative forecasts were borne
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out. These effects are in the same general range as are those estimated by
the deparhnent and published in the budget.

Table 38
Alternative Economic Outlooks

Preper&d by the Oepertment of Finance
1983 and 1984

Economic VariRbie
I. National Data:

Real GNP growth .
Profits growth .
Car sales (millions) .
Housing starts (millions) ..
Unemployment rate .

2. Califumia Data:
Personal income growth .
Wage and salary employment growth .
Building permits (thousands) .
Unemployment rate .

PessirIWtic Opbinistic
Forecast Forecast

11/83 19114 11/83 19114

-0.2% 2.5% 3.2% 5.9%
-7.6% 16.7% 21.1% 18.5%

&0 9.1 9.1 II>
1.12 1.34 1.38 1.76

10.5% 9.7% 9B% 8.1%

a7% 7.4% 9B% 11.9%
-0.9% 1.7% 2.2% 5.6%
00 125 145 100
Il.l% 9.4% 10.0% 8.0%

1!183-84

Table 39
Revenue Effects of Alternative Depertment of Finance

Economic Foreeaata
1982-83 and 1983-84

(in millions) •

1!18t-83

5Q/lfCt' of/nconJe
Perwnal income tax .
Sales and use tax ..
Bank and corporation tal: .

Total, Major Three Taxes ..

Pessimistic Optimistic
FfJtt!UJt F()tecMSt

-$50 $50
-215 150
-00 00-- -

-1315 S2.5O

Pessimistic
F~t

-""-010

-'"
-$1~

Optimistic
F"""'"

"'"""225
$1,005

• Estinultes by Legililative Analyst.

Table 39 shows that these alternative economic scenarios produce 1982­
83 General Fund revenue estimates for the three major taxes which range
from $250 million (1.4 percent) above to $315 million (1.8 percent) below
Finance's forecast. For 1983--84, the estimates range from $1 billion (5.2
percent) above to $1.3 billion (6.7 percent) below Finance's projection.
(The December revenue estimates prepared. by the Commission on State
Finance-$61 million above the department's current·year estimate and
$715 million below its budget-year estimate-fall well within these mar­
Rins.) These margins are consistent with the historical errors reported
earlier in Table 30, page 72, and it is probably possible to find economists
at either end of this range. In addition, it is of course possible that actual
economic performance could be such that revenues could fall outside of
these ranges. The scenarios do illustrate, however, that significant revenue
estimating errors could occur in both 1982-83 and 1983--84.

3. SPECIAL FUND REVENUES
Table 33 (page 78) shows that combined revenues to all state special
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funds are projected to reach over $3.5 billion in 1983-84. Table 40 summa­
rizes the share ofspecial fund revenues accounted for by each of the major
special fund revenue sources.

Table 40
Summary of Special Fund Revenues

,983-84
lin millions)

1. Motor Vehide Tues and Fees
License fees ...
Fuel taxes , .
Registration and other fees .
Trailer wach fees .

Subtotal . .
2. Tidelands Oil md Cas Revenues .
3. Retail Sales Tues (''spill over" revenues)
4. Cigarette TaxC5 .

Subtotal . .
5. AnOther.

Tot>!

Percent
Amount Of ToW

$815" 23.0%
1,136 ".0
8" 23.7

Z1 ,.
-

ml9 79.5%
159" ..
163 '.6

'" 'j-
"~I .,.%

325 02

""'" 100.0%

• E>:isting law; does not reflect budget proposal to transfer 8300 million of this amount to the General Fund.
1> nus is the net amOWlt after the budget proposal which would transfer *192 million of these revenues

to the General Fund.
< Includes reduction of8300 million due to proposed trarufer from the Motor Vehicle Ueense Fee A<.'«Ioot

to the General Fund.

The major source of special fund income is motor vehicle-related levies,
which include gasoline taxes ($1,136 million), vehicle license and trailer
coach fees \$842 million) and registration fees ($841 million). These vehi­
cle-related evies are expected to total over $2.8 billion in the budget year,
an increase of 13.6 percent ($338 millionl over 1982-83. Other major
sources of special fund income include tide ands oil and gas tax revenues
($159 million), sales and use tax revenues ($163 million), cigarette tax
receipts ($80 million), and interest on investments ($71 million). The
special·fund sales and use tax revenues reflect monies which go to the
Transportation Planning and Development Account, while the cigarette
tax monies represent local governments' statutory 30 percent share of
total collections from this tax.

Revenue Trends Distorted by Major Legislation and General Fund Transfers
Table 33 (page 78) shows that special fund revenues in 1983-84 are

expected to be 8.2 percent above the 1982-83 level. This rate of growth is
distorted by the following special factors:

• Fjrst~ major legislation was enacted in 1981 which increased motor
vehicle-related receipts in 1981~2, 1982-83 and 1983-84. This legisla­
tion included (a) SB 215 (Ch 541/81), which increased vehicle regis­
tration, weight and drivers license fees (as of January I, 1982), and
increased the fuel tax from 7 cents to 9 cents per gallon (as ofJanuary
1, 1983), and (b) AB 202 (Ch 933/81), which provided for further
increases in vehicle registration fees. Together, the estimated effects
of these measures are an increase in motor vehicle-related collections
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of $205 million in 1981-82, $469 million in 1982--83 and $633 million in
1983-84.

• Second; the budget proposes to change the date on which motor
vehicle fuel tax collections must be remitted to the state. This, would
produce a one-time revenue gain of $85 million in 1983--84.

• Third, the 1983-84 budget proposes to transfer $300 million out of the
Motor Vehicle License Fee Account and into the General Fund, on
a one-time basis, as a means of applying state spending cuts to local
governments. This transfer is in lieu of activating the AB 8 deflator
mechanism. A similar type of one-time transfer was made in lieu of
activating the deflator in both 1981-82 ($131 million) and 1982--83
($261 million).

• Fourth as in 1982-83, the General FWld is to receive a special one­
time illocation of tidelands oil revenues. This amounts to $192 million
in the budget year. The current-year amount is over $175 million,
which includes a transfer for energy tax credit funding and an $80
million one-time tidelands oil revenue gain due to a recent federal law
change regarding assessment of the windfall profits tax on "cost re­
covery" oil. By comparison, tidelands oil revenues transferred into the
General Fund in 1981-82 totaled over $600 million.

Fuel Tax Revenues--Underlylng Trend is Level
Because of the 1983 increase in the fuel tax from 7 cents to 9 cents per

gallon, fuel tax revenues will go up by $79 million in 1982--83 and $233
million in 1983-84. As shown in Table 33 (page 78), when fuel tax revenues
are adjusted for this legislation and the tax due-date changes proposed in
the budget go into effect, resulting budget-year revenues \$818 million)
are essentially unchanged from the current year ($821 mil ion), and are
actually below revenues in the prior year ($873 million). This represents
the sixth year in a row that the underlying revenue trend has not been
upward. This reflects such factors as changes in the automobile mix, in­
creasing fuel economies, reduced demand due to slow economic growth,
and the impact of gasoline prices on consumption. The department's fuel
tax estimate assumes that average gasoline consumption per vehicle will
drop from 595 gallons in 1981~2 to 585 gallons in 1982-83 and 570 gallons
in 1983-84.

Vehicle-related registration and license fees are projected at almost $1.4
billion in the budget year, including the effects of new legislation. This
projection assumes increases in new vehicle registrations of 12.3 percent
and 16.3 percent in 1983 and 1984, respectively. These relatively strong
rates of increase reflect the department's projection for an upswing in
consumer spending on new automobiles during the next 24 months.

Tidelands 011 and Gas Revenues-A Potentially Important Balancing Fodor
Total revenues collected by the State Lands Commission from oil, gas,

geothermal, and other sources are projected in the Governor's Budget to
reach $350 million in 1983-84, down $124 million (26 percent) from the
current year. Of this decline, $55 million is due to the difference between
the revenue-increasing effects of the Technical Corrections Act of 1982 in
1982--83 ($80 million) and 1983-84 ($25 million). This federal legislation
revised the way in which windfall profit taxes are levied on oil produced
on state-owned properties. The remaining decline in oil and gas and other
revenues from state lands ($69 million) is in part due to declining oil and
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gas production at the state's fields. The most important factor in the
decline, however, has been the drop in oil prices, due to excessive stocks
in the world's crude oil markets.

Most of these oil and gas revenues represent direct earnings received
by the state from the sale of oil and gas produced from tidelands (princi­
pally located adjacent to the City of Long Beach). Tidelands oil revenues
are expected to total $335 million in 1983-84.

These funds traditionally have been used along with bond proceeds to
finance state capital outlay projects. As discussed earlier, however, tide­
lands oil revenues played a major role in balancing the General Fund
budget in 1981-82, and are providing the General Fund with $175 million

Table 41
Proposed Distribution of Special Fund Revenues

From Four Major Sources,........
(ill millions)

Soo= Amcant
I. Motor Vehicle Taxes and Fees

I. License fees· .'........ $815

2. Fuel Taxes,...... ,..... ,.............. 1,136

3. Registration and other fees ...... 841

4. Trailer coach fees 27

II. Tidelands Oil JHlIi Gas Revenues' 159

Ill. Retail Sales (spillover) Tues .... 163

IV. £ceal Cigarette Tues.... &:l

To cities .
To counties ..
For DMV administration , ..
To General Fund ..
For city streeu .
For county roads .
To cities and counties for streets and
roads .
To CaltTans for state highways...
Other .
To DMV , .
To CHP , .
To Caltrans ..
To other state agencies .
Other .
To Counties ..
Other ...
Energy and Resources Fund ...
COFPHE ..
SAFCO ,..
Parks and Re<:reation Fund .
All other... .. .
State agencies ..

Support for mass transit, etc. (27)
Local Agencies ..

Special transit ($75) d
Others ($2)

General Fund
Other ..
To cities ..
To counties .

Amcant

'125
3J5
62

"",'
177
2<l

113
570

33
177
329

'""20

"I
31
57
38
10
23
57

77

"17
62
15

• License fees generate:lIl additional rI million in interest income which support their proposed distribu·
tion.

bProposed transfer. Under current law, these monies would be distributed to cities and counties.
oTotal tidelands oil and ga.'l revenues are projected to total $33S million in 1983-84. The budget proposes

to put $192 million of the amount directly into the General Fund. Under current law, the General
Fund would receive none of these monil,l$.

dUnder current law, this amount would be $100 million.
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in revenues in th.e current year. In the budget year, the Governor pro­
poses to place an additional $192 million of tidelands oil revenues into the
General Fund. In Part III of this volume, we discuss the policy issue of
whether these tidelands revenues should be shifted on a permanent basis
to the General Fund to help support the overall programs of the state
government.

How Special Fund Revenue' are Distributed
Table 41 identifies how the budget proposes to allocate special fund

revenues from the four major sources among different programs and
levels of government. Specifically, it shows: .

• Cities and counties receive about half of the motor vehicle fuel tax
revenues;

• Under current law, cities and counties receive all of the proceeds
from vehicle license fees, after deduction of administrative and cer­
tain other costs. For 1983-84, however, the budget J?roposes to trans­
fer $300 million of these funds to the General Fund to help balance
the budget. Similar ,although smaller) transfers occurred in both
1981-82 and 1982-83.

• Motor vehicle registration fees are used to support the Department
of Motor Vehicles and the California Highway Patrol, with most of the
remainder going to the Department of Transportation for highway
maintenance and construction;

• Under current law, tidelands oil revenues are allocated mainly for
capital outlay purposes. Most of these revenues normally are divided
among six: sQecial funds (including ERF, COFPHE, and SAFCO). The
1983--84 budget, however, proposes that a significant portion ($192
million) of these revenues be transferred to the General Fund to help
balance the budget. The distribution of oil revenues shown in Table
41 is based on the proposals in the budget, and does not reflect the
distribution called for by existing law;

• The "spill-over" sales tax revenues are used mainly for mass transit
and special transportation programs, and are allocated to both state
and local agencies.

IV. STATE AND LOCAL BORROWING

Overview
The State of California and its localities borrow monies in a variety of

ways and for a variety of reasons.
One type of borrowing is short-term in nature, and is often used to cope

with cash-flow problems caused by differences between when expendi­
tures are made and when revenues are received. Such borrowing may
take the form of temporary loans from the state's special funds, or may
involve the issuance of short-term debt instruments such as secured or
unsecured notes or warrants.

A second general type of borrowing is long-term in nature. This form
of borrowin& is accomplished through the issuance of long-term bonds.
The State of California and its localities issue both general obligation bonds
and revenue bonds. These two categories of bonds have the following
general characteristics;
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