







I have worked jointly with the County and Town coordinating and directing their GIS use since 2005. In 2007 we drafted a County/Town MOU that serves as the over arching agreement allowing for the joint/collaborative effort between the two agencies. This partnership has been really beneficial for both agencies:
The value of joint coordination means that we are not duplicating efforts unnecessarily
 The cost of my position is split/shared between the two agencies
 The County and Town also take advantage of an Enterprise License Agreement for all ESRI software we use. This is a $15,000 annual feel, split between the two organizations, that results in almost $100,000 worth of software in terms of our current implementations
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REGULAR AGENDA REQUEST

=L, Print
|

MEETING DATE May 10, 2011 DEPARTMENT County Administrative Office
ADDITIONAL
DEPARTMENTS
TIME REQUIRED 45 minutes PERSONS Mary Booher
APPEARING
SUBJECT Realignment Workshop BEFORE THE
BOARD

AGENDA DESCRIPTION:

(A brief general description of what the Board will hear, discuss, consider, or act upon)

Presentation by Mary Booher regarding realignment funding.

RECOMMENDED ACTION:

None (informational only). Provide any desired direction to staff.

FISCAL IMPACT:

None.

CONTACT NAME: Mary Booher
PHONE/EMALIL: 760-932-5583 / mbooher@mono.ca.gov

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT WITH SEND COPIES TO:
ATTACHMENTS TO THE OFFICE OF
THE COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR
PRIOR TO 5:00 P.M. ON THE FRIDAY
32 DAYS PRECEDING THE BOARD MEETING

MINUTE ORDER REQUESTED:
I YyES ¥ NO

ATTACHMENTS:

Click to download

[ | Staff Report-relignment workshop

[ | Realignment Workshop PowerPoint
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Who

County Administrative Office
County Counsel
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COUNTY OF MONO

P.O. BOX 696, BRIDGEPORT, CALIFORNIA 93517
(760) 932-5410 ¢ FAX (760) 932-5411

Email: mbooher@mono.ca.gov

David Wilbrecht Mary Booher Rita Sherman
County Administrative Officer Financial Analyst Deputy County Administrative Officer
May 10, 2011
TO: Honorable Chair and Members of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Mary Booher, Financial Analyst
Subject: Workshop on Realignment Funding

Recommended Action:
Receive staff report on Realignment funding and provide desired direction to staff.

Discussion:
In 1991, the state of California was facing a $14 billion budget deficit. The approved
budget contained provisions to realign Public Health, Mental Health, and Social Services
program responsibility with dedicated funding in the form and sales tax and vehicle
license fee (VLF) revenue dedicated to funding these programs. Since that time,
additional realignment proposals have been considered by the legislature. During the
recent debates on the 2011/12 budget, a new realignment proposal has received
considerable attention. The programmatic side of many of these proposals has been
approved, while the funding side remains in limbo.

Staff will present a historic perspective of realignment, and apply this information to the
proposals currently being debated.

Fiscal Impact:
None at this time.

If there are any questions regarding this item, please contact Mary Booher at 932-5583.

Thank you,

Submitted by: Date: 4/14/11
Mary Booher, County Administrative Office Financial Analyst




Realignment
Workshop

Mary Booher
Mono County
May 10, 2011

Thanks to CSAC for their
publications used to complete this
presentation!

Legislative Background

e Approved as part of 1991/92 state
budget

e Shifted specific costs to counties
along with Vehicle License Fee (VLF)
revenue and Sales Tax revenue in

Mental Health, Social Services and
Health Programs

4/21/2011



Cornerstone of Realignment

e According to the 2001 LAO report on
realignment, “the Legislature hoped
to free counties from unnecessary
state regulation of programs, provide
counties the freedom to expand
program eligibility or service levels at
their discretion, and foster
innovation at the local level”

Realignment Base

¢ Original Allocations based on level of
funding just prior to implementation of
Realignment

e Total revenues (base + %rowth) received
in one year become the base level for the
following year

e Anything over base is considered growth
for the year it is received

e Once Base is reached, the county receives
no more revenue in that category until
growth is allocated (usually 6 months after
end of fiscal year)
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Realignment Growth

e Statute establishes different
allocation formula for growth funds

e This year’s growth becomes part of
next year’s base

e Sales Tax growth is first allocated to
caseload growth in Social Services,
then, if any remains, to various
subaccounts

Realignment Growth

e Sales Tax growth has not kept up with
caseload growth

e Unfunded caseload growth from prior
ears must be funded before moving on to
unding the next year

e Fy 06/07 was the last year we received
caseload growth before the latest
economic downturn

e Growth was negative each year since
07/08

4/21/2011



Mental Health Realignment

e Replace previous state funding for

- Community-based Mental Health
Services (Bronzan McCourquodale)

— State Hospital Services for County
Patients

- Institutions for Mental Diseases (IMD’s)

Mental Health Realignment

e Current Issues

- Steady growth (3-4% annually) prior to 07/08,
negative growth since then

- Stagnant other funding
- Expenditures increases close to 10%
— Cut services or general fund subsidy?

e 35% of realighment is used to meet
required match for MediCal billing for local
services

e 65% subsidizes the continuum of mental

health services mandated in the Bronzan
McCourquodale Act

4/21/2011



Social Services Realignment

e Original legislation increased county
share of non-federal portion of
programs

e Example: AFDC Foster Care
— Before 1991/92-95% state 5% county
- After Realignment
¢ 40% state

¢ 5% county general fund
¢ 55% social services realignment

Social Services Realignment

e [ssues
- Open ended entitlements vs limited allocations
- Title XIX (MediCAL) overmatch

- All available Social Services realignment
revenue is budgeted to meet required match
for

e IHSS

e CCS

o WRAP

e Administration
e CalWORKS Aid
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Health Realignment

Replaced state funding for following:

e AB 8 County Health Services

e Local Public Health Services Program
e Medically Indigent Services (MISP)

- State General Fund

— State Legalization Impact Assistance
Grants (SLIAG)

- County Medical Services Program
(CMSP)

Health Realignment

AB8 requirements carried forward

e Health Realignment may be used for any
new programs which are consistent with
the intent of W&I Code Section 17609.01
which restricts Health account funds to
public health and indigent health care

¢ Allows realignment funding for programs
identified in the AB8 Block Grant (ie
Paramedics)
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Health Realignment

e Requires local match with no COLA-
approximately $409,928 annually (set in W&I
Code section 17608.10.a. This is currently met
with paramedic funding.

e Limits use of realignment for existing health
programs to those included in the AB8 base year
funding

This restricts and applies to funding jail medical
care and A-87. Since Mono County included A-87
on the ABS8 reports, it is allowable under
realignment. However, since jail medical care
was not included in the AB8 reports, it is not an
allowable use of realignment

Mono County AB8

Mono County allocated ABS8 to the
following:

e Mono General Hospital (reduced to
urgent care in 1992, then to existing
clinic in 2003)

e Mono County share of Paramedic JPA
(Board approved elimination of this
contribution in FY 09/10)

e Public Health Programs

4/21/2011
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Challenges in 1991/92
Realignment

e Revenue and expenditure streams are
inverse

e Poison pills continue to threaten program
stability

e Negative growth is never really regained

e |Legislative adjustments to VLF rates

placed these programs back into the
budget debates in subsequent years.

e These should all be lessons learned for
future realignment proposals

Future Realignment
Principals

e The premise made in the 2001 LAO
report on realignment remains
valid...

e "The Legislature hoped to free
counties from unnecessary state
regulation of programs, provide
counties the freedom to expand
program eligibility or service levels at
their discretion, and foster
innovation at the local level”




2011 Realignment Proposal-
Phase I

e Fire and Emergency Response
activities-$250 million

e Court Security-$530 million

e Shift of low-level offenders-
"resources from the realignment plan
would be used to expand local
capacity to address the needs of this
population”

e Realign Adult Parole

2011 Realignment Proposal-
Phase I-continued

e Local Public Safety Funding

— Citizens’ Options for Public Safety (COPS)-
$107 million

— Juvenile Justice Crime Prevention Act
(JJCPA)-$107 million

- Booking Fee Subventions-$35 million
- Probation Funding-$181 million
- Small/Rural Sheriffs Program-$18.5 million

- Local Assistance Programs (CalEMA)-$57
million
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2011 Realignment Proposal-
Phase I-continued

Realign remaining Juvenile Justice Programs
Mental Health Services

- Early Periodic Screening Diagnosis and Treatment
(EPSDT)

- Mental Health Managed Care

- Mental Health Services for special education
students (AB 3632)

- One-time funding from Prop 63 (MHSA) funds in
2011/12

Substance Use Disorder Treatment
Foster Care and Child Welfare Services
Adult Protective Services

2011 Realignment Proposal
Phase I-Funding

e \Voter-approved continuation of the
1.15% VLF rate

e \Voter-approved continuation of the
1% sales tax rate

e If approved by voters, these would
expire in 5 years

e Upon expiration, the state would
provide counties with an amount
equal to what these sources would
generate

4/21/2011
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2011 Realignment Proposal
Phase I-Funding

e For programs that are being phased
in (Cal-Fire, Parole reform, and low-
level offender), state would use
funds to cover their costs until
phase-in complete

e Amendment to Prop 63 funding

2011 Realignment Proposal-
Phase II

Focused primarily on implementation
of the Affordable Care Act and the
assumed shift of costs from the
counties to the state based on this
legislation

4/21/2011
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2011 Realignment

¢ Is dependent on the passage of SCA
1X/ACA 2X to place a constitutional
amendment on the ballot. Timing of
special election is based on passage
of these two measures

AND
e \Voter approval of ballot measure

Protections offered by
Constitutional Amendment

e Dedicated revenue source

e Requires the state to pay 50% of any
future shifts based on changes in Federal
Funding

e Counties are not obligated to provide
programs or levels of service above the

level for which funding has been provided.

4/21/2011
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Constitutional Amendmént—
continued

e Requires that the state will share
50/50 the costs of future program
changes requiring increased funding
- Such program changes can come from

Federal Law changes, judicial decisions

regarding federally-funded programs,
legislative decision, or penalties

- Some provisions are specific to
programs that receive federal funding

Risks not addressed by
Constitutional Amendment

e Ability to enforce continuous
appropriation

e Ability to enforce 50/50 cost share
for new Federal requirements

e Non-supplantation language may
result in a maintenance of effort
provision

e Authorizes third-party lawsuits

4/21/2011
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Constitutional Amendme'nt—
continued

e No protection for increased costs due
to state court decisions. However,
CSAC notes that counties do have
legal standing to intervene in state
court cases

e Realignment responsibilities not
subject to Mandate Claim or
Reimbursement-a risk due to
unknown regulations that may be
developed

4/21/2011
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