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March 2, 2015

TO: Local Agency Formation Commission

FROM: Executive Officer

Director, Legislative Research
SUBJECT: 2015 Legislative Status Report

This is the first Legislative Update Report for 2015, intended to provide the
Commission the status of the activities of state legislation in the first year
of the 2015-16 Legislative Session. As reported at the December 2014
commission meeting, the Legislature convened on January 6, 2015. The
final date for introduction of new legislation is February 28, 2015. The
LAFCO staff have been monitoring several bills actively as part of
participation with CALAFCO.

At this time, the introduction of bills has been moderately slow but will pick
up pace ahead of the February 28" deadline. LAFCO staff is proposing a
support position on one bill and watch on the other two. The bills are
highlighted below:

SB 25 (Roth) - This bill would modify specified reduction and transfer
provisions of Vehicle License Fee (VLF) revenues for a city incorporating
after January 1, 2004, and on or before January 1, 2012, for the 2014-
2015 fiscal year and for each fiscal year thereafter, by providing for a
vehicle license fee adjustment amount calculated on the basis of changes
in assessed valuation. This bill contains other related provisions and other
existing laws. Four new cities in Riverside County that incorporated lost
VLF funds after a change in law as part of the 2012 Budget. A couple of
these cities are studying possible bankruptcy and disincorporation if
funding is not restored.

CALAFCO has taken a support position on this bill. San Diego LAFCO
staff is recommending a support position also, similar to a position taken
on an identical bill in 2014.

AB 3 (Williams) - This bill is an intent bill to provide a placeholder for
amendments to legislation to create a new Community Services District in
Santa Barbara County to provide wastewater services. The Santa
Barbara County LAFCO is working with the author on details of the issues
and proposal.



AB 168 (Maienschein - This bill is a placeholder bill pertaining to the Revenue and
Taxation Code wherein property tax revenue allocations are made to a qualifying district
that merges with a city. The author’s office indicates that the bill may be amended at
some future time to address other local government legislative proposals.

Commission staff will continue to monitor possible legislative proposals for 2015 as the
legislative session proceeds forward. Therefore, it is

RECOMMENDED: That your Commission,

Receive, discuss, and provide direction, as necessary, on the Legislative Status Report
as attached. Additional, copies of the three bills are attached also.

Respectfully Submitted,

MICHAEL D. OTT HARRY EHRLICH

Executive Officer Director, Legislative Research
MDO:HE:ra

Attachments

February 9, 2015 Legislative Tracking Report
Copy of SB 25 (Roth)

Copy of AB 3 (Williams)

Copy of AB 168 (Maienschein)


http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/publishbillinfo.aspx?bi=tvnWvCfGILJ6JX1gGEwVqHGP4p%2bpVZmGvNth26EmTpY8i28JGRbZGKW0VxFM3SNn
http://ad77.asmrc.org/

San Diego LAFCO Legislation Tracking Report
as of Monday, February 09, 2015

SB 25 (Roth D) Local government finance: property tax revenue allocation: vehicle license fee
adjustments.

Current Text: Introduced: 12/1/2014 pdf html
Introduced: 12/1/2014
Status: 1/15/2015-Referred to Com. on GOV. & F.

This bill would modify specified reduction and transfer provisions for a city incorporating after January 1,

2004, and on or before January 1, 2012, for the 2014-2015 fiscal year and for each fiscal year thereafter,
by providing for a vehicle license fee adjustment amount calculated on the basis of changes in assessed
valuation. This bill contains other related provisions and other existing laws.

Proposed San Diego LAFCO Position: Support
CALAFCO Position: Support
Subject: Financial Viability of Agencies

San Diego LAFCO Analysis: This bill proposes to reinstitute the VLF funds to four cities that incorporated
between 2004 and 2012 and lost funding in the 2012 FY due to a change by the Budget ending the VLF
funds to new cities or annexed inhabited areas to cities. No backfilling of lost revenues is proposed in this
bill.

CALAFCO Comments: Identical to SB 69 (Roth) from 2014, the bill calls for reinstatement of the VLF
through ERAF for cities that incorporated between January 1, 2004 and January 1, 2012. There are no
provisions for back payments for lost revenue, but the bill does reinstate future payments beginning in the
2014/15 year for cities that incorporated between 1-1-2004 and 1-1-2012.

AB 3 (Williams D) Isla Vista Community Services District.

Current Text: Introduced: 12/1/2014 pdf html

Introduced: 12/1/2014

Status: 12/2/2014-From printer.

Summary:
This bill would express the intent of the Legislature to clarify and establish the necessary authority for the


http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/publishbillinfo.aspx?bi=YHOXeL1ZQuz%2bT85pVlH2g6KdPyOJuJMKhbt7PJddz6telAf4QogszlmolDwCJjdz
http://sd31.senate.ca.gov/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0001-0050/sb_25_bill_20141201_introduced.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0001-0050/sb_25_bill_20141201_introduced.pdf
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/publishbillinfo.aspx?bi=aex7jW2aI%2bE5sfY%2fSeh1jhTv5rV3BhS5PgyChS4uNxY%2fGt0Syvi1Z0KO1IUU0Aqs
http://asmdc.org/members/a37/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_3_bill_20141201_introduced.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_0001-0050/ab_3_bill_20141201_introduced.pdf

creation of the Isla Vista Community Services District within the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara
County, and would make legislative findings and declarations relating to that intent.

Proposed San Diego LAFCO position: Watch
CALAFCO Position: Watch
Subject: LAFCo Administration, Special District Powers

San Diego LAFCO Analysis: This bill is an intent bill to provide a placeholder for amendments to create
a new Community Services District in Santa Barbara County to provide wastewater services. The Santa
Barbara County LAFCO is working with the author on details of the issues and proposal.

CALAFCO Comments: As introduced, this bill gives legislative authority for the creation of the Isla Vista
Community Services District (CSD). This authority would completely bypass the LAFCO process in the
creation of this special district. CALAFCO issued a letter of concern on the intent language on December
20, 2014.

AB 168 (Maienschein R) Local government finance.

Current Text: Introduced: 1/22/2015 pdf html

Introduced: 1/22/2015

Status: 1/23/2015-From printer. May be heard in committee February 22.

Summary:

Current law requires the county auditor, in the case in which a qualifying city becomes the successor
agency to a special district as a result of a merger with that district as described in a specified statute, to
additionally allocate to that successor qualifying city that amount of property tax revenue that otherwise
would have been allocated to that special district pursuant to general allocation requirements. This bill
would make nonsubstantive changes to the provision pertaining to property tax revenue allocations to a
qualifying city that merges with a special district.

Proposed San Diego LAFCO Position: Watch

CALAFCO Position: None at This Time

Subject: Tax Allocation

San Diego LAFCO Analysis: This is a spot bill for future consideration of legislation if needed.

Number of Bills tracked: 3


http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/publishbillinfo.aspx?bi=tvnWvCfGILJ6JX1gGEwVqHGP4p%2bpVZmGvNth26EmTpY8i28JGRbZGKW0VxFM3SNn
http://ad77.asmrc.org/
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_0151-0200/ab_168_bill_20150122_introduced.pdf
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/asm/ab_0151-0200/ab_168_bill_20150122_introduced.pdf

SB 25 Senate Bill - INTRODUCED Page 1 of 6

SENATE BILL No. 25

Introduced by Senator Roth 1 1
Coauthors: Assembly Members Linder and Melendez
( Y ) ATTACHMENT

December 1, 2014

An act to amend Section 97.70 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, relating to local
government finance.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL’'S DIGEST

SB 25, as introduced, Roth. Local government finance: property tax revenue
allocation: vehicle license fee adjustments.

Existing property tax law requires the county auditor, in each fiscal year, to allocate
property tax revenue to local jurisdictions in accordance with specified formulas and
procedures, and generally provides that each jurisdiction shall be allocated an amount
equal to the total of the amount of revenue allocated to that jurisdiction in the prior
fiscal year, subject to certain modifications, and that jurisdiction’s portion of the annual
tax increment, as defined.

Existing property tax law also requires that, for purposes of determining property tax
revenue allocations in each county for the 1992-93 and 1993-94 fiscal years, the
amounts of property tax revenue deemed allocated in the prior fiscal year to the county,
cities, and special districts be reduced in accordance with certain formulas. It requires
that the revenues not allocated to the county, cities, and special districts as a result of
these reductions be transferred to the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund in that
county for allocation to school districts, community college districts, and the county
office of education.

Beginning with the 2004-05 fiscal year and for each fiscal year thereafter, existing law
requires that each city, county, and city and county receive additional property tax
revenues in the form of a vehicle license fee adjustment amount, as defined, from a
Vehicle License Fee Property Tax Compensation Fund that exists in each county
treasury. Existing law requires that these additional allocations be funded from ad
valorem property tax revenues otherwise required to be allocated to educational entities.

This bill would modify these reduction and transfer provisions for a city incorporating
after January 1, 2004, and on or before January 1, 2012, for the 2014-2015 fiscal year
and for each fiscal year thereafter, by providing for a vehicle license fee adjustment
amount calculated on the basis of changes in assessed valuation.

By imposing additional duties upon local tax officials with respect to the allocation of
ad valorem property tax revenues, this bill would impose a state-mandated local
program.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school
districts for certain costs mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish
procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the
bill contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made
pursuant to these statutory provisions.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: yes. State-mandated local
program: yes.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0001-0050/sb_25 bill 20141201 introduc... 2/9/2015
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SECTION 1.
Section 97.70 of the Revenue and Taxation Code
2 is amended to read:
3 97.70.
Notwithstanding any other law, for the 2004-05 fiscal
4 year and for each fiscal year thereafter, all of the following apply:
5 (a) (1) (A) The auditor shall reduce the total amount of ad
6 valorem property tax revenue that is otherwise required to be
7 allocated to a county’s Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund
8 by the countywide vehicle license fee adjustment amount.
9 (B) If, for the fiscal year, after complying with Section 97.68
10 there is not enough ad valorem property tax revenue that is
11 otherwise required to be allocated to a county Educational Revenue
12 Augmentation Fund for the auditor to complete the allocation
13 reduction required by subparagraph (A), the auditor shall
14 additionally reduce the total amount of ad valorem property tax
15 revenue that is otherwise required to be allocated to all school
16 districts and community college districts in the county for that
P3 1 fiscal year by an amount equal to the difference between the
2 countywide vehicle license fee adjustment amount and the amount
3 of ad valorem property tax revenue that is otherwise required to
4 be allocated to the county Educational Revenue Augmentation
5 Fund for that fiscal year. This reduction for each school district
6 and community college district in the county shall be the percentage
7 share of the total reduction that is equal to the proportion that the
8 total amount of ad valorem property tax revenue that is otherwise
9 required to be allocated to the school district or community college
10 district bears to the total amount of ad valorem property tax revenue
11 that is otherwise required to be allocated to all school districts and
12 community college districts in a county. For purposes of this
13 subparagraph, “school districts” and “community college districts”
14 do not include any districts that are excess tax school entities, as
15 defined in Section 95.
16 (2) The countywide vehicle license fee adjustment amount shall
17 be allocated to the Vehicle License Fee Property Tax Compensation
18 Fund that shall be established in the treasury of each county.
19 (b) (1) The auditor shall allocate moneys in the Vehicle License
20 Fee Property Tax Compensation Fund according to the following:

21 (A) Each city in the county shall receive its vehicle license fee
22 adjustment amount.

23 (B) Each county and city and county shall receive its vehicle
24 license fee adjustment amount.

25 (2) The auditor shall allocate one-half of the amount specified

26 in paragraph (1) on or before January 31 of each fiscal year, and
27 the other one-half on or before May 31 of each fiscal year.

28 (c) For purposes of this section, all of the following apply:

29 (1) “Vehicle license fee adjustment amount” for a particular

30 city, county, or a city and county means, subject to an adjustment
31 under paragraph (2) and Section 97.71, all of the following:

32 (A) For the 2004-05 fiscal year, an amount equal to the
33 difference between the following two amounts:
34 (i) The estimated total amount of revenue that would have been

35 deposited to the credit of the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account
36 in the Transportation Tax Fund, including any amounts that would
37 have been certified to the Controller by the auditor of the County
38 of Ventura under subdivision (j) of Section 98.02, as that section

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/pub/15-16/bill/sen/sb_0001-0050/sb_25 bill 20141201 introduc... 2/9/2015
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read on January 1, 2004, for distribution under the law as it read
on January 1, 2004, to the county, city and county, or city for the
2004-05 fiscal year if the fee otherwise due under the Vehicle
License Fee Law-(Pt:- (Part 5 (commencing with Section 10701)
of-Biv: Division 2) was 2 percent of the market value of a vehicle,
as specified in-Seetion Sections 10752 and 10752.1 as those
sections read on January 1, 2004.

(ii) The estimated total amount of revenue that is required to be
distributed from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account in the
Transportation Tax Fund to the county, city and county, and each
city in the county for the 2004-05 fiscal year under Section 11005,
as that section read on the operative date of the act that amended
this clause.

(B) (i) Subject to an adjustment under clause (ii), for the
2005-06 fiscal year, the sum of the following two amounts:

(I) The difference between the following two amounts:

{tay

(ia) The actual total amount of revenue that would have been
deposited to the credit of the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account
in the Transportation Tax Fund, including any amounts that would
have been certified to the Controller by the auditor of the County
of Ventura under subdivision (j) of Section 98.02, as that section
read on January 1, 2004, for distribution under the law as it read
on January 1, 2004, to the county, city and county, or city for the
2004-05 fiscal year if the fee otherwise due under the Vehicle
License Fee Law (Part 5 (commencing with Section 10701) of
Division 2) was 2 percent of the market value of a vehicle, as
specified in Sections 10752 and 10752.1 as those sections read on
January 1, 2004.

{ib)

(ib) The actual total amount of revenue that was distributed
from the Motor Vehicle License Fee Account in the Transportation
Tax Fund to the county, city and county, and each city in the county
for the 2004-05 fiscal year under Section 11005, as that section
read on the operative date of the act that amended this
sub-subetauser subsubclause.

(IT) The product of the following two amounts:

(i)

(fia) The amount described in subclause (I).

by

(ib) The percentage change from the prior fiscal year to the
current fiscal year in gross taxable assessed valuation within the
jurisdiction of the entity, as reflected in the equalized assessment
roll for those fiscal years. For the first fiscal year for which a
change in a city’s jurisdictional boundaries first applies, the
percentage change in gross taxable assessed valuation from the
prior fiscal year to the current fiscal year shall be calculated solely
on the basis of the city’s previous jurisdictional boundaries, without
regard to the change in that city’s jurisdictional boundaries. For
each following fiscal year, the percentage change in gross taxable
assessed valuation from the prior fiscal year to the current fiscal
year shall be calculated on the basis of the city’s current
jurisdictional boundaries.

(ii) The amount described in clause (i) shall be adjusted as
follows:

(I) If the amount described in subclause (I) of clause (i) for a

Page 3 of 6
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particular city, county, or city and county is greater than the amount
described in subparagraph (A) for that city, county, or city and
county, the amount described in clause (i) shall be increased by
an amount equal to this difference.

(II) If the amount described in subclause (I) of clause (i) for a
particular city, county, or city and county is less than the amount
described in subparagraph (A) for that city, county, or city and
county, the amount described in clause (i) shall be decreased by
an amount equal to this difference.

(C) For the 2006-07 fiscal year and for each fiscal year
thereafter, the sum of the following two amounts:

(i) The vehicle license fee adjustment amount for the prior fiscal
year, if Section 97.71 and clause (ii) of subparagraph (B) did not
apply for that fiscal year, for that city, county, and city and county.

(ii) The product of the following two amounts:

(I) The amount described in clause (i).

(IT) The percentage change from the prior fiscal year to the
current fiscal year in gross taxable assessed valuation within the
jurisdiction of the entity, as reflected in the equalized assessment
roll for those fiscal years. For the first fiscal year for which a
change in a city’s jurisdictional boundaries first applies, the
percentage change in gross taxable assessed valuation from the
prior fiscal year to the current fiscal year shall be calculated solely
on the basis of the city’s previous jurisdictional boundaries, without
regard to the change in that city’s jurisdictional boundaries. For
each following fiscal year, the percentage change in gross taxable
assessed valuation from the prior fiscal year to the current fiscal
year shall be calculated on the basis of the city’s current
jurisdictional boundaries.

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1), “vehicle license fee
adjustment amount,” for a city incorporating after January 1,
2004, and on or before January 1, 2012, means the following:

(A) For the 2015-16 fiscal year, the quotient derived from the
following fraction:

() The numerator is the product of the following two amounts:

(I) The sum of the most recent vehicle license fee adjustment
amounts determined for all cities in the county.

(II) The population of the incorporating city.

(ii) The denominator is the sum of the populations of all cities
in the county.

(B) For the 2016-17 fiscal year, and for each fiscal year
thereafter, the sum of the following two amounts:

(i) The vehicle license fee adjustment amount for the prior fiscal
year.

(i) The product of the following two amounts:

(I) The amount described in clause (i).

(II) The percentage change from the prior fiscal year to the
current fiscal year in gross taxable assessed valuation within the
Jurisdiction of the entity, as reflected in the equalized assessment
roll for those fiscal years.

2)

(3) For the 2013-14 fiscal year, the vehicle license fee
adjustment amount that is determined under subparagraph (C) of
paragraph (1) for the County of Orange shall be increased by
fifty-three million dollars ($53,000,000). For the 2014-15 fiscal
year and each fiscal year thereafter, the calculation of the vehicle

Page 4 of 6
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license fee adjustment amount for the County of Orange under
subparagraph (C) of paragraph (1) shall be based on a prior fiscal
year amount that reflects the full amount of this one-time increase
of fifty-three million dollars ($53,000,000).

3y

(4) “Countywide vebhicle license fee adjustment amount” means,
for any fiscal year, the total sum of the amounts described in
paragraphs—<t) (1), (2), and<2) (3) for a county or city and county,
and each city in the county.

4

(5) On or before June 30 of each fiscal year, the auditor shall
report to the Controller the vehicle license fee adjustment amount
for the county and each city in the county for that fiscal year.

(d) For the 2005-06 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter,
the amounts determined under subdivision (a) of Section 96.1, or
any successor to that provision, shall not reflect, for a preceding
fiscal year, any portion of any allocation required by this section.

(e) For purposes of Section 15 of Article XI of the California
Constitution, the allocations from a Vehicle License Fee Property
Tax Compensation Fund constitute successor taxes that are
otherwise required to be allocated to counties and cities, and as
successor taxes, the obligation to make those transfers as required
by this section shall not be extinguished nor disregarded in any
manner that adversely affects the security of, or the ability of, a
county or city to pay the principal and interest on any debts or
obligations that were funded or secured by that city’s or county’s
allocated share of motor vehicle license fee revenues.

(f) This section shall not be construed to do any of the following:

(1) Reduce any allocations of excess, additional, or remaining
funds that would otherwise have been allocated to county
superintendents of schools, cities, counties, and cities and counties
pursuant to clause (i) of subparagraph (B) of paragraph (4) of
subdivision (d) of Sections 97.2 and 97.3 or Article 4 (commencing
with Section 98) had this section not been enacted. The allocations
required by this section shall be adjusted to comply with this
paragraph.

(2) Require an increased ad valorem property tax revenue
allocation or increased tax increment allocation to a community
redevelopment agency.

(3) Alter the manner in which ad valorem property tax revenue
growth from fiscal year to fiscal year is otherwise determined or
allocated in a county.

(4) Reduce ad valorem property tax revenue allocations required
under Article 4 (commencing with Section 98).

(g) Tax exchange or revenue sharing agreements, entered into
prior to the operative date of this section, between local agencies
or between local agencies and nonlocal agencies are deemed to be
modified to account for the reduced vehicle license fee revenues
resulting from the act that added this section. These agreements
are modified in that these reduced revenues are, in kind and in lieu
thereof, replaced with ad valorem property tax revenue from a
Vehicle License Fee Property Tax Compensation Fund or an
Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund.

SEC. 2.

If the Commission on State Mandates determines that
this act contains costs mandated by the state, reimbursement to

Page 5 of 6
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6 local agencies and school districts for those costs shall be made
7 pursuant to Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division
8 4 of Title 2 of the Government Code.
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE—2015-16 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL

Page 1 of 2

No.31 1

Introduced by Assembly Member Williams ATTACHMENT

December 1, 2014

An act relating to local government,

LEGISIATIVE COUNSEL’S DIGEST

AB 3, as introduced, Williams. Isla Vista Community Services District.
Existing law authorizes the formation of the Isla Vista College Community Services
District within the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County known as Isla Vista for
the performance of various services, including, but not limited, to public parks, police

protection, and transportation facilities.

This bill would express the intent of the Legislature to clarify and establish the
necessary authority for the creation of the Isla Vista Community Services District within
the unincorporated area of Santa Barbara County, and would make legislative findings
and declarations relating to that intent.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. State-mandated local
program: no.

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:

P1 1

P2
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SECTION 1.

(a) The Legislature finds and declares all of the
following:

(1) The Isla Vista community encompasses a population of over
20,000 residents situated within an area comprising of less than
one square mile of land in Santa Barbara County. It is adjacent to
the University of California, Santa Barbara (UCSB) campus and
its student population. Including university property, the area totals
about 1,500 acres. Isla Vista represents one of the largest urban
communities in California not governed as a city.

(2) Isla Vista faces various challenges in local governance. As
a university town, Isla Vista must accommodate the service needs
associated with its transient student population and a predominantly
renter-oriented community. Isla Vista’'s situation is complicated
by its unincorporated status, which limits its local participation in
managing public services and providing needed public
improvements, such as increased lighting, sidewalk and street
improvements, and housing code enforcement.

(3) As an unincorporated area, various county agencies provide
services to the residents and businesses of Isla Vista. Since these
agencies must provide services throughout the whole county, Isla
Vista must compete for attention and funding for the services they
need. Isla Vista is represented at the county level by one of five
supervisors and is situated in the largest and most diverse
geographic district in the county. The Isla Vista Recreation and
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20 Park District is the only local district providing limited services
21 exclusively to Isla Vista.
22 (4) There have been multiple attempts at achieving cityhood

23 for Isla Vista, however, insufficient tax revenue prevents cityhood
24  from being a viable solution. In 2003, the Santa Barbara County
25 Grand Jury found that establishing a community services district
26 would be the best governance option to expand and improve

27 services to Isla Vista.

28 (5) Over the last year, the Isla Vista community has been faced
29 with many challenges due to tragic events, including two violent
30 sexual assaults, a riot, and a mass shooting that has brought focus
31 to the unique needs of Isla Vista that can only be addressed by

32 direct, local governance. Following these events, a local coalition
33 was formed to determine the best direction for Isla Vista

34 self-governance and the community services district has garnered
35 much local support.

36 (6) Additionally, following these events, many trustees on the
37 UC Santa Barbara Foundation Board expressed a strong desire to
38 support the chancellor and the university in efforts to create change
39 in Isla Vista, to ensure a safer and more enhanced community for
40 students. The UC Santa Barbara Foundation Trustees’ Advisory
Committee on Isla Vista Strategies was formed to analyze the
conditions and dynamics of Isla Vista and develop mid- and
long-term recommendations to establish a viable, safe, and
supportive environment. Among their recommendations is that the
State of California create a Community Services District/Municipal
Improvement District in Isla Vista with potential powers of
infrastructure, utilities, garbage, police services, parks, recreation,
cultural facilities, fire, security, and roads.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that will
10 clarify and establish the necessary authority for the creation of the
11 Isla Vista Community Services District within the unincorporated
12 area of Santa Barbara County.
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE—2015-16 REGULAR SESSION

ASSEMBLY BILL No. 1681 1

Introduced by Assembly Member Maienschein ATTACHMENT

January 22, 2015

An act to amend Section 96.15 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, relating to local
government finance.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

AB 168, as introduced, Maienschein. Local government finance.... ..

“ Existing law generally requires the county auditor, in each fiscal year, to allocate
property tax revenues to local jurisdictions in accordance with specified formulas and
procedures, and generally requires that each jurisdiction be allocated an amount equal
to the total of the amount of revenue allocated to that jurisdiction in the prior fiscal
year, subject to certain modifications, and that jurisdiction’s portion of the annual tax
increment, as defined. Existing property tax law also requires a county auditor to make
certain property tax revenue allocations to qualifying cities, as defined, in accordance
with a specified Tax Equity Allocation formula, and to make corresponding reductions in
the amount of property tax revenue that is allocated to the county. Existing law also
requires the county auditor, in the case in which a qualifying city becomes the successor
agency to a special district as a result of a merger with that district as described in a
specified statute, to additionally allocate to that successor qualifying city that amount of
property tax revenue that otherwise would have been aIIocated to that special district
pursuant to general allocation requirements.

This bill would make nonsubstantive changes to the provision pertalmng to property
tax revenue allocations to a qualifying city that merges with a special district.

Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. State-mandated local
program: no. ;

The people of the State of California do enact as fol_lows:

1 SECTION 1.
Section 96.15 of the Revenue and Taxation Code
2 is amended to read:
3 96.15.
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter,
4 in-the-event if a qualifying-eity city, as defined-in by subdivision
5 (d) of Section 98 or subdivision (f) of Section-98-62 98.02, becomes
6 the successor agency to a special district as a result of a merger
7 described in Section 57087.3 of the Government Code, the auditor
8 shall allocate to that qualifying city, in addition to any other amount
9 of ad valorem property tax revenue required to be allocated to that
10 city pursuant to this chapter, the amount of ad valorem property
11 tax revenue that otherwise would be allocated to that district
12 pursuant to this article.
13 (b) It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this section to
14 confirm and clarify a county auditor’s duty and authority,
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15 ~established by subdivision (d) of Section 57087.3 of the

16 Government Code, to allocate to a qualifying city the ad valorem
17 property tax revenue of a subsidiary district that has been merged
18 with the city.

99
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