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Impact of the Energy Crisis and Energy Assistance on Low-Income Households in 
California 

 
The low-income population of California is feeling the negative impact of the energy crisis 
disproportionately. Low-income households spend a greater percentage of income on 
energy than the rest of the population. Though retail electricity prices are capped, natural 
gas prices are not, and have increased two- and three-fold and higher for many who cannot 
afford the additional financial burden. Public assistance programs for energy needs exist 
but they have been historically under funded, particularly so in mostly temperate California. 
As the full effects of deregulation and attendant crisis have struck the state, the lack of 
adequate assistance has become more acute and has left legislators, state agencies, and 
local service providers struggling to respond. In light of these challenges, this report 
analyzes the state of low-income payment assistance in California.  
 
Resources 
The following programs are available in one form or another to most low-income 
households in California: 

1. The federal—and now state-supported--Low Income Home Energy Assistance 
Program (LIHEAP or HEAP). 

2. Federal Emergency Contingency Funds (ECF). 
3. Relief for Energy Assistance through Community Help (REACH)/Neighbor to 

Neighbor/Energy Assistance Fund—programs administered by the state’s three 
major investor-owned utilities.  

4. Aid to Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) and Cal Works participants. 
5. Local programs offered by agencies such as Catholic Charities, St. Vincent de Paul, 

churches and community help organizations.  
6. California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE), supported by ratepayer subsidies of 

the three regulated utilities, and now augmented with state funding, . 
7. Medical Baseline Rate, allowing continued utility service for the medically needy. 

 
Federal LIHEAP Program 
The Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) block grant, authorized by 
Title XXVI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981 (PL 97-35 as amended), is 
intended "to assist low-income households, particularly those with the lowest income, that 
pay a high proportion of household income for home energy, primarily in meeting their 
immediate home energy needs." Created in response to the energy crisis of the late 1970s 
and early 1980s, LIHEAP was designed to provide assistance to low-income households 
with a minimum of government bureaucracy and a maximum of involvement by community 
based organizations. Federal dollars for LIHEAP are allocated by the U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services to the states as a block grant and are disbursed under 
programs designed by the individual states.  Program funds are distributed by a weighted 
formula by relative cold-weather conditions and households living in poverty. The program 
is administered at the state level in California by the Department of Community Services 
and Development and implemented primarily at the local level by community action 
programs (CAPs) , counties and local social service agencies. Emergency Contingency 
Funds (ECF) may augment LIHEAP funding and the programs are operationally 
indistinguishable.  
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Taken together, the LIHEAP and ECF programs provided California in the year 2001 with 
$45 million in direct cash payments. (See Exhibit A). Likewise, funding of $42.9 million will 
be made available to augment the federal funds through the recently passed state Senate 
Bill 5X. The full appropriations of the federal and state programs mentioned here are 
greater, including funds for weatherization, energy efficient appliance replacement and 
administration.  We present here just the amounts available for cash assistance. 
  
LIHEAP Energy Payment Assistance 
Basic Energy Assistance and Crisis Assistance are the heart of LIHEAP, using about 80 
percent of appropriated funds. The remainder funds weatherization efforts. The LIHEAP 
statute authorizes HHS to help eligible households in meeting the costs of home energy, 
which is defined as a source of heating or cooling in residential dwellings. LIHEAP provides 
a one time per calendar year payment assistance. Assistance is in the form of a dual or 
single party warrant or a direct payment to a utility company on behalf of an eligible 
applicant. The amount of assistance is based on the number of persons in the household, 
total household income, the cost of energy within the county the household resides, and 
funding availability. Households facing shut-off (customer has received a 48 hour or 15 day 
notice) may receive immediate help through the Crisis Assistance provisions. Households 
are eligible under Federal standards when incomes do not exceed 60 percent of the state 
median income.  The formula applies to California as follows:  
 

60% of State Median Income 
Number in Household Monthly Max Gross 

Income 
Yearly Max Gross 

Income 
1 $1,435.41   $17,225.00  
2 $1,877.08   $22,525.00  
3 $2,318.75   $27,825.00  
4 $2,760.41   $33,125.00  
5 $3,202.08   $38,425.00  
6 $3,643.75   $43,725.00  
7 $3,726.58   $44,719.00  
8 $3,809.41   $45,713.00  

 
Emergency Contingency Fund (ECF) 
The Emergency Contingency Fund (ECF) is used to augment LIHEAP appropriations. In 
the past five years funds have been released to provide heating assistance to offset 
extreme cold, price spikes in heating oil, propane and natural gas, and to cover the 
additional cooling costs in prolonged summer heat waves. ECF funds were released last 
year in July for San Diego Gas and Electric Company area residents and later in November 
for the rest of California. These funds were released as a result of skyrocketing energy 
prices. ECF funds may be used for a second payment to a household. LIHEAP and ECF 
funds are also used for weatherization and energy efficiency measures but are not 
addressed directly within this declaration.  
 
REACH and Other Programs 
Relief for Energy Assistance through Community Help (REACH) in the PG&E territory, 
Energy Assistance Fund in SCE territory, and Neighbor to Neighbor in SDG&E territory are 
assistance programs funded from utility, employee and private donations. TANF recipients 
and Cal-Works (Welfare to Work Program) participants may be eligible for emergency 

Impact of the Energy Crisis and Energy Assistance on Low-Income Households in California  3



energy payment through the counties. Catholic Charities and other community based 
organizations offer emergency energy payments.  
 
California Alternate Rates for Energy (CARE) Reduced Rate Program 
Low-income households are also helped by the statewide California Alternate Rates for 
Energy (CARE) Program. This currently underutilized program provides a 15% discount for 
energy for eligible households. The California Public Utilities Commission recently 
expanded this program to allow an exemption from the increases in electricity prices 
approved this year (estimated at 54%) and to increase the maximum income eligibility to 
175% of the Federal Poverty Level. Last October, participation was estimated to be 52% of 
the eligible households statewide and 38% in the PG&E territory. CARE rates are funded 
through a volumetric ratepayer surcharge. This is currently funded at about $180 million a 
year from surcharges on bills to other ratepayers. This amount will be augmented with $90 
million with the implementation of SB5x. 
 
Medical Baseline 
Residents who have a life-threatening situation may qualify for the lower Medical Baseline 
rate, and will be protected from disconnection. Many who qualify for this rate had not found 
it necessary to enroll until rates skyrocketed.  
 
Demand Outstrips Resources 
As private energy assistance funds have dwindled or become oversubscribed, LIHEAP 
providers have often become the only source of assistance for households facing power or 
gas shut-offs due to non-payment of the doubling and tripling monthly bills. Funds for 
programs such as REACH, for example, have decreased as the financial condition of 
PG&E descended to bankruptcy this spring, with remaining financial resources from that 
program frequently failing to meet the need. The same is true of most other local private 
sources of relief. Statewide, LIHEAP service providers have found themselves the center of 
attention for local concern as more and more low-income households fail to make energy 
payments. The demand for payment assistance by low-income households has increased 
two to three fold in most areas since the beginning of the year. 
 
 Both LIHEAP and ECF funds are grossly inadequate to address the needs of low-income 
California residents as reflected in attached Exhibits A and B, which reflect the statewide 
picture. Most agencies “meter” funds so that assistance is available throughout most of the 
year and is available in the seasons of greatest needs. Depending on the climate in the 
county served, a local agency may plan to expend the bulk of its funds over certain months. 
For example, Riverside county residents have the greatest energy needs over the summer 
while Humboldt county residents have the greatest needs in winter.  
 
Exhibit A shows the current expenditure in California of Federal LIHEAP and ECF monies 
for calendar year 2000 and 2001 to date. Historically, funds are fully expended in each 
county long before the end of the funding year. It was estimated that the 2000 funds would 
serve only 22% of the eligible households. Local service providers stretch their resources. 
 
 This year differed in the demand. Tommy Fulcher, President of Economic and Social 
Opportunities, Inc., the Santa Clara county LIHEAP provider declares: ''This is absolutely, 
positively the worst I've ever seen it. There's been nothing close in my 20 years here. It's 
the worst both in numbers of people affected and in the size of the bills they're having to 
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deal with.''. Farther south, Bree Samano, Energy Coordinator for Campesinos Unidos, the 
San Diego county LIHEAP provider reported that "The number of people who are walking 
into our office requesting our funding is unbelievable. Normally, we get 500 calls a day, but 
now we've been getting nearly 1,500." In the last four months, the demand for energy 
payment assistance in Monterey and Santa Cruz counties has more than doubled from last 
year. In 2000 4,572 households (14,423 clients) were served with $ 772,636.86 over the full 
12-month period.  In just the first one-third of this year, 4,400 households (14,107 total 
persons) have been served with $1,070,908.00. 
 
Not only has the demand increased, but so has the amount needed to impact the energy 
bill sufficiently to prevent shut-offs. Statewide data from the Department of Community 
Services and Development show that the average energy costs of all low-income 
households assisted in 2000 was $74.78 and in 2001 thus far has been $129.99. Program 
costs are not adequately reimbursed to provide timely service. Staffing support for the 
LIHEAP payment assistance program must be subsidized on the local level in order to 
provide an acceptable level of service.  
 
Federal LIHEAP funds for calendar year 2001 were nearly two thirds depleted within the 
first four months of the year as shown in Exhibit B.  By shifting around allocated funds, 
some of the agencies have overspent their federal allocations. The Department of 
Community Services and Development has allowed maximum flexibility to contracting 
service providers in an effort to respond to local needs. Transfers between program 
components have been allowed to help agencies maintain services until funding can be 
augmented. 
 
Only because of funds promised through the enactment of SB 5X will LIHEAP benefits 
continue to reach needy households statewide, following the depletion of federal 
allocations. Contracts depending on this source of state funds are being prepared to 
commence as of June 1, which in most service areas throughout the state comes just in 
time as the federal dollars reach the point of running out in many areas.  
 
 
Disconnections – The Inevitable Outcome 
In 2000, PG&E disconnected 174,593 customers in its Northern California service area for 
non-payment of bills, compared to 196,606 in 1999. The number of shutoffs in January 
2001 was 14,858, compared to 12,878 in January 2000—an indication that more 
households are facing the prospect of losing utility services than, perhaps, ever before.  
Preceding a shut-off is the shut-off notice. Low-income service providers at various 
California locations report lows of 30% to highs of 75% of households on their rosters that 
have received shut-off notices as of mid-May.  The lower rates were represented by areas 
such as San Francisco and Los Angeles while the highest rates were reported in San 
Mateo, Lake, Mendocino and Yolo counties. 
 
SB5x And The Capacity to Respond 
LIHEAP service providers may be able to hold the line with the resources offered by SB5x 
and AB29x. The Department of Community Services and Development will release 
payment assistance funds in phases to allow reaction to changing needs and local plans. A 
fundamental shift to fast growth and rapid deployment will test every agency in the state.  
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The hallmark of the energy crisis has been unanticipated change. We hope that we may 
realistically anticipate a better last half of the year than the first for the people we serve. 
 
Same Impacts, Different Counties 
In reviewing reports of the impact of the energy crisis on low-income from all over 
California, one sees the same picture repeated in different forms. On a huge scale, low-
income households are struggling like never before to pay their energy bills. Examples:  
 
Orange County: Energy Competes for Food, Prescriptions, Medical Attention 
Kathy Kifaya Energy Program Director for the Orange County Community Development 
Council, Inc. reports that  “the needy go without … They become homeless, or stay in their 
apartments living without electricity, heat, air conditioning. They’re living in unhealthy 
situations; they become sicker; they miss school; they go without food.” Two recent 
requests for help came from “an 80+ year old lady who had been collecting aluminum cans 
all day long so she could pay her bills and the other was a breast cancer survivor with small 
kids who go shut-off because she didn't have the money to pay her SCE bill.”.  
 
Monterey County: Impacts on the Elderly 
Seniors, especially those on a fixed income are especially vulnerable. Cynthia Pettis, an 
Outreach Worker with the Alliance on Aging in Monterey County who recently referred a 
client to LIHEAP services recounts the situation:  “We'll call her Mrs. C. She is 79 and I met 
her as she sat quietly outside a Senior Center waiting for Rides to come. I introduced 
myself and gave her my business card. Mrs. C.'s income is $785.77 per month. Her house 
payment is $500. Mrs. C. is on Medicare (part A & B), has Blue Cross and, on Medi-Cal. 
The pharmacy and Mrs. C. apparently had a breakdown in communication. Lack of a clear 
understanding of her different insurances, Mrs. C. continually charged the 'balance due" to 
her Visa. Something as simple as this has a direct impact on a senior's financial and 
emotional stability. To purchase her medications, she had to incur $291 per month due to 
Visa. Additionally, without the support of HEAP, CARE, Homeowner Assistance, the 
Salvation Army and, Meals on Wheels who waived her fee, knowing that she would 
continue receiving home delivered meals...how would our senior population thrive and 
survive? (Currently Mrs. C. has an application for Consumer Credit Counseling Service.)” 
 
Lake, Mendocino and Yolo Counties: Impacts on the Temporarily Disabled 
Low-income families, many beset by misfortunes beyond their control, are doing their best 
to cope. Linda McQueen, Executive Director of North Coast Energy Services, LIHEAP 
service provider for Lake, Mendocino, Solano and Yolo counties, reports:  “We had a client 
call in tears that PG&E was ready to shut her off and her bill was over $2,000.00.  She had 
not received a bill from PG&E for 9 months and she had been calling them monthly asking 
for a bill and was told not to worry about it; that they would set up payment arrangements.  
They did set up payments in the amount of $272.00/mo which were not even enough to 
cover the new monthly charges, so she was getting deeper and deeper in debt to PG&E.  
She was working, but was a single mom and barely making it and was making the 
payments.  She was in an automobile accident and was in a coma for three weeks and in 
the hospital for over a month and no payment was made to PG&E.  She was told that since 
no payment was received she had to come up with the entire balance to keep from bring 
shut-off.  We made several payments and got REACH to kick in $300.00 and $200.00 from 
her church. She was so grateful she was still crying!”  
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Santa Cruz County: Impacts on the Unemployed 
Not only are all segments of the low income population experiencing difficulty paying the 
high cost of energy, but the working poor in lower paying jobs have suffered from work slow 
downs or terminations as a result of soaring business and industry costs and rolling 
blackouts. From flower nurseries to restaurants and hotels, owners are cutting back on 
labor in order to pay their energy bills. Jose Moreno, an Outreach Worker with Adelante in 
Watsonville reports “a gentleman in Watsonville received a 15 day shut-off notice from 
PG&E. His family's only source of income is from unemployment payments, totaling $130 
per week, or $520 per month. He has a wife and three small children. The unpaid bill 
indicated that they owed more than $300 to PG&E, for the past 2 months. He borrowed 
money from a friend in order to pay the bill and avoid shut-off. This however was only a 
temporary solution, as he now doesn't have the money to payoff that which he borrowed. 
He has recently applied for the CARE and HEAP programs, so anticipates that he will 
receive a 15% discount, and a reimbursement for part of his costs. His situation remains 
precarious, however, as rates continue to be high, and he still does not have work. This is 
just one of many families severely affected by the energy crisis.” It is my experience that 
people are not in these situations by choice, and sometimes any increase in the cost of 
living day to day will drive them over the edge. 
 
Conclusion 
As this report demonstrates, the low-income portion of the California population does 
receive assistance to help them keep the lights on during the current power crisis.  But as 
the extent of the crisis also makes clear, funding is just barely meeting the need.  Programs 
that were in place when the crisis began are shown to be on the verge of depletion once 
the year ends. Fortunately, supplemental funding has been forthcoming through such 
actions as passage of state Senate Bill 5X.  However, it is be no means clear that low-
income families will survive the rest of this year without suffering hardship far in excess of 
the rest of the population.  The picture is cloudy.  On the one hand, resources appear 
adequate for the time being, and may grow to larger amounts in the near future.  There are 
moves in Congress, for example, to increase LIHEAP funding to the states.  On the other 
hand, however, low-income families are so close to the line beyond which their houses go 
dark—and many have experienced darkness already--that none of the existing programs or 
prospects for bigger programs in the future can be counted on to meet the full need with 
any degree of certainty.  
 
Submitted to the Senate Office of Research by: 
Dennis Osmer 
114 Jefferson St 
Watsonville, CA 95076 
831-761-7080 
Program Director 
Energy Services, Community Action Board of Santa Cruz County, Inc. 
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EXHIBIT A 
FEDERAL ENERGY PAYMENT ASSISTANCE FUNDING ALLOCATIONS AND EXPENDITURES TO CALIFORNIA BY 

COUNTY 5/1/2001 
  Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program Emergency Contingency Funds 
  County 2000 Allocation 2000 Expended 2001 Allocation 2001 Expended ECF Allocation ECF Expended 
1 ALAMEDA $977,052.00 $977,895.00 $1,135,394.00 $434,999.00 $571,402.00 $397,002.00
2 ALPINE $5,626.00 $476.00 $5,392.00 $148.00 $3,456.00 $642.00
3  AMADOR $28,288.00 $31,854.00 $53,971.00 $0.00 $41,108.00 $39,347.00
4 BUTTE $218,030.00 $217,818.87 $242,849.00 $102,680.00 $39,001.00 $39,536.00
5  CALAVERAS $35,452.00 $31,801.00 $59,784.00 $0.00 $32,691.00 $25,083.00
6 COLUSA $30,546.00 $28,015.76 $58,875.00 $25,481.00 $14,070.00 $9,576.00
7  CONTRA COSTA $646,619.00 $525,078.05 $663,493.00 $142,830.00 $538,071.00 $279,318.00
8 DEL NORTE $81,308.00 $51,399.43 $98,200.00 $19,316.00 $5,029.00 $5,029.00
9  EL DORADO $155,689.00 $127,643.98 $192,176.00 $27,716.00 $137,077.00 $45,549.00
10 FRESNO $1,303,021.00 $1,302,004.52 $1,615,601.00 $1,374,835.00 $952,187.00 $953,411.00
11 GLENN $53,017.00 $80,707.42 $88,407.00 $51,127.00 $19,352.00 $32,160.00
12 HUMBOLDT $310,035.00 $309,935.00 $231,324.00 $72,409.00 $196,933.00 $176,953.00
13 IMPERIAL $110,868.00 $110,445.19 $131,744.00 $0.00 $64,007.00 $25,889.00
14 INYO $25,568.00 $45,581.00 $43,301.00 $11,391.00 $13,319.00 $24,787.00
15 KERN $962,879.00 $962,983.08 $1,169,760.00 $637,884.00 $725,998.00 $475,468.00
16 KINGS $185,613.00 $184,810.23 $221,064.00 $32,406.00 $140,507.00 $52,474.00
17 LAKE $166,702.00 $192,499.34 $144,215.00 $75,558.00 $88,357.00 $63,124.00
18 LASSEN $38,023.00 $41,683.00 $48,307.00 $20,554.00 $21,199.00 $30,116.00
19 LOS ANGELES $3,728,888.00 $3,716,001.55 $4,380,992.00 $645,959.00 $2,712,820.00 $1,741,482.00
20 MADERA $161,548.00 $150,968.00 $181,929.00 $16,954.00 $100,725.00 $100,159.00
21 MARIN $128,724.00 $83,155.00 $146,357.00 $104,559.00 $123,024.00 $121,719.00
22 MARIPOSA $54,667.00 $51,811.00 $140,777.00 $15,920.00 $32,166.00 $9,807.00
23 MENDOCINO $153,273.00 $139,887.00 $134,562.00 $76,385.00 $79,475.00 $71,762.00
24 MERCED $350,522.00 $342,804.46 $416,106.00 $166,106.00 $239,164.00 $240,339.00
25 MODOC $43,843.00 $18,471.56 $102,925.00 $14,772.00 $8,213.00 $5,443.00
26 MONO $28,985.00 $9,004.00 $50,416.00 $3,806.00 $15,312.00 $5,237.00
27 MONTEREY $484,534.00 $448,253.98 $586,425.00 $333,425.00 $331,988.00 $323,718.00
28 NAPA $92,480.00 $65,140.00 $107,522.00 $12,724.00 $91,278.00 $49,501.00
29 NEVADA $104,969.00 $105,233.00 $117,736.00 $64,959.00 $32,007.00 $32,222.00
30 ORANGE $1,161,749.00 $1,160,556.59 $1,408,097.00 $56,661.00 $951,689.00 $632,667.00
31 PLACER $134,830.00 $135,071.00 $216,574.00 $59,721.00 $156,411.00 $96,888.00
32 PLUMAS $36,484.00 $20,808.00 $47,011.00 $6,631.00 $18,188.00 $13,511.00
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  County 2000 Allocation 2000 Expended 2001 Allocation 2001 Expended ECF Allocation ECF Expended 
33 RIVERSIDE $999,567.00 $993,607.30 $1,254,827.00 $126,837.00 $797,921.00 $447,961.00
34 SACRAMENTO $1,610,639.00 $1,611,338.74 $1,946,913.00 $284,856.00 $1,271,132.00 $771,180.00
35 SAN BENITO $66,420.00 $66,489.00 $182,656.00 $21,501.00 $36,219.00 $36,384.00
36 SAN BERNARDINO $1,355,874.00 $1,351,544.44 $1,639,465.00 $521,811.00 $939,714.00 $826,269.00
37 SAN DIEGO $1,424,164.00 $1,419,507.04 $1,790,394.00 $118,966.00 $1,148,619.00 $807,573.00
38 SAN FRANCISCO $643,480.00 $643,001.41 $800,085.00 $321,693.00 $528,103.00 $222,072.00
39 SAN JOAQUIN $791,027.00 $790,921.10 $986,987.00 $58,007.00 $539,386.00 $533,775.00
40 SAN LUIS OBISPO $124,978.00 $124,887.04 $214,799.00 $28,919.00 $112,620.00 $80,389.00
41 SAN MATEO $402,895.00 $294,825.25 $573,096.00 $32,206.00 $291,700.00 $101,888.00
42 SANTA BARBARA $240,323.00 $240,018.18 $316,085.00 $19,255.00 $124,540.00 $12,430.00
43 SANTA CLARA $721,028.00 $720,756.25 $940,116.00 $374,436.00 $483,834.00 $464,161.00
44 SANTA CRUZ $290,501.00 $323,028.88 $381,360.00 $209,371.00 $227,133.00 $205,748.00
45 SHASTA $177,292.00 $195,455.20 $170,102.00 $27,420.00 $116,015.00 $95,993.00
46 SIERRA $5,050.00 $2,879.26 $6,367.00 $478.00 $3,223.00 $1,435.00
47 SISKIYOU $138,899.00 $114,095.52 $154,952.00 $80,152.00 $17,998.00 $7,806.00
48 SOLANO $159,355.00 $244,585.71 $195,340.00 $188,326.00 $125,763.00 $152,512.00
49 SONOMA $282,990.00 $276,002.75 $340,158.00 $72,120.00 $285,225.00 $243,945.00
50 STANISLAUS $522,193.00 $521,215.12 $630,249.00 $116,624.00 $369,247.00 $163,114.00
51 SUTTER $129,073.00 $127,636.00 $145,173.00 $25,279.00 $94,860.00 $55,490.00
52 TEHAMA $58,430.00 $39,447.00 $55,952.00 $5,100.00 $38,085.00 $21,590.00
53 TRINITY $40,813.00 $15,231.00 $72,552.00 $7,456.00 $12,447.00 $4,294.00
54 TULARE $634,178.00 $632,997.12 $818,513.00 $93,203.00 $459,921.00 $290,996.00
55 TUOLUMNE $67,466.00 $68,297.00 $103,720.00 $23,378.00 $65,995.00 $65,972.00
56 VENTURA $408,253.00 $384,950.92 $514,623.00 $12,166.00 $259,386.00 $181,901.00
57 YOLO $184,225.00 $84,991.73 $176,606.00 $55,374.00 $95,980.00 $32,767.00
58 YUBA $137,235.00 $137,876.00 $160,483.00 $27,110.00 $85,546.00 $57,691.00

 TOTAL: $23,616,180.00 $23,095,380.97 $28,812,859.00 $7,459,960.00 $17,026,836.00 $12,005,255.00
 PCT EXPENDED:   98%   26%   71% 

 
 
 
 
Source: California Department of Community Services and Development 
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EXHIBIT B 
FEDERAL ENERGY PAYMENT ASSISTANCE ALLOCATIONS AND EXPENDITURES 

TOTALS BY PERCENTAGE REMAINING COUNTY 5/1/2001 
 

 County  2000-2001 
 Total Allocation 

 2000-2001 
 Expended  

Amount Remaining Pct Expended

1 SOLANO  $      480,458.00 $        585,423.71  $       (104,965.71) 122% 
2 GLENN  $      160,776.00 $        163,994.42  $           (3,218.42) 102% 
3 INYO  $        82,188.00 $          81,759.00 $              429.00 99% 
4 FRESNO  $    3,870,809.00 $     3,630,250.52 $        240,558.48 94% 
5 LASSEN  $      107,529.00 $          92,353.00 $          15,176.00 86% 
6 LAKE  $      399,274.00 $        331,181.34 $          68,092.66 83% 
7 SANTA CRUZ  $      898,994.00 $        738,147.88 $        160,846.12 82% 
8 NEVADA  $      254,712.00 $        202,414.00 $          52,298.00 79% 
9 MONTEREY  $    1,402,947.00 $     1,105,396.98 $        297,550.02 79% 
10 MENDOCINO  $      367,310.00 $        288,034.00 $          79,276.00 78% 
11 MARIN  $      398,105.00  $       309,433.00 $          88,672.00 78% 
12 HUMBOLDT  $      738,292.00 $        559,297.00 $        178,995.00 76% 
13 MERCED  $    1,005,792.00 $        749,249.46 $        256,542.54 74% 
14 SANTA CLARA  $    2,144,978.00  $     1,559,353.25 $        585,624.75 73% 
15 KERN  $    2,858,637.00 $     2,076,335.08 $        782,301.92 73% 
16 BUTTE  $      499,880.00 $        360,034.87 $        139,845.13 72% 
17 SHASTA  $      463,409.00 $        318,868.20  $        144,540.80 69% 
18 SAN BERNARDINO  $    3,935,053.00 $     2,699,624.44 $     1,235,428.56 69% 
19 ALAMEDA  $    2,683,848.00 $     1,809,896.00 $        873,952.00 67% 
20 TUOLUMNE  $      237,181.00 $        157,647.00 $          79,534.00 66% 
21 SONOMA  $      908,373.00 $        592,067.75 $        316,305.25 65% 
22 SISKIYOU  $      311,849.00 $        202,053.52 $        109,795.48 65% 
23 COLUSA  $      103,491.00 $          63,072.76 $          40,418.24 61% 
24 MADERA  $      444,202.00 $        268,081.00 $        176,121.00 60% 
25 SAN FRANCISCO  $    1,971,668.00 $     1,186,766.41 $        784,901.59 60% 
26 SAN JOAQUIN  $    2,317,400.00 $     1,382,703.10 $        934,696.90 60% 
27 YUBA  $      383,264.00 $        222,677.00 $        160,587.00 58% 
28 AMADOR  $      123,367.00 $          71,201.00 $          52,166.00 58% 
29 PLACER  $      507,815.00 $        291,680.00 $        216,135.00 57% 
30 SUTTER  $      369,106.00  $        208,405.00 $        160,701.00 56% 
31 LOS ANGELES  $  10,822,700.00 $     6,103,442.55 $     4,719,257.45 56% 
32 SACRAMENTO  $    4,828,684.00 $     2,667,374.74 $     2,161,309.26 55% 
33 SAN DIEGO  $    4,363,177.00 $     2,346,046.04  $    2,017,130.96 54% 
34 TULARE  $    1,912,612.00 $     1,017,196.12 $        895,415.88 53% 
35 STANISLAUS  $    1,521,689.00 $        800,953.12 $        720,735.88 53% 
36 ORANGE  $    3,521,535.00 $     1,849,884.59 $     1,671,650.41 53% 
37 SAN LUIS OBISPO  $      452,397.00 $        234,195.04 $        218,201.96 52% 
38 RIVERSIDE  $    3,052,315.00 $     1,568,405.30 $     1,483,909.70 51% 
39 CONTRA COSTA  $    1,848,183.00 $        947,226.05 $        900,956.95 51% 
40 KINGS  $      547,184.00 $        269,690.23 $        277,493.77 49% 
41 VENTURA  $    1,182,262.00 $        579,017.92 $        603,244.08 49% 
42 CALAVERAS  $      127,927.00 $          56,884.00 $          71,043.00 44% 
43 IMPERIAL  $      306,619.00 $        136,334.19 $        170,284.81 44% 
44 NAPA  $      291,280.00 $        127,365.00 $        163,915.00 44% 
45 SAN BENITO  $      285,295.00 $        124,374.00 $        160,921.00 44% 
46 TEHAMA  $      152,467.00 $          66,137.00 $          86,330.00 43% 
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 County  2000-2001 
 Total Allocation 

 2000-2001 
 Expended  

Amount Remaining Pct Expended

47 EL DORADO  $      484,942.00 $        200,908.98 $        284,033.02 41% 
48 DEL NORTE  $      184,537.00 $          75,744.43 $        108,792.57 41% 
49 PLUMAS  $      101,683.00 $          40,950.00 $          60,733.00 40% 
50 SANTA BARBARA  $      680,948.00 $        271,703.18 $        409,244.82 40% 
51 YOLO  $      456,811.00  $       173,132.73 $        283,678.27 38% 
52 MARIPOSA  $      227,610.00 $          77,538.00 $        150,072.00 34% 
53 SAN MATEO  $    1,267,691.00 $        428,919.25 $        838,771.75 34% 
54 SIERRA  $        14,640.00  $            4,792.26 $            9,847.74 33% 
55 MODOC  $      154,981.00 $          38,686.56 $        116,294.44 25% 
56 TRINITY  $      125,812.00 $          26,981.00 $          98,831.00 21% 
57 MONO  $        94,713.00 $          18,047.00  $         76,666.00 19% 
58 ALPINE  $        14,474.00 $            1,266.00 $          13,208.00 9% 

 TOTAL:  $  69,455,875.00 $    42,560,595.97 $    26,895,279.03 61% 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: California Department of Community Services and Development 
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