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RANK COUNTY RANK

Alameda Nevada 55 Santa Cruz 38
Alpine Orange 50 Shasta 3
Amador Placer 49 Sierra 37
Butte Lassen Plumas 35 Siskiyou 15
A Calaveras Los Angeles Riverside 33 Solano 30
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El Dorado Mendocino San Diego Tehama 2
Fresno Merced San Francisco Trinity 17
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Imperial Monterey San Mateo Ventura 51
Santa Barbara Yolo 29
Santa Clara Yuba 9
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This map shows the statewide distribution of
funding by county for state services in
California compared with the income tax
levels within each county. For the purposes of
this map, state services include prison,
parole, mental health, medical aid, K-12
education, in-home supportive services, and
seperate state programs.

California counties were ranked in each of v Imperial
these state service categories based on the San Diego

amount of funding they received in 2007-
2008. The analysis shows that counties with
higher income tax levels received
significantly less state service funding than
counties with lower income tax levels.
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