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BILL LOCEYER State of California
Attornzy General DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

130¢ 1 STREET. SUTTE 125
P.0. BOX 944155
SACRAMENTOQ, CA 94244-2550

Telephone: 916/324-4404
Pacsimile: 916/324.-5033
SucJohnsrud@doj.ca.gov

March 30, 2004

Mr, Gregory Schrnidt
Secretary of the Senate
State Capitol, Room 3044
Sacramento, CA 95814

Mr, E. Dotson Wilson
Chief Clark of the Assembly
State Capitol, Room 3196
Sacramentn, CA 953814

Re:  Departruent of Justice Report to the Legislature
i) aRyigtisl 00 8 10138 0(¢

Dear Maggrs, Schmidt and Wilson:

Enclosed, please find & copy of the Attorney General's report: Imtpact of Prior Court dpproval
on the Transfer of Structured Settlement Payment Rights, as mandated by Insucance Code section
10139.5(e). This report contains information about transfers of structured settlement rights and

information about court approval of these transfers.

If you have sy questions regarding this report, or if you would like additional information,
please cantact Ronald Reiter, Supervising Deputy Attormey General, Division of Public Rights, at
{#15) 703-5511,

SUE JOII

Administrative Services Division

Far BILL LOCKYER
Attorey General

Enclosure
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IMFPACT OF PRICR COURT APPROVAL
ON THE TRAKSFER OF
STRUCTURED SETTLEMENT PAYMENT RIGHTS

Submitted to:
The Californix State Legisiature Pursnant to Insurance Code §10139.5(¢)

Herschel T, Elking, Senior Assistznt Attormey Geperal
Ropald A. Reiter, Supervising Deputy Attoruey General

By:
Cynthiiz Robinson, Assocints Governmental Program Analyst

Office of the Attorney Genernl
Public Rights Division/Consumer Law Section
March 2004
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CONSUMER PROTECTION REFORMS AND THE TRANSFER OF STRUCTURED
SETTLEMENT PAYMENT RIGHTS

Insurance Code Section 10139.5(¢) requires the Attorney General (AG) to file & report
with the Legisiature by March 31, 2004 to assist in cvaluating lnsurance Code Section 19139.5,
which reguires priar coyrt approval for the transfer of structured sciticment payment rights.

The report is fo include the following: ' .

(1) The number of petitions fled. S

(2) The number of petitions approvex without change.

(3) The mumber of petitions approved with changes and the general category ofthe -
changes requested,

{4) The number of petitions rejected and the general categories for nejection.” ’

(5) The range of purchase prices, mean purchase price, median purchase price, mean
effective interest rate and median effective interest rate,

(5) The nember of petitions in which the payee was represented by counsel, and if known,
the gmount of compensation paid to counse] by the trensferee and the payee.

SUMMARY

The foliowing figurcs are based o court orders received by the AG’s office through
December 31, 2003 for transfer agreements filed between January 2002 and September 2003.
Baged on sverage quarterly filings, the number of petitions filed chring 2003 would total

approximately 539,
2002 20603
(1)  Petitions fled 307 404
(2)  Petitions Approved without Change 264 217
{3)  Petitions Approved with Change 1 4
. {4) Petitions Rejested 12 12
General Catepory of Rojection:  Not in best interest of the seller
(5) Range in Purvhase Price $5,000-5443,800  $3,500-$340,000
Mean Purchase Price - $341,692 541,654
Medizn Purchaxe Price $25,113 $27,000
Mean Effective Interest Rate 19.8% 19.2%
Modian Bffective Interest Rate - 19.9% 193%
(6)  Payees Known to be Represented by Counsel 8 ’ 38

The information provided was insufficient to determine the amount of compensstion
generally paid to ¢counsel by the transferes and the payee,
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BACKGROUND

Structured settlements are negotiated settiements of personal injury claims under which
part of the compensation takes the form of deferred payments. Payments are normally funded
thouph ap annuity contract. Payments can include bath recurring armuity-type payments sad

_ scheduled future lump-sum payments. Congress adopted specific-tax rules in 1982 to guoourage

the use of structured setflements to resolve physical injuty damage claims. These nules
effectively provide that the eamings on funds set aside for the injured person would neverbe
subjcct 1o tax. g #

Within the last ten years, companies that had specialized in purchasing deferred payrment
obligations, such as lottery winnings and lifc insurance policies, for a discounted lump-sum <
payment expanded their market to include structured settlements. For consumers, these
transsctions often involved heavily discountsd lump sum payments from thesr firture’payment -
strestns threatening their ability to pay for-oagoing and future medical costs end living expetses.

In 1999, the Legislature enacted fegislation fo prohibit the transfer of structured
settiement payment rights unlcss certain reguirements were met, (Stats, 1999, chi. 742 [SB 491,
{Johnston)).) These requircments included (1) requiring buyers (also referred to as “transferees™
fo provide a written disclosure to sellers of the 1erms of the buy-out 1t least ton days prior to the
pxecution of the transfer agroement; (2) requiring buyers to file & copy of thy fransfer agréemept
with the AG's officc, accompsmied by & verified statement fromn tho transferee that &ll statutory -
tequirements have beens met; (3) requiring the transfer be “fair and reasonable and in the best
intexest of the payee,” and (4) prohibiting various provisions in thosc transfer agrorments
entered into by California residents, anch as provisions allowing for brokerage fees to he

. deducted from the purchase price or requiring the seller to pay the buyer’s attorneys” fees if the

purchase agrvement was not completed. (Ins, Code, §§10136, 10137, subd.(a), 10138, 10135.)

_ In 2001, Insurance Code Section 10139.5 was enacted to require court approval of .
strudtured settiement tranafers, (Stats, 2001, ch. 624 [AB268 (Wayne)] ) The statute, however,
only became operative omce court approval was required to avoid the imposition of an excise tax
then being contemplatod by Congross, (See lns. Code, § 10139,5, subd. (2).) In Deoember 2001,
Congress passed legistation impasing = 40 persent cxcise tax on stroctured settlement transfers
that have not been approved by 2 court. (26 U.S.C. §5891.) On January 23, 2002, the President
signed the legislation triggering the implementation of the court approvat provision in California,
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STUDY METHOD

Information for this report was taken from petitions for court approval that purchasing
companies filed with the AG, Beginning in Jamary 2000, purshesers of structured settlements
were reguired to file a copy of the trangfer agreement with the AG.

- 4

Effective January 2002, purchasers of structured settisment payment rights have also been ]
required to file with the AG information prior to the court hearing and following the court A
hearing. Prior to the court hearing, the companics must file the following: : ;a

(1) A copy of the transferee’s petition for approval.

(2) A'copy of the written disclosure statement,

(3} A copy of the tranafer agrecment.

(4) A copy of the annuity contract.

(5} A copy of any qualified assignment agreement.

(6) A copy of the underlying structured seftlement agreement. . - .

(7) A copy of any order ot approval of any court of responsible administrative authority
authorizing or approving the stuctured settlement.

{8) A copy and proof of notice to interested parties. -

(9) A verifisd staternent from the transferee stating that all of the applicable conditions bave been
met,

After the court hearing, the purchagers were required to file » copy of the final court order
and 2 written: statement contsining the following information;

(1) Whethet the payes was represented by in attorney and tho costs paid or owed to that atterney
by the transferee and, if known, by the payee. '

(2} The county and judicial district where the court approval was filed,

(3) For spproved agreements, whether any changes were made to the transfer agreement,

{4) Por rejected agroements, the genaral caipory for the rejestion. ®

{5) The total court costs and attorney’s fees paid by the transforor to obtain court approval.

{6) The purchase pricey of the tranafer agreemetit and its effective interest rate.

While the AG has received nearly 1,000 filings sin¢e the court gpprovai requirement took
offect on January 23, 2002, shout 20 percent involved structured settlxnent transactions funded
by an insurance contract issued or owned by an insurer domicifsd in California in which the
scllers (alzo referred to as “payees” or “trausferors'™) were pot California residenits, The analysis
for this report is based only upon information reported for transactions involving California
residents ax sellars,

‘ The repart uses data “as reportad” by purchesing companiez. In those cases where
information reported in the petition for court spproval varied from the information in the post-
court hearing summaties, the date was revieed based on correspondence with the purchasers or
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their counsel regarding these discropancics.
SIZE AND COMPOSITION OF THE MARKET

The size of the market and number of mansactions has grown since filings were first
submitted to the AG. The volume of structured settlement payment rights purchased was $54
million in 2003, compared to $16.7 million in 2000." Prior to the enactment of the court
approval requirement, the number of filings involving Californiz residents ag the “payee”or
seller, averaged around 175 annually. After the enactment of the court approval requitement, %
number of transactions incressed to 539 in 2003 up from 307 in 20027 F

Table ! .
Growih in Purchase of Structured Settlemients -
{in miliions) .

%$16.7 mitlion in 2000
$10.6 million in 2001
$31.3 million in 2002
$53.7 million in 2003

Twenty-one companies have pasticipated ip the purchase of structured settiement rights i
California since 2002. Curently, two companies ~ 321 Henderson Receivables and Settlement
Funding 2/k/a/ Peachtree Settlement Funding ~ account for aver B0 percent of all transactions for
California residents.

In the years prior to the ensctment of the state law, one in thres transactions entered into by
Californis residents were executed by 1.G. Wentworth. In May 2002, J,G. Wentworth ceased
filing petitions and & new entity with the same principals — 321 Henderson Receivibies - begen
filing petitions. Qurrently, 321 Henderson Receivables purchascs the majority of struotured
settiements among California sellers, ' g

]

fIn this gection, anmual data for 2003 (i.¢., the number of transactions and dollar amount)
was projected for the entive year based on filings submitted to the AG between January 1, 2003 to
Septatnber 30, 2003.

* The year of the transaction is based on the date the offer was accepted by the buyer,

4
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Table 2
Percent of Transfers by Purchaser
2000-2001 2002 2003
(n=351) (=307)  (n=539)
PURCHASER
JG Wentworth 33.3% 326% 0.0%
32! Hemderson Recefvables 0.0 257 527
Settlemnent Fimding 15.4 20.5 285
Settlement Capital Corp 25.6 ‘8.1 5.7
First Providian 1.4 s 52
Ovation 2.6 6.8 1.2
Singer Asgset Finance _ 181 Q0 0.2
Other’ . 286 24 8.5

These few purchasing companits have not only dominated the market by number of
trunsactions, but also by dollar amount of the annuities purchased. In 2003, three-quarters of the
§54 million in structured setilement payment rights purchased were acquired by two companies;
321 Henderson Receivables and Settlement Funding,

Table 3
Amount of Peyment Rights Purchased
(in millions)

2002 2003
Settlement Funding 3.1 $27.5
1.G. Wentworth 7.4 12.5
321 Henderson Rec. 6.1 0.0
Betlloment Capital Corp 23 1
First Providian 1.6 ic!
Ovation 1.4 4.6
Strategic Capital 1.4 1.1
Structured Asset 1.3 1.1
Qther 2 1.5
Sum $31.3 §53.7

} Other purchasers include R&P Capital Resourses, Stone Street, Structured Asget
Funding, FL Financisl Group, Emerald Funding, Met Mortgage and Security Co,, Woodbridge
Sterling Co., Windsor-Thomas Group, Alistate Settlemnent Corporation, Annuity Transfurs,
Structured Settlement Investments, and private individuals, '

5
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FAIRNESS OF TRANSACTIONS

Californis law allows the courts to determine whether the transfer of the structured settiement
payment rights is fair and reasonable and in the best interest of the payes, taking into account the
welfare and support of the payee’s dependents. (Ins, Code, §10138, subd.(%).) Thete arc o
regulatory guidelines. Stato and feders] usucy laws, for exemple, do not apply besause-the buy-
outs are set up as purchases and not loans. '

State law, however, requires that purchasers disclose certain information to sellers. ‘This o
information includes an advisory that sellers should scek independent professional advice
regarding the tax consequences of the transaction, the obligation of the purchaser to reimburse »
any counsel retained by the seller in connection with the petition for court approval of the '
transfer, and specific financial benchunarks for sellers to evaluate the compensation for their
structured settlement payment rights. It is not uncommon, however, for the contract$ and
disclosure statements to be writlen in language cxceeding  12° grade reading level -

The atatute requires that the written disclosure to the seller include a statement that the payee
should “obtain indepsndont professiona) advice regarding any federal and state incomg tax
consequences arising from the propased transfer, and that the transferee may not refer the payee
fo anry specific advisor for that purpose.” (Ins. Code, §10136, subd.(8)}9).) The statute provides 8
tist of criteria that Yicensed professional advisors must meet to qualify ag providing indepentient
professiona) advice,’

With few exceptions, 81l the purchasing companies met this disclogure requirement by
including lenguage in the mandated written disclosure statement advising sellers to sock
independent sdvice, The statute does not require that sellers disclose the critoria for advisors 10
meet the “independent professional” standard, Mast, but not all purchasers, collected
information on whether the seller obtairied independent professional advice. The majority of
sellers waived their right to obtain xgch advice,

1 The reading ability level reflects 1 (.S, grade-schoo] level for typical written disclosure
statements based on the Fleseh-Kincaid readability score ealoulated by the Microsoft Word,
Micmsoft Office 2000 Professional software,

SLicensed professional advisors melude attorneys, certified public acoountants, actuarics,
or other licensed professional advisers who (1) render advice conceming the legal, tax or
financia! implications of the transaction, {2) are not compensated based on whether the transier js
approved, and (3) are not referred to the payee by the transferce or its agent, except for referrals
tn;dls%g};ﬂ referral service operated by a local or state bar agsociastion. (Ins. Code, §10134,
subd.(f).
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The statute requires that purchasing companics disclose to seliers their “right to seck counse 2
in connection with the petition and the obligation of the purchaser 1o pay up to $£1,500in the
seller’s counsel’s fecs, rsgardless of whether the transfer sgrecment is spproved. {Ins. Code
§10139.5, subd.(cXB).) < .

Purchasing companies included this disclosure in their petition, either as part of the writteny -
disclosute or in a scparate document acknowledged by the scller. - r";:

It is unelear from the information submiited to the AG the extent to which sellers retained -
counsel in connection with the petition. The statute requires that purchasing companies filez
post-court hearing surnmary with the AG stating whether the “payee was represeated by an
attarpey.” (Ins. Code, §10139.5, subd.(d){1).) Accending to these post-coust hearing summaties,
only thirtven percent of sellers retained counse! in conection with & petition in 2003, up from 3
percent in 2002, ' ,

These figures may underestimate the utifization of counse! by seliers. Follow-up
catrespondence with purchasers indicated that there was no uniform eollection of information on
which sellers obtained independent professisnal advice from attorneys as opposed to other
licensed professional advisors. Purchasers were only aware of sellers who retained counsel if the
purchasers had received bills for payment. Purchasers’ attomneys were only awdre of sellers
retaiming counsel if the counsel was present 8! the hearing.

The statute shligates purchasers to disclose several financial benchmarks to seliary. These
financial benchmarks inchude the discountsd present value of the stmctured sottioment payments;
the “guoticnt,” that is, the contract price as a percentage of the discounted present value {dpv);
and an “effective equivalent interest rate” as if the transection wers a loan, the net amount |
advanced were the principal, and the structured settiement payments were instaliment payments
applicd first to sccrued interest yud then to principal. (Ins. Code, §10134, subd.(d).)

Sample Transsctions In August 2003, & seller who would have
received $357,800 in struchaed settlement payments through 2033,
decidod 1o 5ell $203,452 of these payments, These payments had &
discounted present value of $161,392.10. The purchaser offered to
buy these payments for $77,200 (less $2,200 in legal fees and

conts) for & net amount paié to the seller of $75,000. This net
amount represents 46.47 percent of the prosent value of the
payments and an effective equivalent interest mate of 17.18 percent.
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The discounted present valuc is the amount that must be inveated today at compound intercst
to reach the value of the payments being transfetred in the future. The amount is comparable to
the cast if one were t0 purchase an anmuity today for the same structured sefflement payments.
The difference in price betwoen fhe structured seftiement payment stream nd the discounted
present valus consists entirely of the differenice in the time value ofmoney.! .

From the time period when filings were first submitted to the AG in 2000 through 2003, the. :
average contract price purchasers have paid has equaled 56 percent of the discounted present /7
value of the structured settlement payment rights being transferred.” In 2003, the arithmefic
average, 54 percent, was glightly Yess than the median value of 55 percent, indicating there was &
slightly greater number of buy-outs below the median valuc than sbove (Table 4).!

a

Table 4
Centract Price 85 a Parcent of Present Value

Mean Median
2000 599%  59.9%
2003 55.1 551
2002 543 553 -
2003 54,0 $5.1

Whilc the spread in the provailing pay-out among the major purchasers is less than 12 percent
(Table 5), the spread in pay outs within the purchasing companies has 2 much greater variation
(Table &). For sxamplg, one individual sol¢ a lump sum payment of $50,000 due in 2009, with an
estimated current value of $26,003.65 to 321 Henderson Receivables for $3,500, This quotient,
13.5 percent, was the loweat payment relative to estimated current value made in 2003, By
comperison, another individual sold & lomp sutm payment of $100,000 dug in 2004, with an

* The formuls for present discounted value is: future Valulcf(li‘r}a’nmnb&r of years awzy.
By statute, the intorest factor () must be the federal rate published by the Internal Revenue
Service for purposes of valming annuities. {Ins. Code, §10134, subd.(¢).)

7 'The contract price is the amount ¢f the payment by the purchaser (oet of any fdes
doducted by the purchaser) as identified in the court flings. In those instrnces where purchasers
produced an inaccurate net purchase price (€., either fuiling to subtract feey or by including the
payoff of seller’s debts unrelated to the transaction), the net was recalculated in a manner simitar
to other pefitions,

. ! The median is & messure of central tendency being the valie which is less than the value
in 50% of the vases and greater than the vidue in 50% of the cases.

g
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estimaled current value of §95,726.76 to 321 Henderson Receivables for $80,000. This quotient,
83.6 percent, was the highest payment relative to estimated current value rade in 2003.

Table §
Average Contract Prices 25 a Percent of Present Value
(by Purchaser)
2002 2003 . o
Mean (Median)  Mean (Median) -
JG Wentworth 52.9% (54.6) NA .
321 Henderson Rec. 573 (58.0) 57.0 (59.5)
Settlement Punding 529 (52.4) 45.8 (46.4)
Seftlernent Capital Corp 531 (5L.1) 47.8 (52.6)
Table 6
Minimurm and Maximum Contract Prices
as u Percent of Present Value
(by Purchaser)
2002 2003
Min. - Max Min. (Max)
3G Wentworth 17.6 -B0.0 NA
321 Henderson Ree, 235 -90.0 13.5-83.6
Setttement Funding 264- 815 = 142-718
Settlement Capital Corp ~ 30.0- 84.3 172-75.8

Effective-equivalent interest rates provide a benchmark for sellers that is morc famikiar to
consumers. If the transfer of structured sottiement payment rights were treated ag o loan, the
eﬁ‘ectm—cquwalm: intercst rates did not fall below 19 percent in the last four yesrs. In
comparison, altornative sources of credit, inchuding prevailing market interest mlas, declined
during the game time period (Table 7).
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Table 7
Effective-Equivaient Interest Rates
Compared to Altemztvs Sources of Credit

2000 20014 2002 2003
Effective-Equivalent Int. Rates

(mean) 19.5% 209% 198%  19.2%

{mediar) 19.8 20.1 19.9 19.3 _
Prime rate’ 9.23 691 4.67 4.12 L 5
30-year conventional mortgage' 8.06 6.97 6.54 5.82 . #=
Credit Cards"! 15 15 12 12
COURT APPROVAL PROCESS

Of the 711 transactons entered into betwesn January 2002 and September 2003, a mejority
af petitions for approval of transfers wore filed in just six counties: Los Angeles (18.6), San
Bernardino (9.2 percent), San Diego (7.8 percent) Riverside (6.8 percent), Sactamento (6.1
percent) and Orange (5.1 percent) [sec Appendix 1],

The cotrts have infrequenitly declived approval in these transactions. The majority of
petitions (86 percent) were approved, a small porcentage of petitions (10 percent) were
withdrawn before the court hearing date, and just under 4 pereent cfﬁmpetmons were denied.”

151 (s of 2/23/2004].)
mAxt (s of 223/20041.)

" dnnual Credit Card Survey 2000-2001, 2001-2002 (Spring 2003), Consumer Action,
San Francisco, California at (www.consumer-action.org/English/CA
News/2003_March CreditCard/; sonsumes-
actmorg’EnghswCANm’ZDGZ}Mmh CreditCard/: www.consumer-
: pitsh/C AN arch_CreditCard/index. php [as of 12/]7/20031)

“Bascd on final court orders filed with the AG by December 31, 2003 for petitions fled
since enactment through September 30, 2003,

10
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Tehie 8
Decisions on Petitions
jen. 2002 - Sept. 2003

2002 20603 200242003
Lourt Order
Approved 264  {87.4%) 277 (34.2%) 541 (85.6%)
Approved w/change 1 (03 0 1{02)
Withdrawn 25 (83) 40 (122) 66 (10.1) , N
Denied 12 {4.0) 12 (37 24 (3.8) ' s
Total 302 329 632 : "

Since 2002, all but one of the petitions spproved have been appraved without change by the
court. In one petition, the judge ordered that the cxpensc deduction be limited to $1,719, which
equaled the sum of the logal fee, petition filing fos and hearing fee rather than the $2,0600
itemized in the disclosure staiement for legal expenses,

Of the cases where the petitions were denied, the major reason given by the judge in the
notlce of ruling was that the trangastion was not in the best interest of the sciler ot there was
insufficient evidence to dotermine whether the transfer was in the best interest of the seller.
Other reasons for court denial included insdequate disclosure to beneficiaries, concern regurding
the mental instability of & selley, concem regarding child support obligations, anti-assignment
clauses in the annuity contract, and concern that the transactiop was “neither fair nor roasonable”
and consgtitutad an “ilicgal usurious joan.”

In abott one-third of the approved petitions, 2 stipulation had been entered into between the
purchaser and anmuity owner and issuer prior lo the court hearing. Typically, these stipulations
indemnified these anmuity owners and izsuers from any lisbility azising out of the tansfer,
including liability stevraiag from anti-sssignment language in the originel scttiement agreement.
Of thoae court orders with stipulations, 2 stoall number (15 percent) required the purchaser fo
reimburse the anmuity issuer an sdministrative fee of $500,

Costs deductsd for legal services varied by company. The statute requires purchasens to
report costs and attorney’s fees paid by the “transferor™ or seller to obtain court epproval. (Ins.
Code, §10139.5, subd.(d)(5).) The statute does not require purchasers to report costs and
attorney's fees they paid to propare the petitions for court approval. Purchasers which deducted
their jogal expenses from the purchase price, such as Settlement Funding or Settiement Capital

11
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Corporation, typicalty deducted betweon $2,000-2,500 for legal fees and court costs. ? No
information is aveilahle to AG gtaff about legal expensei for those purchasers that ¢id not deduct
legsl expenses from the purchase prive {¢.8., JG Wentworth and 321 Henderson Receivables).

As noted previously, AG staff is unable to report [egal foe amounts for those petitions wherc
sellets retained independent counsel. Although a réimbursement of $1,500 was allowed for
counse! retained by sellors, few post-court hearing sumimaries reported these expenses.
CONCLUSION B ,;«’;?'

Twenty-one companies have filed petitions for the transfer of structured settlement paymehy
rights since enactment of the court approval requireraent. The sums transfesred have reached $54
million annually, Two companies — 321 Henderson and Settierent Punding — dominate the
market accounting for $40 million of the dollars transferred and 78 percent of the trorisactions.

Purchasers have acquired thesc payment rights &t prices that, on average, equal about half of
their worth acoording to the formula for corputing the present discount value, However, the
prices offered indivicual sellers varied considerably, from less than 15 percent to more than 80
percent of the discounted present vahie. If these prices were converted into effective-equivalent
interest rates, the rates averaged about 19 pement throughout the four-year period. During thie
same tirne period, other forms of consumer erudit showed a decline by at least 2 percent.

While the Legislature sought 1o protect unwary sellers by requiring written disclosures
enconraging them 1o seck professiona! independent advice and offering roimbursement to
attorneys retained by sellers, the disclosures were written at 2 high level of reading difficulty and,
apparently, only s small minority of sellers obtained independent advice or relained coumsel.

The majority of petitions (86 percent) have been approved by the court. Ten percent have
been withdrawn before a court determination and less than 4 percent of the petitions have been
denied. The most common reason for denial has boen that the transaction was pot in the best
interest of the sclier. In about ont-third of the approved transfers, anmuity owners and issuers
have catered into a stipulation relessing them from any Hability, including lisbility arising from
anti-sssigrnent language in the original contracts,

" In some cases, the post court hearing summaries indicated a slightly lesser amount for
legal fass nd oosts, however, there was no provision in the contract that the seller would get 2
refimd for the diffcrence so the figures used in this report are the amounts deducted in the
transfer agreoment.
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Appendix 1
Petitions Filed by County
January 2002 - September 2003
Number Percant
26 az
3 4
10 14
4 B
18 2.3
2 3
23 AR
1 b
g N
5 7
az 4.5
2 e
2 3
133 18.7
4 £
2 3
3 A
11 1.5
1 A
4 B
2 3
3 A
26 54
10 14
449 a8
£3 8.0
9 3
85 8.4
55 7.7
k| 1.8
24 3.4
o | B
10 14
4 £
13 1.8
2z A
-] 1.3
1 k]
17 24
5 i
11 1.5
3 A
10 14
10 1.4
18 28
B . §
1 1
11
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