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For example, Education Code section 15102 has been 
amended to provide: "The total amount of bonds issued shall 
not exceed five percent, except beginning with the 1981-82 
fiscal year the amount shall not exceed 1.25 percent, of the 
taxable property of.the district as shown by the last 
equalized assessment of the county or counties in which the 
district is located . . . .I’ Education Code section 16330.5 
now provides that "a tax levy shall be twenty cents ($.20) 
per one hundred dollars ($100) of assessed value for years 
prior to the 1980-81 fiscal year and beginning'in the 1981- . 
82 fiscal year shall be 0.05 percent of the full value." 

We also note that section 1 of Article XIII B of 
the California Constitution generally limits annual 
appropriations of local governments and the state to the 
appropriations limit "for the prior year adjusted for 
changes in the -cost of living and pop.ulation . . . .-” It 
may readily be observed that if the statutory change from 25 
percent to 100 percent valuation were substantive, it could 
directly conflict with this constitutional limitation. We 
must, however, "adopt an interpretation that, consistent 
with the statutory language and purposef eliminates doubts 
as to the provision's constitutionality." (In re Kay (1970) 
1 Cal.3d 930, 942,.) 

Finally, we are aware that the Legislature 
intended for all relevant code provisions to be-conformed 
to the new definitional change by the 1981 operative date of' 
the system's revision. Section [29] of chapter 1207 of the 
Statutes of 1978 states: 

"This act shall become operative on January 1, 
1981, and shall be applied with regard to the 1981-82 
fiscal year and fiscal years thereafter. 

’ 

5. The primary rule in interpreting statutory 
provisions is well established: "choose that [construction] 
which most comports with the intent of the Legislature." 
(California Mfgrs. Assn. v. Public Utilities Cam. (1979) 24 
Cal.3d 836, 844.) 
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"It is the intent of the Legislature in postponing 
the operative date of this act until 1981 that all 
affected state and local agencies will review the 
statutes affecting their duties to determine what 
effect, if any, the passage of this act will have on q 
those statutes, and that such agencies will report to 
the Legislature, and to the State Board of Equalization 
which shall coordinate such reporting, any'amendmerts 
to the various codes they believe to be necessary to 
properly implement this act." 

Obviously, the Legislature envisioned that the 
question at issue herein would never arise. By the time the 
1981-82 fiscal year changeover was to take place, all 
pertinent laws were to have been conformed to the new 
system. As'we have pointed out, rnnnerous statutes in 
numerous codes have been amended to reflect the new system. 
The ones that have not been amended appear simply to be 
obscure', seldom used provisions. (E.g.,.Gov.,Code, , 
§ 40101.) 

We do not believe, however, that these obscure 
statutes should now be interpreted in a manner to conflict 
with the sole intent of 'the Legislature, as approved by the ’ 
voters, to make the property tax system more understandable- 
without substantively affecting any rights, obligations, or 
authority. 

It is therefore concluded that the provision in 
section 135 changing the definition of "assessed value" 
beginning with the 1981-1982 f,iscal year does not have a 
substantive effect upon other statutes that contain the term 
without specific d'efinition and which have not been amended 
to reflect the'new property tax system revision. 
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