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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this report is to outline the causes of the degradation in California’s business environment,
compare California’s business environment with the states with which we compete for the location of
business facilities and examine the impact the worsening business climate may have on the State’s finances.
During the course of our study we made the following findings:

What’s Happened to Our Business Climate?

Workers’ compensation costs—now the nation’s highest—have more than quadrupled since 1999, and in
some industries approach 100 percent of wages. The Department of Insurance believes that, were it a
private firm, the State Fund would be declared insolvent—remaining afloat only because of its implied
call on the state’s taxpayers. These high premiums are a direct tax on jobs, discouraging hiring and
encouraging layoffs.

Electricity prices have jumped nearly 40 percent since the start of the energy crisis and California now
rivals Hawaii for the nation’s highest power prices. Even more troubling, three years after the electricity
crisis first emerged, the state still has not formulated a workable market, with the result that many badly
needed new generating plants have been canceled or put on hold in the continuing uncertainty. This
raises the specter of a new “crisis” as early as 2006.

In terms of jobs, the high costs of essential living—food, energy and housing—feed back in the form of
higher wage requirements, add to business costs in the increasingly competitive world marketplace.

The state’s budget crisis also has negative implications for future job creation. The state’s overall tax
burden (as measured by share of personal income) is fourth highest in the nation, and state and local
taxes rank eighth highest among the 50 states. The state has diverted funds from badly needed
infrastructure projects to plug the general fund gap. California is also borrowing heavily to cover current
operations with the result that escalating debt service costs—and the near-junk credit rating—uwill cripple
the state’s ability to finance future infrastructure needs.

If anything, the state’s complex and often contradictory regulatory structure has become even more
complicated, expensive and time consuming. With the demise of the Trade and Commerce Agency and
the closure of the foreign trade offices we are sending the business world the wrong message at exactly
the wrong time.

How Do We Compare With Our Competitor States Over the Past Decade?
A 1990 to 2000 Scorecard

For conditions that existed in 2000, California received a grade of “F” because it ranked 15th out of 16
states when graded with the business climates of 15 other competitor states. Although the State received
average grades for a growing population, available workforce and personal quality of life features,
California received very poor grades for the critical business cost factors such as wages, workers’
compensation, utility costs and overall tax burden.

These grades, however, don’t tell the whole story and they don't tell the current story since they are
based, for the most part, on 1990 and 2000 data. If fact, a number of critical factors for consideration by
business have worsened considerably in the last three years alone.



Updating the Scorecard
What's Happened Since 2000?

Workers’ compensation costs have increased from less than $9 billion to over $25 billion in only two
years — a threefold cost increase borne entirely by California businesses.

A recent study ranked California the 49th worst business tax climate in the entire nation, nestled between
Arkansas (48th) and Mississippi (50th). We have the highest corporate income tax rate in the West. Our
personal income tax rates are so steeply graduated we have the highest rate in the nation for people
earning $40,000. Sales tax rates are among the highest in the nation and business investment in
machinery and equipment are fully taxed.

The State’s enormous ongoing financial crisis leaves open the possibility for even more anti-business
legislation designed to balance the budget — this uncertainty clearly has the attention of the business
community. Specifically, proposals now being considered include 1) an increase in the corporate tax rate;
2) an increase in personal income tax rates; 3) more increases in the sales tax; and 4) a split roll property
tax. If all measures were adopted, this would result in a $7.7 billion tax increase — mostly paid by the
business community. This uncertainty is a dark cloud to any business contemplating new or expanded
operations here.

The State’s Unemployment Insurance Fund (Fund), 100 percent funded with employer contributions,
essentially is bankrupt. Additional employer taxes of at least $3 billion to $5 billion annually will be
needed to keep the Fund afloat. In addition to a 15 percent “Emergency Solvency Surcharge,” employers
will be required to pay a $2 billion Unemployment Insurance tax increase in 2004 alone. The cost per
employee over the next five years will soar from $175 to $415 by end of 2007.

Legislation just enacted will require almost every business in California to provide health insurance to all
employees; a statewide cost of $5.7 billion -- mostly paid for by small businesses.

Senior corporate legal executives ranked California 44t in their perception of our legal system. Those
conducting the study placed California in the pool of states with a “Poor” perception

Clearly, we have seen a dramatic decline and perhaps the elimination altogether of a “business friendly”
environment in the last five years. Indeed, many would grade the State’s attitude toward business as
downright hostile.

How Does This Impact State Finances?

An uncompetitive business environment will have a direct impact on business investment in the future
and will negatively affect the creation of jobs in the State.

Although the impact cannot be predicted with absolute certainty, an mproved business climate with
more business investment would result in more jobs and more personal income for Californians. With
increased personal income would come additional state revenues in the form of personal income taxes,
sales taxes, etc.



For example, F, the State recovered only one-half the jobs lost in the last two years (approximately
150,000 jobs) through an improved business climate, the additional personal income would yield almost
$1 billion in the next two state fiscal years alone.

Given the State’s current general fund expenditure commitments, the following programs would benefit
from the additional revenue:

K-12 Education $390 million
Higher Education $120 million
Health & Human Services $280 million
Prisons $ 76 million
Resources & Environment $ 14 million

These are estimates of the way in which the additional revenues would be spent in a balanced budget
environment. Of course, in the current budget crisis, the additional $1 billion could be an additional resource
badly needed to reduce the ongoing budget deficit.



INTRODUCTION

Just five years ago in 1998, the business climate in California shone like a star. In that year the magazine Site
Selection ranked California’s business environment Number Two “for its total of 1,673 new corporate facilities
and expansions; and it was 1998's No. 1 state for new manufacturing facilities.”* Of business executives
responding to the annual California Business Climate Survey conducted by the California Chamber of
Commerce and the California Business Roundtable, 71 percent believed the state was going in the right
direction and only 15 percent thought business conditions were worse than two years prior2 Almost 40
percent thought they would be expanding their workforce in the coming year.3

What a difference five years makes. A recent article in the San Francisco Chronicle sums it up ... “California
is gaining the unfortunate reputation of exporting...jobs [and] has become inhospitable.”#4 Businesses, small
and big alike, are tired of complicated regulations, high energy costs, extremely high worker’s comp insurance
premiums and unemployment insurance contributions. But the ongoing uncertainty of the State’s fiscal crisis
is also a major factor. Will the State exercise fiscal discipline and cut costs as businesses have over the last
two years or will the Legislature and Governor resort to new fees and higher taxes to balance the books?
Indeed, with the impending recall election, no one is sure who will be leading the State through this crisis.

These disappointments and uncertainties are reflected in the latest Business Climate Survey released by the
California Chamber of Commerce and the California Business Roundtable in April of 2003. In this latest
survey, 78 percent of the responding business executives indicated California is on the wrong track. Business
leaders who believe we are on the right track declined from 71 percent in 1998 to only 14 percent in 2003.
An incredible 81 percent believe business conditions are worse than they were two years ago. Some of these
factors are not completely within the State’s control such as the U.S. economic downturn, softening Asian
markets, the SARS outbreak and conflict in the Middle East. Nevertheless, a recent report identified three
factors certainly within the control of state and local policymakers:

Business costs associated with energy and worker’s compensation insurance;
“Slippage” in the State’s business environment; and
Apparent disinterest by some government leaders.s

The worsening business climate has had a direct impact on job losses in California — we have lost 300,000
jobs since 2001. We have had both job losses and lower than expected job growth in a variety of sectors.

The loss of manufacturing jobs is perhaps the most glaring and detrimental to the State’s economy. Over the
last year alone the State has lost over 60,000 manufacturing jobs.6 Generally, these are high paying jobs with
good benefits and advancement possibility and available to a larger portion of California’s workforce.”

1 Lyne, Jack, “The Glow is Back on ‘the Golden State’s’ Business Climate,” Site Selection (November 1999), p. 1.

2 California Chamber of Commerce/California Business Roundtable, “Thirteenth Annual California Business Climate Survey” (April 2003).

3 Ihid.

4 Said, Carolyn, “Exodus Worries: High Taxes and Lots of Rules Prompt Some Firms to Leave State” San Francisco Chronicle (July 27, 2003)

5 See Kyser, Jack, “Manufacturing in the Los Angeles Five -County Area” Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation (July 2002), p. 2.
Discussing the disappointing lack of growth in manufacturing jobs in the Los Angeles area.

Department of Finance, “Finance Bulletin” (August 2003), p.1.
! Kyser, p. 4



The bottom line is that the State must turn around the reputation of being “inhospitable” to business. We
run the risk of losing more businesses and jobs to competing states. Over half of the businesses responding
to the Business Climate Survey indicated they had been offered incentives to relocate to a competing state.
Other states engage in this proselytizing because it brings jobs and prosperity to their citizens and that
translates into state revenues. By the same token, every time a business leaves this state expands in another
state, it has a fiscal impact to both state and local governments. Raising taxes, creating new fees, sunseting
business tax credits and exemptions sends a very clear signal... “take your jobs elsewhere.”



CALIFORNIA’'S GROWING
COMPETITIVE DISADVANTAGE

The most striking feature of the nation’s current economic recovery, which will begin its third year in
December, is the continuing decline in number of payroll jobs. By definition, this job-losing recovery reflects
strong gains in productivity—the nation has managed to produce more and more goods and services with
fewer and fewer workers.

Strong productivity growth is generally considered a positive development. Productivity leads to higher living
standards, and throughout the industrialized world, it will provide the means to support the rapidly increasing
ranks of retired citizens. But in the short run, rising productivity can also be associated with significant
dislocations in the labor force, as high-cost producers are forced to compete with lower-cost rivals.

One of the most commonly heard refrains in quarterly earnings announcements is that the company or
industry has lost “pricing power” and can only maintain and improve profitability, or even remain solvent,
through continued cost cutting measures. This can take the form of cutting back or even closing higher cost
operations, shifting more and more output to lower cost facilities to remain competitive.

This increased economy-wide emphasis a controlling costs could not have come at a worse time for
California job prospects. To a considerable and troubling degree, California is becoming an increasingly high
cost area both to live and to do business. Consider these developments over the last three to four years:

Workers’ compensation costs—now the nation’s highest—have more than quadrupled since 1999,
and in some industries approach 100 percent of wages. As private insurers have abandoned the
market, the State Compensation Fund has assumed up to 60 percent of the risk. The Department of
Insurance believes that, were it a private firm, the State Fund would be declared insolvent—
remaining in tact only because of its implied call on the state’s taxpayers. These high premiums are a
direct tax on jobs, discouraging hiring and encouraging layoffs. (See additional discussion below.)

Partly in response to a recent doubling of benefits, the state’s unemployment insurance payroll tax is
set to rise by up to 50 percent in 2004, to among the highest in the nation. Moreover, even with the
increase, the Ul fund will be forced to borrow $1.7 billion from the federal government, suggesting
further rate increases will be required to pay off the loan.

The State Disability Insurance payroll tax is also set to rise substantially, as the new paid family leave
program begins in 2004. Enacted partly on the promise of relatively modest costs—the initial
“official” estimate was a little over $100 million per year or $27 per worker—the state now estimates
costs nearly three times higher. However, academic experts believe the true costs will range up to
$1.2 billion, implying a staggering $300 a year payroll tax increase for each employee if the state
disability fund is to remain solvent.

Electricity prices have pmped nearly 40 percent since the start of the energy crisis, and California
now rivals Hawaii for the nation’s highest power prices. Even more troubling, three years after the
electricity crisis first emerged, the state still has not formulated a workable market, with the result
that many badly needed new generating plants have been canceled or put on hold in the continuing
uncertainty. This raises the specter of a new “crisis” as early as 2006.



California also competes with the Hawaiian Islands for the nation’s highest motor fuel prices, now
commonly running 20 percent or more above the U.S. average.

California housing costs are the highest in the nation, and the state includes 10 of the nation’s 12
costliest housing markets. This reflects a decade of undersupply, largely a result of myopic
government zoning and land use policies.

In the midst of the world’s richest agricultural region, Californians pay the highest food prices in the
“lower 48” states—mainly reflecting high payroll, energy and liability insurance costs.

In terms of jobs, the high costs of essential living—food, energy and housing—feed back in the
form of higher wage requirements, adding to costs in the increasingly competitive world
marketplace. These high living costs no doubt partly explain the ongoing loss of domestic
population to other states, even during the boom years of the late 1990s.

The state’s budget crisis also has negative implications for future job creation. The state’s overall tax
burden (as a share of personal income) is fourth highest in the nation, and state and local taxes rank
eighth highest among the 50 states. The state has diverted funds from badly needed infrastructure
projects to plug the general fund gap. California is also borrowing heavily to cover current
operations with the result that escalating debt service costs—and the near-junk credit rating—uwiill
cripple the state’s ability to finance future infrastructure needs.

If anything, the state’s complex and often contradictory regulatory structure has become even more
complicated, expensive and time consuming. With the demise of the Trade and Commerce Agency,
there is no longer a facilitator—the Red Teams—to assist business in navigating the regulatory
maze. And the closure of the foreign trade offices sends the world the wrong message at exactly the
wrong time.

Since the beginning of the recession in March 2001, both the state and the nation have lost about 2 percent of
payroll jobs. For California, this means 300,000 people without work.

However, during that period, California factory payrolls have fallen by 18 percent, considerably more than the
nation’s 15 percent decline. Since manufacturing includes a disproportionate share of export or basic
industries—activities that bring money and jobs from outside the state—the relatively large loss of factory
jobs does not bode well for the state’s recovery prospects.

The need to contain costs has significant implications for other basic industries, notably the computer
services and software sectors that powered much of the late 1990s boom. During the boom, the state and the
nation imported many skilled engineers and technical workers to staff the high technology industries. As the
recession took hold, much of this activity moved overseas. Instead of providing skilled workers, India,
Korea, Taiwan and other Asian nations have developed major technology service industries of their own,
successfully competing on both quality and cost with domestic, often California, firms.

In the early 1990s, the massive downsizing of California’s aerospace industry was widely attributed to the end
of the cold war and accompanying sharp decline in defense spending. However, this was only part of the
story. The drop in defense spending also resulted in a widespread consolidation in aerospace, and California
was almost always the loser when merged companies focused their activities in lower cost facilities outside the
state.

That pattern may well be repeating in the high tech industries that also face a consolidation process as their
markets mature. When companies merge, there is significant pressure to produce promised cost savings and
increased profitability. This pressure inevitably favors the concentration of activity outside California, where
costs are almost always lower.



This has even been true in banking and financial services: California now boasts only one “top 10” bank—20
years ago five of the nation’s ten largest banks and the majority of large savings and loans were headquartered
in the state. Even that remaining institution concentrates most of its administrative and “back office” staff
outside California.

Although the business decision to actually move out of the state is an extremely difficult and costly one, there
is evidence that this is happening. Some firms have given in to the tax incentives and the obvious benefits of
lower operating costs—marketed to California firms by many nearby states and localities. Nevertheless,
moving a business entails costly write-offs of plant and equipment, employee relocation costs, and the very
real risk that key staff will choose not to move.

However, when contemplating expansion, the decision to seek lower cost alternatives is far easier to make.
Mergers and consolidations present a far different set of circumstances, with workers and facilities already in
place in lower cost locations.

Most importantly, California finds itself at a huge cost disadvantage when it attempts to attract new business
to the state. Indeed, at this point, most local economic development efforts are of necessity focused on job
retention rather than luring new firms to the area.

The key issue is not so much losing what is already here—although that is a real risk—but rather the extent to
which the state will participate in the national job recovery, which will likely be underway within the next few
months.

California retains many competitive advantages—a skilled workforce, its great universities, a prime location
on the Pacific Rim and adjacent to Latin America, the nation’s largest port complex, and an unmatched
climate and quality of life.

But against these, the rising cost of living and doing business in the state has already eroded middle income
job opportunities to an alarming degree and each year over 100,000 more Americans “vote with their feet”
and leave than choose to settle here.

Many of California’s economic wounds are self-inflicted. The hard truth is that 49 states do a better job on
workers’ compensation, energy policy, housing and even balancing the budget than California. The state’s
highway system was once the envy of the nation, but for two decades California has been dead last in per
capita spending on transportation infrastructure, with results that are obvious to all. All of this is a sad
commentary for a state that was once looked upon as an example of good government that works.

California can do better than this. And for own sake, we must.
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A SCORECARD
FOR CALIFORNIA’S
BUSINESS ENVIRONMENT

With the dramatic decline in California’s business climate it makes sense to stop and compare our State with
those states that compete with us for business facilities. For this portion of the study, we enlisted the help of
the Sacramento Regional Research Institute (SRRI) which, among other services offered, analyzes and
regularly advises a variety of businesses on location decisions for facilities.

SRRI has developed a model designed to make relative comparisons among jurisdictions of a number of
factors important to businesses in their evaluation of the best business environment. The SAER Group
reviewed the model and worked with SRRI to identify the states with which we compete and the factors
considered most important to businesses locating facilities.

The objective of the study was to identify comparative business conditions over a period of time to identify
longer-term trends. It was not intended to show the most current conditions, as these are influenced by the
current economic environment and do not necessarily reflect long-term structural conditions.

The measures used in the comparison were chosen to allow objective and consistent comparisons between
states of different sizes and compositions over a ten year time period. Wherever available, data for the years
1990 and 2000 were used, and comparative changes over this time interval were computed. This is consistent
with the accepted business practice of looking not only at current business conditions but also at longer term
trends in making business location decisions.

Competitor States

In selecting competing states, we first started with neighboring Western states. Although many businesses
may not choose to locate a facility in California, they would like to have access to markets in the state for
products and services. Arizona, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington are our closest (geographically speaking)
competitors. We then selected other states that have historically actively recruited California businesses and
have been at the top of the list of potential localities for businesses searching for sites for facilities. The states
included:

Colorado - New York
Florida - North Caroline
Georgia - Ohio

llinois - Texas
Massachusetts - Utah

Michigan

Together these states represent almost 60 percent of nonfarm employment in the United States. The
selection of these states for comparison is neither typical nor random, but represents primarily urban,
industrialized states viewed as comparisons or competitors with California. The comparison study, therefore,
within this subset and may not be representative of all 50 states.
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Factors for Consideration

SRRI utilized the following factors to compile the scorecard. Based on their experience in helping companies
make location decisions, these factors play the most important role in the minds of business executives.
Other factors unique to a particular company or industry may enter into the decision, but these four
categories are at the core of the analysis.

Demographic Characteristics
Workforce

Business Costs

Personal Quality of Life

Each major category (e.g., “Demographic Characteristics”) contained several sub-categories (e.g.,
“Population,” “Household Income,” and “Educational Attainment”). Most sub-categories contained at least
two individual performance measures (e.g., “Total Population,” and “Population Growth 1990-2000”). One
performance measure was used in some cases depending on data availability.

As mentioned above, the Demographic category included sub-categories for 1) Population — with individual
measures for total population and growth in population — a measure of the available markets for good and
services; 2) Household Income with individual measures for total household income and growth in
household income — measuring the ability of consumers to purchase goods and services; and 3) Educational
Attainment — with individual measures of the number of individuals with college degrees and high school
diplomas and a measure of the growth of individuals in those categories — providing a view of the level of
sophistication of the buyers in these markets.

The Workforce category included sub-categories for 1) Labor Force with individual measures for the total
size and the growth of the total labor force; 2) the size and growth of employment in a number of key
industries — manufacturing, construction, information, financial activities, and professional and business
services; and 3) the portion of the workforce made up of highly skilled occupations.

The Business Cost category did not include all cost factors, but did include the major cost categories that
comprise the “lion’s share” of total business costs. Sub-categories included 1) Wages — with individual
measures for the level of wages and growth in wage costs; 2) State and Local Tax Burden — with individual
performance measures for “State and Local Tax Burden as Percent of Income” and “Tax Burden Change”
between 1990 and 2000; 3) Natural Gas Costs with individual measures for “Natural Gas Prices,” “Price
Change,” and “Price Growth Rate”; 4) Electricity Costs with individual measures for “Electricity Prices (per
BTU),” “Price Change,” and “Price Growth Rate”; and 5 Workers’ Compensation Costs with individual
measures for “Workers’ Compensation Rate Ranking,” “Rate Change,” and *“Rate Growth Rate.”

Finally, the Personal Quality of Life issues that businesses consider included sub-categories for 1) Residential
Construction with individual measures the availability of housing as measured by the number of housing
starts per 1000 residents and the growth in housing starts — i.e., is the State building enough homes for its
residents?; 2) Home Ownership with individual measures for the number of individuals who own their home
and the growth of home ownership; 3) Housing Affordability - a measure of housing affordability, as
modeled by the National Association of Realtors Housing Affordability Index (HAI) and a measure of the
growth in the index; 4) Educational Quality with individual measures for students per school, ACT scores and
SAT scores and the growth in those measures; 5) Health Services Availability with individual measures for the
number of residents per acute care hospital and the growth in that rate; 6) Personal Safety with individual
measures for the FBI's Crime Index Offense Rating (crime per 100,000 population) and the growth in that
index; and 7) Commutes with individual measures for average drive time to work and the growth in total
drive time.
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Data Points and Caveats

As discussed above, generally, 1990 and 2000 datapoints were used for each of the individual measures.
Growth measures were calculated on the basis of year 2000 data compared with 1990 data. The 1990 to 2000
time frame provided two datapoints with the greatest quantity and most credible information provided mainly
through data collected in the official U.S. census conducted in those two years.

The scorecard then is a general measure, as of the end of the year 2000, of how California compared to the
other fifteen states in the study group. States we believe compete with our State for the location of
businesses that provide good paying jobs for Californians. The scorecard does not take into account every
single factor considered by businesses in their location decisions. But, we believe the scorecard takes into
account the important factors that usually tip the scale one way or the other on the preliminary piece of a
location decision.

We also believe the business climate in a number of the categories and subcategories discussed above have
worsened considerably since 2000. We believe this deterioration is so substantial that we discuss those issues
below in the section entitled “High Profile Business Climate Factors.”

Grading Methodology

Each state’s performance was measured relative to the entire group of states and was judged based on an
adjusted normal probability curve. Performance measures within one-half standard deviation of the mean
performance for all states were given a grade of C. Performance measures above and below one-half
standard deviation of the mean were given B and D grades, respectively. And performance measures above
and below one full standard deviation of the mean were given A and F, respectively.

First, individual performance measures within each sub-category (e.g., Population Growth within the
Population Sub-Category) were given letter grades based on the methodology discussed above. Second, a
letter grade was assigned to each sub-category (e.g., Population) based on a grade point average calculated
using an equal weighting of the letter grades for each of the individual measures within the subcategory.
Finally, each major category (e.g., Demographic Characteristics) was assigned a letter grade based on a grade
point average calculated using an equal weighting of the letter grades in each of the sub-categories.

To arrive at the overall grade for all the major categories taken together, the categories were weighted as
follows: 1) 15% weight to “Demographic Characteristics”; 2) 30 percent weight to “Workforce”; 3) 40
percent weight to “Business Costs”; and 4) 15 percent to “Personal Quality of Life.” An overall weighted
grade point average was calculated based on the letter grades in each major category using the grading
methodology described above. States were then ranked by overall grade point average.

Results

For conditions that existed as of 2000, California’s overall grade was an “F” -- a failing grade -- because
it ranked 15t out of the 16 states. Only one other state (New York) in the group had an overall grade point
average lower than California.

As might be expected, California has some factors attractive to business and received favorable grades in
some sub-categories. In the major categories, however, the State did no better than a C grade. In the all
important “Business Cost” category, the State ranked next to last in the category due to the high cost of
workers’ compensation, a heavy state and local tax burden, high wage costs and high costs for natural gas and

13



electricity. The cost of doing business is a major factor in the location decision and significantly affected the
State’s overall ranking.

14



UPDATING THE SCORECARD
WHAT’'S HAPPENED SINCE 2000

The Scorecard’s rankings as of the year 2000 do not tell the entire story as of today. The State’s current
worker’s compensation crisis, unemployment insurance crisis, mandatory health insurance legislation, the
ongoing State budget debacle a still smoldering energy crisis, and an ever increasing litigious environment
places the spotlight on a number of very important business climate factors: workers’ compensation insurance
premiums, state and local tax burden, statewide energy policy and costs. These factors play a very large role
in the economic analysis of whether to locate or expand facilities in the Golden State. All these factors have
worsened the business climate and/or have the potential for worsening in the very near future. These
gathering dark clouds are not reflected in year 2000 data used in the California Scorecard study discussed
above.

Workers’ Compensation Insurance

All agree the workers’ compensation insurance system in California is a shambles. The Scorecard, based of
2000 data, gave a grade of “F” as compared to our competitor -- California ranked 13th out of the 16th states.
Since then, however, costs have skyrocketed from $9 billion to over $25 billion — all paid for by businesses.
In fact, over the last two years businesses have held back on hiring workers and have let workers go as a
direct result of this crisis.s

Worse still, little has been done so far to correct a system that is hemorrhaging costs so badly that even
astronomical premium increases have not been able to keep up with the rising cost of claims. According to
the Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation, this crisis will continue to act as an additional tax on
business in California until reforms are enacted. In the meantime, this factor likely is driving employees into
the “informal” underground economy? The Business Climate Survey identified the workers’ compensation
crisis as one of the top issues for business executives, receiving the highest number of first mentions and total
mentions of the biggest problems facing California businesses today.0

A recently released report by the Bureau of State Audits outlines a picture of a system on the verge of
collapse. In fact, 27 percent of workers’ compensation insurers have declared bankruptcy and the State
Compensation Insurance fund which carries 50 percent of the market is in serious financial condition.
According to the report, the system “is unnecessarily complex, costly and difficult to manage.” Medical fee
schedules, despite statutory requirements to the contrary, have not been updated since 1999. Overall
utilization of the system is 71 percent higher in California than in other states and “injured workers in
California have 49 percent more visits with physicians and 105 percent more chiropractor visits.”11

The Auditor General makes specific recommendations regarding improvements to the system that must be
made to make the system less complex, monitor and control costs, bring premium back in line with the rest
of the country, and to improve the medical payment system. Many of these recommendations can be
implemented by the administrative director of the Department of Industrial Relations, Division of Workers’
Compensation, but other recommendations may require changes in state law. These changes must be

8 Kyser, Jack, et al, “The 2003-2004 Economic Forecast and Industry Outlook — Mid-Year Update, Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation
(July 2003), p.14.

9 Ibid.

10 Business Climate Survey, (April 2003)

11 Bureau of State Audits, “California’s Worker's Compensation Program: The Medical Payment System Does Not Adequately Control the Costs to
Employers to Treat Injured Workers or Allow for Adequate Monitoring of System Costs and Patient Care” (August 2003), Report No. 2003-108.1.
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implemented as soon as possible to avoid the collapse of the system. The Legislature did approve some
changes at the end of its session with savings estimated at $2.6 billion.22 More will need to be done before
these costs are brought under control.

The lack of action by policymakers to resolve this grave problem directly reflects on the State’s business
climate reputation. Attention to the problem and action to correct the situation can send the message to the
business community that the State is interested in their businesses and the jobs they bring.

State and Local Tax Burden

The State’s ongoing budget crisis creates enormous uncertainty for businesses. Local businesses utilize the
services of and contract with local government which may be impacted by budget cuts. More importantly,
they also read and hear about proposals put out by the Legislature and the Governor to fill the budget gap
with increased taxes and fees (e.g., “Sinclair” fees) primarily aimed at businesses and aimed at those individual
who invest capital in businesses.13

The Washington, D.C. based Tax Foundation recently published its first annual “State Business Tax Climate
Index,” a comprehensive measure taking into account the state’s corporate tax, individual income tax,
sales/use tax, the size of the state and local tax burden, the likelihood of future tax increases, and the degree
of conformity with the tax laws of the federal government and other states.

The index is based on two concepts. First, the study began with the premise that tax systems should be fair
and “neutral.” That is, a tax system should maintain a “level playing field” across all types of businesses and
business transactions. Second, the index is based on how each state compared to other state’s around the
country. High ranking states on the index generally maintain tax systems that have a relatively low tax burden
and do not favor some economic activities or business transactions while penalizing others. Low ranking
states had complex, multiple rate corporate and/or personal income tax codes with high compliance costs,
above average tax rates, taxed business inputs and had high overall tax burdens that grew faster than personal
income

California did not fair well; ranking 49th. Only Mississippi had a lower index measure.

First, California has the highest corporate tax rate in the West. Second, both the corporate tax and the
personal income tax are subject alternative minimum tax, maximizing the potential for double taxation of
corporate income. The personal income tax has the highest tax rate in the country for someone earning
$40,000 and, at the higher income brackets has only two states with higher tax rates. California also has one
of the highest sales tax rates in the country and exempt very few business to business transactions such as
manufacturing machinery, agricultural equipment and high technology items. This study, of course, did not
take into account the recently enacted special %2 cent sales tax that will be used to retire an almost $11 billion
accumulated State deficit.

With regard to the overall tax burden, the ratio of California taxes to statewide personal income, California
again ranked 49th, This is a measure not only of the ratio, but how much the ratio has grown over the years.
The effective tax rate (i.e., California tax burden divided by statewide personal income) for the State is 10.6%,
far above the national average of 9.7%. But, the effective tax rate has grown substantially over the years
increasing from 10.0% in 1992 to 10.6% in 2003.

iz Source: Workers’ Compensation Insurance Rating Bureau (September 2003).
LAEDC, “2003-2004 Economic Forecast and Industry Outlook,” p. 14.
14 Tax Foundation, “State Budness Climate Index,” Background Paper (May 2003), Number 41, p. 2
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California's Effective Tax Rate Compared to the
National Average
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This Tax Foundation score does not accurately reflect the threat of future tax increases, potentially substantial
tax increases, to solve the State’s severe fiscal crisis. Estimates of the ongoing structural imbalance range
from $7.9 billion (Legislative Analyst’s Office) to $10 billion (Senate Republican Caucus) or more. Among
the proposals are 1) increasing the corporate tax rate; 2) increasing the top personal income tax brackets on
the wealthiest Californians; 3) further increases in the sales tax rate; and, perhaps most alarming 4) a split
property tax roll that would tax business property at a higher rate than individuals’ property.

The uncertainty surrounding these proposals and their resulting increased tax burden for businesses has a
direct impact on business investment decisions in the State. If all of these proposals were to be adopted in
the coming fiscal year as a means of balancing the State’s budget, the additional tax burden would be
significant. The estimated total additional taxes would be:

Increase in Corporate Tax Rate $ 365 million
Add Tax Brackets for High Income Individuals ~ $2,000 million
Additional One-Half Cent Sales Tax $2,400 million
Split Roll Property Tax $2,900 million
Total Estimated Additional Tax Burden $7,665 million

Most of this tax burden will fall on businesses directly or on business owners (e.g., through higher personal
income taxes). All of the increase in corporate tax and the split roll would be paid by business. In addition,
most of the higher personal income taxes will be paid by business owners since such a large number of
California businesses are owned by individuals who pay personal income tax on their business income.
Finally, because so many business-to-business transactions are subject to sales tax in California, the majority
of the sales tax increase would be paid by businesses.

Energy Costs

As discussed above, California’s energy crisis is far from over. Uncertainty with regard to potential future
power costs continues to be one the mind of business leaders.’s First, state energy policy decisions have
discouraged investment in generation facilities leaving peak capacity in jeopardy in the future - perhaps as
early as 2006. Second, one of the three major investor-owned utilities remains in bankruptcy and its
ratepayers still do not know how their rates will be affected by a bankruptcy settlement — this utility serves an
enormous area in Northern California including Silicon Valley which is home to chip manufacturers and
other concerns that are major users of electricity and profit sensitive to power prices.

15 See Business Climate Survey (April 2003).
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The State remains bound by high-cost Department of Water Resources (DWR) power contracts negotiated
and signed during the peak of the energy crisis two years ago. The cost of these contracts is calculated into
the electricity rates of residential and business customers of Southern California Edison, San Diego Gas &
Electric and Pacific Gas & Electric, the three investor owned utilities (IOUs) in California and cannot be
avoided. A recent decision by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) requires 10U customers to
pay their fair share of the cost of these expensive contracts even if they choose to leave the IOU’s system and
join a municipal electric utility system or provide power through self-generation.

Unemployment Insurance Costs

The State’s Unemployment Insurance Fund (Fund), 100 percent funded with employer contributions, is
bankrupt. A revised forecast recently released by the Employment Development Department (EDD) reveals
the Fund will be $1.4 billion in the red by the end of 2004. As recently as the end of 2002, the Fund had
reserves of over $3.5 hillion.

What happened? Fraudulent claims, estimated at $280 million or more annually, and recent legislation which
increased weekly benefits and required the start of family paid leave on January 1, 2004 all contribute to the
growing problem. And the problem will grow by leaps and bounds without substantial increases in employer
taxes. Employers were told at a recent stakeholder workshop conducted by EDD an additional $3 billion to
$5 billion annually will be needed to keep the Fund afloat.

Under all proposals being considered by the EDD, businesses will be required to bail out the Fund
completely. In addition to a 15 percent “Emergency Solvency Surcharge,” employers will be required to
make a $2 billion Unemployment Insurance tax increase in 2004 alone. The cost per employee over the next
five years will soar from $175 to $415 by end of 2007.

Mandatory Health Insurance for Employees

Legislation enacted at the end of the current session of the California Legislature requires each employer with
over 20 employees to provide basic health insurance. According to legislative committee analysis, this
requirement will cost businesses, mostly small businesses, approximately $5.7 billion per year.6

State Liability System

In a recent study conducted by the The Harris Poll, 82 percent of those interviewed reported that the litigation
environment affect business decisions including decisions about where to locate or expand business
facilities.1” The study, conducted annually for the U.S. Chamber Institute for Legal Reform, measured the
perceptions of 928 senior corporate legal executives nationwide with actual litigation experience in the state
systems. The following features of legal systems in all 50 states were examined:

16 Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation, “Analysis of the Economic Impacts of Mandatory Health Coverage in California” (Prepared
for the California Chamber of Commerce, September 8, 2003.), p.2.

o Taylor, Humphrey, et al, “2003 U.S. Chamber of Commerce State Liability Systems Ranking Study,” (April 4, 2003) p. 8.
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Overall treatment of tort and - Scientific and technical evidence

contract litigation - Judges’ impartiality
Treatment of class actions - Judges’ competence
Punitive damage awards - Juries’ predictability
Summary judgment/dismissal - Juries’ fairness
Discovery

Most states, 33 in all, were perceived by these executives to be doing an “average” or “fair” job of managing
business litigation and 6 states were perceived as doing at least a “good” job.

Overall, California ranked 44t in the perception of its legal system. Not surprisingly, the executives’
perception of the availability and quality of scientific and technical evidence in the State received the highest
ranking (30th). The perception of judges was a little better than the rest of the categories (37t for Judges’
Impartiality and 32nd for Judges’ Competence). In the other categories, however, the State ranked from 41s
(Punitive Damages) to 48th (Juries’ Predictability). Those conducting the study placed California in the pool
of states with a “Poor” perception.

18 1bid., p.6.
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THE IMPACT ON
STATE FINANCES

An uncompetitive business environment will have a direct impact on business investment and the creation of
jobs in the State. Businesses will simply locate elsewhere and hire employees in another state. With higher
costs, higher taxes, more litigation and more regulations, the decision is simple to make. The question is what
impact will the location of jobs and businesses in other states have on California’s own finances? With the
State’s budget imbalance, this should be a matter for consideration by policymakers.

Although te impact on state finances cannot be predicted with absolute certainty, an improved business
climate with more business investment would result in more jobs and more personal income for Californians.
With increased personal income would come additional state revenues particularly in the form of personal
income taxes on wages and sales taxes paid on taxable items purchased.

Although there has been some variation over the years, the average state taxes paid per $1,000 of personal
income in California has averaged just over $75. The State Department of Finance projects 2003 total
personal income for the State of around $1.174 trillion dollars, an increase of 3.1 percent over 2002. For
2004, growth of 4.9 percent or $1.232 trillion dollars is forecast.® Higher growth in more personal income,
however, will translate into more general fund revenue. For example, if, with an improved business climate,
the State experienced only one-half percent greater annual growth in personal income in 2003 (i.e., 3.6%
rather than 3.1%) and 2004 (i.e., 5.4% rather than 4.9%), the State would realize almost $1 billion in
additional revenue over those fiscal years. That sort of growth potentially could be realized if the State simply
restored half of the 300,000 jobs lost over the last two years2

Given the State’s current general fund expenditure commitments, the following programs would benefit from
the additional $ 1 billion in revenue:

K-12 Education $390 million
Higher Education $120 million
Health & Human Services $280 million
Prisons $ 76 million
Resources & Environment $ 14 million

These are estimates of the way in which the additional revenues would be spent in a balanced budget
environment. Of course, in the current budget crisis, the additional $1 billion could be an additional resource
badly needed to reduce the ongoing budget deficit.

19 .. . . . .

9 Since 1970, the State has, through ups and downs in economic cycles, averaged 8.3 percent annual growth in total personal income. Source: U.S.
Bureau of Economic Analysis.
2 |f all those jobs were restored, it is estimated the State would realize over $1.5 billion in additional revenue over two fiscal years.
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BOTTOM LINE

Although the national economy officially has begun its recovery, California does not stand poised to actively
participate. Based on 2000 data, compared with 15 competitor states, California’s business climate ranked
next to last. Things have gotten worse, however, and we now are one of the most business unfriendly states
in the country. We are losing business investment and opportunities to create jobs because of enormous
increases in the cost of doing business and because of significant uncertainties with regard to several
critical business cost factors.

First, workers’ compensation costs have increased dramatically since 2000 and it is uncertain
whether the Legislature will make cost saving changes to the system or simply continue to have
businesses pay for these costs;

Second, California’s continuing budget crisis raises the likelihood of significant tax increases in the
next few years. Most of these tax increases, almost $7.7 billion it is estimated, would be paid for by
businesses;

Third, since 2000 the unemployment insurance fund has become, effectively, bankrupt. It is
estimated that $3 to $5 billion in new Ul premiums — all paid by businesses — will be needed to keep
the system afloat;

Fourth, energy costs — a critical factor for many businesses in the State — still have not stabilized

since the energy crisis two years ago. Unless these markets are stabilized and more generation
facilities are built in the State, this uncertainty will continue to plague these businesses; and

Fifth, new mandatory health insurance coverage for employees will add an estimated $5 billion
statewide in new business costs.

These costs represent an enormous additional burden for California employers and will no doubt result in the
location of business facilities elsewhere and will significantly discourage job creation in our State.
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| INTRODUCTION

I ntroduction

California boasts one of the largest economies in the world; however, globa economic
competition as well as state competition has been steadily increasing over recent decades. In this
sense, it is important to have a clear understanding of California’ s economic development factors
compared to some of its main competitors within the United States.

The SAER Group engaged the Sacramento Regional Research Ingtitute to analyze various
economic development factors and evaluate the business competitiveness of Californiaand its
major competitors. Comparisons were completed for states widely regarded as competitors to
Cdliforniaincluding:

e Arizona * New York

e Colorado e North Carolina
e Florida e Ohio

e Georgia e Oregon

e |llinois e Texas

e Massachusetts e Utah

» Michigan e Washington

» Nevada

The data analysis was conducted in order to build a business scorecard to readily identify areas
where Californiais superior or inferior to other states. The scorecard was devel oped using norm
referenced assessment, which measured individual state performance relative to the group of
comparison states (listed above) and based on an adjusted normal probability curve. Grades for
each state and each factor were distributed at different levels, including A, B, C, D, or F. Since
grades were distributed over a curve that did not necessarily fit into a normal curve standard,
SRRI made modifications to the norm-referenced system, and a true curve was not strictly
observed. At the end, an overall average grade was assigned to each state based on the average
overall grade. The overall grade calculation was weighted assigning 15 percent of the weight to
“Demographic Characteristics,” 30 percent to “Workforce,” 40 percent to “Business Costs,” and
15 percent to “Persona Quality of Life.” The overall score was calculated based on a grade point
average methodology assigning a standard number to each letter grade, conducting a norm-
referenced assessment, and converting the average back into a final letter grade. Additionally,
each state was given an overall rank based upon their overall score.

This document presents the overall economic development scorecard as well as a summary of the
data used to develop the scorecard for eachindividual economic development factor. Data was
collected and analyzed for a large number of variables and included in the summary; however,
some variables were not used as part of the grading for the final scorecard.
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| SCORECARD

California Business Scorecard

Eoonomic Development Facior [ CoO UT A7 TX GA UL WA M OR MA NC  FL NV OH NY

Demographic Characteristics [#4 B B c ¢ € ¢ c < c c c c D D c
Population B c C B B C © C ¢ C © C B c D c
Household income c A A C D C B B C C C B o ¢ C 8]
Educational Attainment =] A C o o B B B C ¢ A C c F ¢ c

Workforce c B ¢c ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ c c c cC D
Labor Force c c B ¢ B C ©C D C D C C c c C c
Manufacturing Employment (o [+ B c c C c c B c o B c [+ B D
Construction Employment B A B A [ c o C c c o B o] A c ]
Infarmation Employment B A B C C B © A F © C C c c F c
Financial Activities Emgployment 5] B B A C C € € D ¢ C D B B C c
Professional & Business Senvices Employment B B B A C B C o < c c c c ¢ D ]
Highly Skilled Occupations c B ¢ ¢ ¢ C © B C C B c c oD C c

Business Costs D B B B ¢ € © C© B C C <C c c C D
Wages F G B B C B © D C C D B B cC B D
State and Local Taxes B B F B A C C B C B c c B B D c
Matural Gas Costs o B A € © C D © A B D F c c C D
Electricity Costs i C A B D B B C C C D C B oD c F
Workers' Compensation Costs F c B A c C B C c c A B F F F c

Personal Quality of Life e c c c ¢ € ¢ ¢ ¢C c c c D c C c
Residential Construction 6] A B A B B C D C C D B C B C D
Home Ownership 5] B B B ¢ ¢ ¢ © ¢ < D < c BE C F
Housing Affordabifity c a] F ¢ A € C D D F B c B cC B B
Education Quality =] ¢ ¢ ¢ b F B B B B c c o o C c
Health Services Availabiity A D o oL B A © B D C B A o c C D
Personal Safety A B c o ¢ ¢ ¢ 0 ¢ D A D c c C A
Commutes c ¢ A C C F C © C A D D F c oA c

Overall Grade* F A A B B B C C € € ¢ c oD b D F

Overall Rank® 16 1 2 i 4 ] 0 11 12 13 14 16

Sacramento Regional Research Institute, Sepiember Z003

Data Sources: See specific summary data sheets

*Note: The overall grade and rank calculations were weighted assigning 15 percent of the weight to "Demographic Characteristics,”

30 percent to “Workforce, percent t¢ "Business Costs,” and 15 percent to "Personal Ouality of Life"
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DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Haousehold Income
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Educational Attainment
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Professional &Business and Education & Health Services Employment
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Trade, Transportation, & Utilities and Government Employment
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Natral Resources & Mining and Leisure & Hospitality Employment
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Highlv Skilled Occupations
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Highly

Skilled Occupatons Continued
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Highly Skilled Occupatons Continued
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Highh

Skilled OQccupatons Continued
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Highly Skilled Qccupations Continued
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Highl

Skilled Occupations Continued
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Highly Skilled Occupations Continued
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Wagpes
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Contnued

Finznmai fdenagem Lawpers Computer Syshoms Anatysis Saies Managors

State Annua) wages Annus wages Annua wages Annus wages
A

Data 11 Ged S106450 FH4.G630 52,100

Crade 4 F & ja
AZ

Dot L85 280 306,220 LA R0 el

Crade 8 Z F A
[+s]

Data 71,850 85530 Fr2G40 £75,000

Crade [ c F [+
FE

Dot Yy aed 3EE.540 F5E140 L]

Crade 8 &} LY B
A

Data H0G,450 F7E7EQ F54.130 £75,710

Crade [ ] c [+
iL

Dot 1,180 H101,300 EEH0 55, Fid

Crade [ F [} [
A

Data 77 500 FERAS0 B65.260 AT, a0

Erade i 1] =] F
wil

Dot 15570 3P BE0 357580 i)

Crade [ A = o
W

Cata $84,510 77 880 358,280 £51,820

Grada g ] o A
WY

Data F103,430 80,450 FEY 00 247,790

Grade F ] E
HE

Cata $85,240 7520 358,540 £70,2680

Grada g ] o [
23]

Data £38 530 20,580 550,940 ST B0

Grade B B -] B
O

Cata $805, 320 574870 $58.340 £77.870

Grada i A, o [
Tx

Data £30 850 100 TE0 FETAIL £, 280

Grade [+ F -] [+
ur

Cata $505,830 104,520 350,580 £55,320

Grada A, F i, A
WA,

Data 7T TR0 G481 £, 7B

Grade [+ A c jal
Dtz Somrce: Hurean of Labor Smdtistics
MEAK 571,152 5l 550 b el SrRENG
S0 10,550 512185 £5 504 F10.E3T
CUT-OFF POINTS
A 50,602 76208 F56.7EY FEE049
] 55, &2 552 300 F50,54% Haf gad
Lo 576,492 594,485 FEEMG STEH6
1] po e FaT.PEE Hhd T2k
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Wages Continued

Computerindd. Sys. Menagers

Engneenng idenagers

Sl Engineers

Sec, Comn, and Fin. Agenis

Srats Annus! wages Annual vragas Annuni wages Amnus wagss
L+

Cata Fed H00 F101 830 Fhid 280 $63, 210

Grade 2 F F o
AZ

Data TETH S0 830 S48 180 $241, 570

Grade ] A A B
oo

Cata FhEE40 $oE 480 ¥35.210 $43, 420

Grade ] c o B
FL

Data $7E050 BEY 420 F58.540 $52. 740

Grade ] c c 1+
GA

Cata Fi4.470 $085.880 F53 600 25,510

Grade c c o B
iL

Data 578430 re 8N FET 380 $58, 520

Grade c A o 1+
L LY

Cata HE 150 $47 560 F57 500 $54,270

Grade c F o [
Bl

Data S80.510 $8L 500 $54,330 $43, Gl

Grade c c F B
R

Cata $7E.300 $05 660 ¥4, 570 $353,840

Grade A c c [
Y

Data F101 470 F4d 180 F58.020 £114, 290

Grade F ] E F
HE

Cata $82,570 $85 160 F53BE0 $58, 530

Grade c c o [
O

Data 5744040 $82000 554,370 50,514

Grade ] ] E 1+
OR

Cata HE0.880 F51 400 FSEE4D S, 870

Zrade c =] c =
TX

Data 380,030 388230 32070 42 5D

Grade c c o B
UE

Data 3e8.410 FrE 400 355070 23,550

Zrade A A 2 B
LE 1

Data 3E2 M0 352420 71 35,510

Grade F ] F o
Socmmrmto Kopional Bescarch Instifite, Auapust 2005
Dt Sowrce: Ruresn of Labor Statistics
REAN S82 73E 127 say $57 588 £54,274
S0 50 304 6,058 $d.Ta2 17 aT2
CUT-CFF POANTE
A, H7d 207 21,173 $52 BiG $47 002
] STR ST ti S58 $55 22 £45 858
[H HAE SRS 51,413 $56 8L H035, 061
o H4t 03 102 B28 $a2 330 571,747
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Wages Contnued

Efecincal Engineers Mechanics! Englinesrs Fharmacisis Sudpet Anaiysis

Srates Annus wagas Amnuad vages Anni) WagEs Annus wagas
A

Data 72,740 455 420 L5 420 355,050

Crace F F F ¥
AT

Dala 74,350 863,570 77 550 B45 Ta0

Crace ] [ [ £}
(]

Data 264,520 55,370 7223 348 T80

Crace s a 1] =
FL

Catz $062, 560 H51 850 $20, 200 $ai Pal

CGrade B [ F B
Gy

Data $152, 550 $67,150 £73,510 LT RN ]

Grado B A 1] B
iL

Catz $68, Bl $58, 150 £75 680 Fat et

CGrade A ] [ A
) L

Data $75, 540 ST, 240 £, 320 $57.100

Grado F o i, F
iall

Data 64,220 61,8190 75,500 350,000

Crace £} [ ] =
MY

Dats 253,730 51,770 51,490 i 480

Cracn 2] [ F B
MY

Data 67, 540 458,70 il i F55.150

Crace o 8 A F
HC

Dats 268 5al 156,830 £75, 40 347 680

Craco Lo [ [ [+
O

Lotz 62,550 $55,000 ] $51,160

Grade B A L] =
OR

Data S8, 60 £55 180 7,260 F47 570

Grade o ] [ G
™

Lotz $73,850 73870 7 800 F45.7T0

Grade E F [ B
uT

Data $64, 550 £548,550 ] 547 880

Grade o ] [ G
Wk

Data 0,550 462 510 74 000 352 680

Crace o C 1] o
Sacramanto Kapional Bescarch Institute, Aapust 2005
Diate Semarce: Huresn of Labor Statistics
BEAN Fil 81 i ] $75,936 HaE243
BT f4800 £5,085 £3.632 £4,088
CUT-OFF POINTS
L $62.253 57,161 23 45 154
1] Fi4,572 $549,664 F74,038 H47 188
i $606.2119 ] S7TET S50 287
o §7 1,530 367,281 $7E, TET Fa3.33
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Wages Continued

Finanoial Analysis Refai Sahespersons HRegistiened Momes Dlenial Hyplonsts

Srate Amnai vages Annua! wages Annua wages Al wages
A

Data 3451 500 siTAm E5E900 350

Zrade F c F F
AZ

Data 348080 17540 S4E240 SEEGE0

Grade = c e [&]
[eiu)

Data 354,700 L1853 B4 G0 BEG 500

Zrade C ja] = o
FiL

Data 34E.TE0D g aT0 543630 350000

Grade A o A, A
=1

Data F53.440 7100 544,240 HE50.580

Grade = ] B L.
iL

Data 51,430 17570 S48, 250 FE2 50

Grade - [ G =
MA

Data 57,780 8120 R HE1 080

Grade [&] ja [ t
|

Data F5EST0 £17.180 248,020 F50.530

Grade - [ G A
H

Data F42,480 18150 52170 FTA20

Zrade 8 ja] F F
MY

Dat= 358 9ED L1 580 s52.430 353850

Zrade F A F =
N

Data FEr 00 L6560 543550 F40550

Zrade C =] A &
oM

Data B4u 200 Lig s £44 280 HE2 140

Zrade 2 A B =
oR

Data 358,730 18570 S50.680 361,700

Zrade C ja] ] C
TX

Data BEE 210 Lirga00 44 700 SEzO0T0

Grade c A B e
ur

Data 352,520 17,260 344,940 HE0,440

Grade = [ B &
W

Catz HE0.E50 20,500 351 670 HB0. 310

Grade ] F i} i}

Ptz
role: Dt lor Kel

nid Sabospersons wins oolloctad but not wsed @ e Enal prinkie procws

MEAN 554,475 wTEN SqE022 FE0 388
S0 i 480 21015 %4002 £a FET
CUT-OFF POINTS

A 547 Gev £1G,508 44,020 FE081T
] 351,237 48021 $86,500
[+ 57 7ra 50,022 S88 287
o 50,958 $52.024 FT0,181
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Wages Contnued

Medical Assisfanis Farsiegals and Loga! Aswstants | Aute Senvee Toch. and Meohanios | Office Clarks, General

Lt Annual wages Anvoal wages dArnua wages Annual wages
[+

otz 25,670 48,570 Fabeal %24 250

Grado o F = F
AZ

Data 521, S0 £265 480 et S18.720

Geado B ] E &,
oo

otz 26,410 $38 550 $33.830 24,180

Grado o [+ [ [
FiL

Data 20 T £a5.27 26,700 820270

Crace £} ] - A
(=

Data H24, 500 335140 F30,500 B2¢,120

Crace LA ] = B
iL

Data 525,410 £i,150 s2B.780 £22 200

Crace [+ c - &
MA

Data 524, el 436 00 334550 525630

Srade ¥ [ ¥ 3
M

Data 524,750 g 500 34810 £28za0

Crace [+ ] E &
U

Data 25, 550 135,760 $35.360 524,150

Crace i) c ¥ B
Y

Cata 248, 160 $d1,530 $26 980 23870

Grace O ja A i
HC

Data 523, 240 £31,310 328,450 F22.030

Grado [H L a c
(=7

Cata 21, Bl $25,030 $28 580 21360

Grace A g a B
R

Data 26,430 £40,770 $32.530 524 080

Grado o a o ]
T

Cata 521,450 27,760 $27 830 20210

Zrade A = A A
ur

Datz 520,860 L35 580 330,900 S20800

Srace A c ¥ B
WA

Data 526,520 35 620 ERRE I 524 550

Zrade o = C F

sacramto Ko
Dtz Semrce: 1
ot Date for Al

al Eesoarch Inshifute., Aapns 20
Laks wlistics

bive Borvico Technicions & Abochanics snd Genernl Office Ulorks was codlegted bt not u=od in dhe final grading procass

MIESN £24, W2 $ATETS 31,134 £22. 408
Ell 32,05 $3.850 22805 1824
CUT-OFF POINTS

A 22 153 333,728 L35 408 L2055
& £33, X52 335,700 £39,816 5211 dees
b £28,451 338 850 52 462 £23,320
o 25 451 B4 E25 35,770 $34 252
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Wages Continued

Sosfeeping, Accounfing and Audiing Clerks Toihes

Srate Arvuiai wages Annua wages
Gl

Data 530,670 120,880

Grade E o
AZ

Data 525 680 24180

Crade 2] a
[=1s]

Data 520,800 21180

Grade b o
FE

Data 24,740 30,070

Crade A c
=X

Data 525,170 %8750

Grade £} 5
iL

Data 38,800 1o 80

Grade L4 ]
WA

Data 550,490 %21.350

Grade E F
Al

Data 537470 1es70

Crade [+] c
Y

Catz 526,800 $21.580

Grade [ 2
W

Data 528,560 £20.570

Grade o [+
HE

Catz 25,820 £20.350

Grade B i
o

Data 25,730 £18 830

Grade B A
=]

Catz 26,740 £20,040

Grade [ i
T

Data 538,340 £18 580

Grade [+] B
ur

Catz 524,400 $10.200

Grade LY A
Wk,

Data 528,770 £21.240

Grade o F

Hnvranzanio Repionel Eosvarch Institle. Aoons 2003
Draliz oo Burean ol Lebaor Stalislics
Horte: Daka for Tedlers was eodlociod e nod used m the Fnal gradmg process

MEAN 27087 520,335
S0 LA R-rhy hap
CUT-0FF POINTS

A F28180 e 487
8 F2E24 FIEA1
[+ 20050 320 758
o F28012 21,183
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State and Local Taxes

Erate arnd iscal fzx burden oz percent of income

Yax burden change

Erate 2000 P
CA

Data 1050 0.80%

Grade o F
A2

Cata 9000 -1.40%

Grade o L3
oo

Data a0 -0.T0%

Grade B B
FL

Cata 580k 000%

Grade A o
G,

Data .80 0.00%

Grade il c
iL

Cata .50 0.40%

Grade '] o
L LY

Data 980 020%

Grade il c
Lol

Cata .70 0.30%

Grade c -
N

Datz 9.00% 0005

Crade B =
WY

Datx T2 % 100%

Crade 8 A
N

Datz 2.40% 0205

Crade o o
i

Datz 1020 Rk i

Grade [&] e
L]

Datz 9.40% 120%

Crade o &
Tx

Datx &.50% 0.80%

Grade 3 @
ur

Datz 10,80 0508

Crade F E
Wi

Datx R 100%

Crade '] A

nal Besoarch Institube, Ampust 2005
Frx Foundation, Overall Tax Bordens by Sip10

RIEAN B 0. 3%
S0 a% 0.7%
CUT-OFF POCINTS
A B.S9% -1.0%
g 83% 0B
i 1002% 0.0%
o 1006% 0.4%
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Nartural Gas Costs

Matura! gas pnces {per ST UL Fnoe change Frice grovdn raie

Stats 2000 FEG- 2000 FEBE- 2000
Zh

Gata L zn 48,50

Grady o o [}
AZ

Datx £550 5158 3 5%

Grade C L+ s
ie]

Gata £587 305 26, 7%

Grady 2 B 2
FL

Datx £5.10 5158 Rt

Grade s L+ F
A

Data £5.32 152 AT

Grady C L= C
iL

Datx 560 5203 44 45%

Grade ] o C
KA

Gata 515 3260 45, 05%

Grady F F C
Al

Dabs L343 b1 ER [ 2.3%

rads A, A &
N

Data 518 $1.50 20,7

Grado 2 [+ c
Y

Cata 755 F2.50 23A1%

Grade F E =
HC

Data BETE 5254 [E R

Grado o E F
o

Cata #5.30 177 LT

Grade c c =
OR

Data 519 091 21.20%

Grado 2 A a
TX

Cata £4.30 §1.83 a0

Grade A c F
urt

Data £4.88 3071 170N

Grado 2 A A
Wik

Cata 523 F1.63 25,20

Grade 2 c =

i Rapicmnel Besvarch Institule, Anpnst 20605
Dtz Sevarce: Enorngy Information Aubministralion
Britieh Trmermal Und (Bl Tie quanity of heet meeded bo ralge the temperatore of 1 pound of waler by 1o F 81 or mear 39.°F

MESAN £5.83 182 5%
S0 £1.10 055 T
CUT-OFF POINTS

A 73 0.84 2.70%
] 528 1.25 HETS
= 558 1.56 44 45%
o 553 229 7. 34%
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Electricity Costs

Elaciricity prces (per 8T Fnos change Frice growdh rate

Srate 2000 TS0 2000 TS0 2000
oA

Dats a7z F184 7%

Grade F = o
AZ

Data 2128 F1.58 & 04%

Crade c L 5
fste]

Dats 02y 50004 A 25

Grade 2 = o
FL

Data 1024 S0.50 1.54%

Crade c B 5
A

Dats 1828 5100 5T

Grade e B 2
L

Data 2035 Fr.6d T45%

Crade c L 5
Ml

Dats a7z H145 7.20%

Grade F = )
A

Data L2088 el n} 0.1

Crade c [+ c
MW

Dak= 218614 5237 15 00%

CGrado c o [}
HY

Daks $33.38 547 21.308%

Grade F E F
HC

Dak= L1540 3026 1.3

CGrado c o c
[a2 |

Daks 41682 150 585%

Grade c C c
OR

Dak= $145.33 5208 16 0%

CGrado A o F
Tx

Daks 21915 5208 12.05%

Grade c o o
ur

Dak= 1527 142 “11.30%

CGrado A A A
Wun

Daks 1274 27 T L%

Grade A o F
Snvraenio Kepionel o ch Instimle. Amens 2005
Daka Sivarce: Energy Information Sdmmistration

Britieh Trermal Und (Biu} The quanity of heet needed bo raige the tempersfure of 1 pound of water by To F &1 or near 337 F

MEAN 2025 0.29 5.26%
S0 40 204 T
CUT-0FF POMTS

L] 1403 1.15 5.85%
=] -] R R A.25%
= 2183 1.1 FLAR b
b 2683 252 15.35%
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Workers’ Compensation Costs

Workers Compansation Rale Ranfing

Rale changs

Rate growh rate

State 2000 1900-2000 1980-2000
CA

Data 3.34 -1.70 33.73%

Grade F [m} F
AZ

Dala 177 241 57 6E%

Grade A B A
Co

Data 2.84 -264 S50 00%

Grade C B C
FL

Dala 4.08 -1.64 286T%

Grade F [u} F
GA

Dala 2.42 210 -46 4E%

Grade C c C
IL

Data 262 -2.84 -52.19%

GCrade c A =]
A

Dala 177 -3 54 4E%

Grade A A A
It

Data 240 214 -47 14%

Grade C [ C
WY

Dzla 310 -1.45 -3T.ETH

Grade [m} F F
Y

Dala 3.05 233 43.31%

Grade ] [ c
NC

Data 1.84 -1.97 -51A1%

GCrade A u] =]
OH

Dzla 2.89 -1.83 -34.62%

Grade ] F F
OR

Dazta 183 -1.77 -47.54%

Grade =} [u} C

Dzla 3.05 -2.88 -43.39%

Grade [m} A C
uTt

Data 1.58 -2.04 -56.35%

Grade c A
WA

Dazta 177 -1.84 -48.55%

Grade A F c

Sacramento Regional Rescarch Insttute, August 2003
Drata Soarce: Oregon Workers' Compensstion, Premiem Rale Ranking Calendar 1994 and 20001

MEAN

5D

CUT-OFF POINTS
A

B
C
D

2.50
0.72

1.78
214
2.87
3.23

213
0.54

287
-2.40
-1.85
-1.58

-45.34%
B.90%

-85 24%
-51.26%
-41.35%
-35.44%
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| PERSONAL QUALITY OF LIFE

Residental Construction

Mewr hoosing unis constrocied Fercent change

Siate par THO0 resimlonts o 2000 REE e
S

Oala 3.1 12%

Crade & ju}
Az

Data 45 S8t

Grade A ]
[

Data &b 193%

Crade A A
FL

Oata &7 4%

Grate o ]
=

Diala 8.4 G5%

Grate ] [
L

Data % §il 2%

Grade (] [
Al

Dala 22 25%

Grade F [
&I

Oala 4.2 4%

Crade = [
HY

Dala 128 &%

Grade A ja
HY

Data 1.4 T

Crade F a
M

Oata T3 25%

Grate ] [
(=

Diala 3.3 EHEC]

Grate [ [
OR

Data 48 2%

Grade [ o
TX

Dala 5.2 Ti2%

Grade [# A
ur

Oata i it

Crade = 8
WA

Dala 43 2%

Grade G F

Snwraenio Kegionel Eosvarch Instifule, Ageus 2003
Date Boerce: Dgta Source: UZ Census Bureau, Cengus 1230 and 2000
hiale: Based on singk lemedy urta data only

WIEARN 5.7 41.5%
S0 31 B 5%
CUT-CFF PCINTS

A o 131%
] V. TE%
b a2 15%
o 28 =12
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Home Ownership

Home sunersip rate Growth rate Rafe inoroase

Lrate SO0 1 25 G- 2000
CA

Data 5E91% 13.8% 1.5%

Grade E a [
v

Data 8.04% 47.2% 4.0

Grade [ A 2
oo

Data .52 36.6% 5.2%

Grade [ B #
FL

Data TR0 28.6% 2.6°%

Grade B [ [
G

Data &7 50% 3x0% 2.5%

Grade [ [ c
iL

Data H7 28% 14.4% 5.0

Grade [ ja} [
L LY

Data §.72% 13.5% 2.8%

Grade o a c
L5l

Data TATE% 15.1% 2.6°%

Grade A ja} [
M

Data GRETS TEO% 5.2%

Grade o A #
Y

Data S2.99% A% 0.7%

Grade F F F
HE

Dat Gl 28.9% 1.5%

Grade 2] [ [
OH

Data HE11% 11.4% 1.7%

Grade B ja} i
R

Dat G 25% 23.1% 1.5%

Grade [ [ [
T*

Data 63 50% 27 7% 5.0

Grada L= [ [+
ur

Data TESIN 1% A.4%

Grade A B =
WA

Data G55 25 2% 2. 1%

Grada L= [ [+
sacramento Ropional Bescarch Institube. Awapust 2005
Dtz Sewrce: 18 Conss Burems, Censas | 1
MEAH 65.6% 27ER 2%
S0 SA4% 17.7% 1.5%
CUT-DFF POINTE
L] T1.0% 455 4.2%
B 55.3% 3E5% 15%
G 62.5% 18.6% 2
4] 5015 5.6 135
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Housing Affordability®

Hoesng afforoabdty s M4 rare inorease HA! groutt rate

Srate 2000 T 20 2000
CA

Dot 1] ra 44.5%

Crace F B A
A

Uabn TE T4 F48%

rack i o C
o

Dot N&ES 8.5 TA%

Crace ] o ]
FL

Uabn 1528 32 IN5%

Zracie ] B 8
[EL]

Dot 1355 17T 125%

Crace =] = C

Uzt 1500 43 55%

CGracie c [+ ]
L]

Doa M3 wi 4E1%

Grace o A L)
=]

Doz 1633 3.7 L8%

CGracie ] E F
W

Doa 1265 8.1 1440

Grace c C c
B

Doz 1228 333 %

CGracie o A A
e

Doz 1514 43 B

Grace c [+ c
CH

Doz 170 LA 3%

Erade A [+ c
CR

L 131 -250 Hid%

Grac ] F F
X

Dot =g =1 4.5%

Erade A A ]
w1

L 1254 -HL? Ta2%

Grac ] F F
LY

Dot Nz 31 8%

Zrade o o ]
sacranzato Kopional Eesaarch Institute, Aapns I

Diate Sewmrce: 175 Conae Birome, Censas FEHE and 2010

Ereddie Mac, 3. &

farlgage rales

S0

CLIT-OFF PONTS

A

E
=
]

1375
272

1646
131.0
1258
11035

M3
poi k]

&

=13

11.5%
e

31 .5%
21.5%

t 8%
-B.4%

*Catculations based an Mational
Bszocalion of Realtars HAL {Housing
Afardabili dex} methodology. Primary
dala used for caloulations includes Census
1250 and 2000 data for median value of
owner-occupied bousing and median family
income and Freddie Mac 30 year avarage
mofgags rates for 1990 and 2000 An
affosdability index measures whether a
typical family can qualify for & standard
mnrl.gag-* {o purchase lypical housieg. The
indek is the ratio of median family income to
g incoimae with values over 100
indicatis w1 that a fypecal {median) family has
more tham sulficient mcome to purchase
median-priced housing. Califarnia's 2000
imdes of BE & shows thal typical families fall
short of having the median income level
recessary, on average, to purchasa
hausing in the state. in 2000 California was
the only state with an index bedow 100,
despite 3 large percentage increase since
TA50 wihen Califarnia's index was 61.3
[Massachusedis had the next iowest index
of BO.3). Atypical Califareaa family {index
28.6] with a median income of $53,025 in
2000 could not gualify far median valued
trausing {§211,2000. A typical Californiz
uitd qualify Tor housing priced &t

4 percent below the median)
w1'h the a-.-erdg=~ A0 year morigage rata
(8.05 per'lzn‘: I 2000, In another example,
r Chio {indax 170.4) with a
median income of 550 037 could afford to
purchasa a home costing 5178, 705, which
is 704 percent more than the price of a
median-vaiued home:

PERSONAL QU
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Sacramento Regional Research Institute

55




Education Quality

Fersons per school | ACT soores ACT score growth rate] 54T scores ZAT score growdn rade

ﬂr!e 2D 2000 LS. 200 200 THS . 2000
Ch

Data PR 2.4 1.4:3% e} £

Grade =] - - o s}
hZ

Data 3142 2.5 1.80% A 1.20%

Grade C C ] = 8
=g

Cata 705 1.3 0.47% Hni T.aT%

Grade B =] c e =
FL

Data 48947 G 0.55% ansg T

Grade F =] F o F
G

Data 4207 154 1.87% R 1.87%

Gmde ¥ ¥ F F F
K

Cata 2.at0 1.3 180% Hni 1.80%

Grade B t B [ ]
AlA

Data 3545 2.4 1.80% ES R 1.85%

Grade c 2 a2 B g
Al

Data 1655 Z1.3 1.45% 11.3 1.45%

Grade B C C = =
W

Cata 3987 1.3 14%% Hni 1.42%

Gade ] c c [~ [+
MY

Data 4228 2 2.78% 232 2.T8%

Grade F 2 A L)
[

Data 352 15.5 0.52% 185 0.62%

Grade C F C F =
o

Cata =iy 2.4 0.84% a4 T8s%

Gade & c c [~ [+
[+

Carma 2700 nrT 0.80% 7 %

Grade B LS c A [
Tx

Data 215 .3 0.50% 0.3 0.50%

Grade B F c g C
ur

Cata 2516 21.5 [AR-24 215 .84%

Gade & c c [~ [+
A

Carma 2753 x4 0.45% Py G.45%

Grade B LS c A [

temoarch Institube, Ampust 2005

X Date Source: US. Depantiment of Educaton, Maticnal Center hor Educabion Slalistcs, Commarorn CTore of Data, 2000-01
Data Soumse: ACT {Amencan College Tesling) Frogram
Dala Source. Tie College Board, 1291 pnd 2000 54T sowras

MEAH 3,067 T 090% 1,048 Z4%
s0 725 1.4 1.14% 55 1.0%
CUT-CFF POINTS

a2 s 2.05% 1,1 3.8%
8 3,008 23 1.48% 1,073 3%
L= 3,750 iz 053 1018 1.0%
o 4,083 L5 0. 24% Ed1 1.1%
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Health Services Availability

Persons par hospial Change in percent

Srats 2000 TES 2000
L=t}

Data 4= el A5 7%
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