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Summary

The Budget Bill includes a total of approximately $88.4 million for capi-
tal outlay. This is 75 percent less than the appropriation included in the
Budget Act of 1974. A surnmary of the distribution of the amounts in the
Budget Bill is provided in Table 1.

' Table 1 .
' Summary of 1975-76 Budget Bill Capital Outlay Appropriations

) l Total

i General Special - Bond all

Organizational unit ) Fund fands funds sourees
General Government ........ooovinne.. $1,150,000 - — 7 $1,150,000
Agriculture and Services ... 532,500 — ' - 532,600
Business and Transpurtatlon ........ — - $9,168,600 Co— - 9,168,600
Resources . 4,307,420 - 674,000 $2,263,062 7.224,482
* Health and Welfare ........o.on.. o+ 11,351,902 - - 11,351,902
Education : : 127,440 12,000,000 46,848,400 * 58,975,840
Total $17,469,262 421,842,600 $49,111,462 $88,403,324

* Financing from loans to proposed 1976 bond issue. If issue is not approved by the electorate or if bonds
are not sold by June 30, 1976, expenditures will be from the COFPHE ($26 441 000) and General Fund

| (820,407,400).

General Fund . ‘
Approximately $17.5 million or 20 percent of the total appropriation is

- from the General Fund. This represents a decrease of nearly 34 percent

from the General Fund appropriation in the Budget Act of 1974. Over 70
percent of the amount in the Budget Bill for 1975-76 is for the Depart-
ments of Health and Water Resources. The remainder is for a reserve for
construction cost rise augmentations and for relatively minor projects in
the Departments of General Services, Conservation, Parks and Recrea-
tion, Corrections, Youth Authority and Education.

It should be pointed out that the Budget Bill also contains a $20.4 million
General Fund loan to a proposed “Community College Construction
Bond Act Program of 1976”. This loan would be repaid in ]une 1976 from
the first proceeds from the bond issue. Although this amount is indicated
as a bond fund appropriation, in reality it is a General Fund appropriation
until the bonds are approved by-the electorate and then sold. Thus the
total General Fund proposal for 1975-76 is $37.7 million.

Higher Educatlon Summary . .
Over one-half of the proposed capital outlay program is in higher educa-

‘tion. Of the grand total, $58.8 million is for the University of California

{UC), California State Umver31ty and Colleges (CSUC) and the California
Community Colleges (CCC). Included in this total is $8 million for con-

_struction cost-rise augmentations of UC and CSUC projects.

The proposed amount is significantly below that provided in the Budget
Act of 1974. The major differences are indicated in Table 2.
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' Table 2.

. Budget Act of 1974 Budget Bill for 1975
Segment/Fund Amount Amount

UC/Educational Fees.. S, o $15,303,000 -
UC/Health Science Bonds 74,352,000 —
UCTCOFPHE........ccomemmmmismsismsssnssessmssssmmsssassssisssssess sessssssssone 26,317,000 14,603,000
. : {loan funds and
COFPHE)
CSUCICOFPHE ..o vcemmmrmmmmssmsssmsssssessssssen " 45,591,000 15,838,000
‘ {loan funds and
: ' COFPHE)
CCC/bonds......c 44 585,250 20,407 400
(General Fund
loan)

TOMAL oo ssvs st st nsnsnne $206,238,250 $50,848,000

" The majority of the proposed 1975-76 amount ($46,848,000) is from®

anticipated bond issues (loan funds in the Budget Bill). The Governor’s
Budget indicates that “the administration will support legislation in 1975
to place before the electorate in June 1976, two bond issues, one to provide
for California Community College capital expenditures and the second to

provide funding for capital expenditures for the University of California -

and the California State University and Colleges™. The total amount to be
proposed in each issue has not been revealed, but it has been indicated
that the proposal will be to satisfy the capital programs over the succeed-

ing four years. The entire 1975-76 CCC proposal and $26,441,000 of the

UC-CSUC proposal is to be financed by loans from the General Fund and
the Capital Qutlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). A
discussion of the proposed loans and bond financing is under our analysxs
of Item 377 page 854.

Enroliments in Higher Education

Enrollments in higher education during the 1960’s were 1ncreas1ng ata
high rate. At the turn of the decade enrollments increased at a slower rate
and are now expected to decrease in actual numbers in the early 1980s.
As indicated in Figure 1, each segment of higher education is projected
to follow this trend and enrollments are not expected to reach current
levels again until the mid 1990’s.

In our opinicn, these projections of decreased enrollment and the po-
tential for increased campus and systemwide utilization must be consid-
ered when reviewing and evaluating the need for construction of facilities
in the higher education system. With these factors in mind, we believe it
would be unwise to fund projects that would provide instructional capaci-
ty space in excess of 100 percent of the need based on 1975 enrollments.

Other Programs

The capital outlay program for Resources in 1975-76 totals approximate-
ly $3 million exclusive of General Fund sources. The funding is from an
assortment of bonds and special funds and represents a minimal capital
expenditure effort. It should be noted that the Governor’s Budget indi-
cates that the Department of Parks and Recreation will “reevaluate the
State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Fund of 1974 in
terms of remaining funds and project priorities and submit a 1975-76
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budgét proposal to the Legislature early in the 1975 Legislative Session™.

Figure 1

Actual and Projected Total Undergraduate Students
{In Millions)
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(Included in Postsecondary Education Commission October, 1974, staff report
concerning undeveloped State University and College site) )
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Appropriation requests from the Motor Vehicle Account in the State
Transportation Fund total approximately $9.2 million. About $5.2 million
is for the Department of Motor Vehicles for land acquisition, working
drawings and construction related to new or existing field offices. The
balance of approximately $4.0 million is for the California Highway Patrol;
principally for purchase of communications equipment and facilities
which are currently leased under a lease-purchase contract.

Limit Availability of Planning Approprlatloﬁs to One-Year

We recommend that all planning and working drawing 3ppropnat;ons
be limited to one-year availability.

Appropriations for planning have traditionally been included under the
three year availahility of capital outlay funds. Construction funds are re-
quired for three years. However, planning and working drawings in most
cases should not require over one year and funding should be l1mxted to
that time period.

In the past it appears that bulldmg projects approved by the Legislature
have been delayed because agencies tend to either (1) delay planmng
and/or working drawings until construction funds are provided in the
budget bill or (2) delay planning until working drawings are appropriat-
ed. The above is mostly attributable to segments of higher education.
However, as we have pointed out in our discussion of several capital outlay
requests in other state areas (e.g., Department of Health, Item 372), there
have been undue delays in many statewide capital requests. For exampie,

_the Budget Act of 1974 appropriated $2.1 million to the Department of
Conservation for working drawings and construction of new forestry sta-
ticns. To date only $22,800 for working drawings for one project (out of
ten) has been allocated. This example represents a statewide tendency
and is not peculiar to the Department of Conservation.

These delays have, for the most part, been unnecessary and in our
opinion, reflect the aforementioned factors and/or (1) inadequate plan-
ning, (2) agency reluctance to proceed or (3) inefficiency within govern-
mental agencies.

We recognize that in some cases delays are unavoidable. In any case,
"however, delays are costly and should be avoided where possible. In our
opinion, appropriating planning and working drawings funds on a one-
year basis would discourage these delays and expedite construction
projects because such delays would have to be explained and Justlﬁed to
the Legislature annually if reappropnatlon is needed.
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UNALLOCATED CAPITAL OUTLAY

Item 355 from the General = '
Fund S : . Budget p. 173

REQUESEEA LOTB-T6 oo eeereeeeeseeeeseeeeseass e sseessseses e sseesseene  $150,000
Recommended approval ............... e rtedee ety be ettt ereea st 150,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval.

This item provides for preliminary plans of future projects to be fi-
nanced from the General Fund. Allocations are proposed by the Depart-
ment of Finance subject to approval by the State Public Works Board.

- The proposed amount, on the basis of 1.5 percent of construction cost,
would cover a program of approximately $10 million, which appears rea-
scnable.

UNALLOCATED CAPITAL QUTLAY
Item 356 from the General

Fund ‘ Budget p. 173
Requested 1975-T6 ......civiererervsesresessesiminisssesessisisesissmassesssassssses $1,000,000
Recommended approval..........ensiiennes e 1,000,000
Recommended augmentation ... e v 750,000
Net recommended approval .....cnceseessreneerens $1,750,000

. Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

‘1. Statewide. Augment by $750,000. Recommend appropria- 828
tion of additional funds to provide General I'und construc- ‘
tion augmentation source.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This proposal is for a lump-sum approprlatlon for augmentation of Gen-
eral Fund capital outlay appropriations in accordance with Section 16409
.of the Government Code. This allows augmentation funds for land acquisi-
tion, construction and equipment projects subject to the approval of the
State Public Works Board. Augmentations are limited to amounts required
becaunse of construction cost increases.

Historically, the fund balance in Section 16409 has been adequate to
provide necessary augmentations. In the past, this balance was maintained
by the deposit of savings from completed projects into the continuing
appropriation of Section 16409. However, in the current year, inflation
depleted the balance. Because of this, it was necessary during the current
vear to transfer funds appropriated for one capital outlay project to an-
other project within the same Budget Act schedule. This procedure was
necessary to allow a project to be bid for construction or award a construc-
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tion contract. The effect was to (1) delay the other project and/or (2)
require subsequent funding to fully fund the project from whlch the funds
were “borrowed”.

It is apparent that an appropriation for the purpose of augmentation is
necessary. The proper amount is not easily determined. It depends on the
(1) amount of General Fund appropriation for construction in the 1975-76
Budget Act, (2) number of these projects and construction projects from
prior years that will be bid in the budget year and (3) inflation during the
budget year.

Taking these factors into consideration, we beheve the proposed
$1 million is conservative. In our opinion a more reasonable amount would
be $1,750,000, which should assure that approved construction projects can
proceed in an orderly manner and not be delayed because of insufficient
funds. These funds will not be allocated unless an augmentation is.re-
quired because of construction cost increases.

UNALLOCATED CAPITAL OUTLAY

Item 357 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher

Education (COFPHE) " Budget p. 173
Requested 1975-76 ..........ooororeceursssesesenn et $8,000,000
Recommended approval ........ eeerererensrssnetsn e nsnasa e nesasenans — 8,000,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This proposal is for a lump-sum appropriation to be allocated by the
Department of Finance to the University of California (UC) and the
California State University and Colleges (CSUC) in accordance with Sec-
tion 16352 of the Government Code. This allows augmentation of funds for
land acquisition, equipment and construction projects subject to approval
of the State Public Works Board. Augmentations from this source are
limited to amounts required because of construction cost increases. For
the Budget Bill of 1975 all UC and CSUC projects are based on an Engi-
neering News Record (ENR) cost index of 2250. The current index is 2101
and is expected to be 2250 near the beginning of the budget year.

The Budget Act of 1974 provided $10 million for augmentation of
projects funded from the COFPHE. Over 50 percent of this amount has
been allocated for previously approved projects. Although the Governor’s
Budget proposes bond funds for future capital outlay proposals at the UC
and CSUC campuses, there are several projects from previous budget acts
that will require augmentation. The actual amount necessary for augmen-
tation of those projects is difficult to assess. However, based on past ang-
mentation requirements, the amount requested is reasonable,
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
~ Item 358 from the General | -

Fund | . ‘ - Budget p. 296
REGUESLEA 197576 .oorrooeeeeeeseeseeeeessseseseasessesesesessesseeesessresssesesenns $532,500
Recommended approval ..., 482,500
Recommended redUetion ... ioicecereiee e ereresnenesreres 50,000
Recommended .augmentation ........ueeerireeresesssesnsnnns 1,500,000
Net recommended approval ............ ettt e e s $1,982,500

: . " Analysis ™
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS ~ . page

" 1. Sacramento. New State Office Complex. Augment 830
$1,500,000. Recommend working drawings and a study. :
2. Sacramento. Capitol Area Plan. Reduce $50,000. Recom- 831
mend deletion of land purchase.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department of ‘General Services is requesting a total of four

projects consisting of three construction pro_]ects and one property acqui-
sition.

Construct New Office Building Complex :
We recommend an augmentation of $1.5 million for working drawings
- and a study for construction of 450,000 nef square feet {nsf) of state office
space in Sacramento.

As of September 1974, the State of California was leasing nearly 1.6
million nsf of office space within the Sacramento metropolitan area. The
annual cost for leasing this space exceeds $6.7 million. This represents a
one year increase of 270,000 nsf at an average cost of 50.3¢ per nsf-month.
Within the total amount of leased space, approximately 480,000 nsf is
occupied by legislative functions, Franchise Tax Board (Aerojet) and the
Department of Motor Vehicles {témporarily displaced because of fire
damage to the headquarters building). This space should be deducted
from the total when determining the amount of space that could be con-
sidered for consolidation into a state-owned building. The amount of space
remaining totals over 1.2 m1111on nsf at an annual cost of approximately
$5 million. .

If a new legislative building is constructed, approximately 286,000 nsf of
state-owned space will become available in the capitol annex. This would
still leave 834,000 nsf of leased space at a cost of approximately $3.7 million.
In addition, the Department of General Services has indicated that there
is a continual backlog of requests for additional space totaling approxi-
mately 125,000 nsf. Therefore, it would be safe to assume that construction
of a complex of buildings similar to office buildings Nos. 8 and 9 totaling
480,000 nsf (at 80 percent efficiency this would require structures totaling
600,000 gross square feet) would not overbuild the state needs in Sacra-
mento. The Department of General Services should immediately initiate
a study to determine which agencies should occupy these buildings (and
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when) based on existing lease terms. We suggest that $50,000 of the recom-
mended augmentation be used for this study.

In order to expedite this construction and provide a savings in both
construction and lease cost we suggest that the plans for office buildings
Nos. 8 and 9 be reused with changes for architectural appearances, interior
modifications, site conditions and energy conservation measures. The re-
maining $1.45 million should be adequate to provide site tests and to revise
working drawings.

Requested Projects

The following is a discussion and our recommendation for each of the
requested projects.

{a) Construct—replace existing elevators, Library and

Courts Building, Sacramento ... ierernimrineeeene $150,000

We recommend approval.

This proposal is for replacement of two 46-vear old public elevators in
the Library and Courts Building with two fully automatic controlled eleva-
tors. An annual savings of $26,680, for elevator operator salanes will be
realized when the automated system is operational.

(b) Construct—replacement windows, Office Building No.

1 and Library and Courts Building, Sacramento.......... $332,500

We recommend approval,

This request is for removal and replacement of existing wood sash win-

dows with extruded aluminum framed double hung windows. The existing

window hardware is 46 years old, replacement parts are no longer avail-
able and must be fabricated when required. An annual maintenance sav-
ings of $4,300 and $2,500 will be realized for office building No. 1 and the
library courts building respectively. An additional benefit in replacing the
existing wood sash windows is the energy savings resulting from the tight-
er air seal provided by the new aluminum sash. This aspect will reduce the
amount of heating and cooling required for each building. In order to
. sustain an even greater energy saving installation we recommennd that
solar reflective glass be installed rather than ordinary plate glass. Installa-
tion of this type of glass may require a minor increase in initial installation
costs. However, this increase would be insignificant in comparison to the
-energy conserved over a period of time.

(¢) Capitol Area Plan land purchase..........o.cococcceervrrenvrennnns $50,000

We recommend deletion. A

This request is for purchase of approximately 0.15 acres in the Sacra-
mento Capitol Area Plan. The property is located in the block bounded
by 11th, 12th, P and Q streets and is the only parcel within this block not
owned by the state. The department’s request for purchase indicates that
the site will be developed within the next 20 years.

Currently, there are many state owned parcels within the Capitol Area
Plan which are not in state use. In our opinion, it would not be appropriate
for the state to purchase this site and remove it from the property tax rolls
when there are other undeveloped state-owned parcels and when there
is no apparent immediate need for it.
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DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

Item 359 from the Consumer

Affairs Fund Budget p. 296
REQUESEA 197576 ....oooormreererereeessesrseseesesersseesssesesesesssassssssesasesens $241,000
Recommended rediction . ieccineistieeerere s eseessrsneens 241,000

Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS ’ page

1. Consumer Affairs Building. Delete $241,000. Recommend 832
deletion of elevator modernization project.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recormnmend deletion.

This request is for automation and modernization of three elevators and
readjustment and corrective work for two automated elevators in the
Consumers Affairs Building.

The automation and modernization work is based on a 1972 elevator
survey and a 1972 cost estimate. This information has not been updated
and it is not certain that the proposed work or requested funds are appro-
priate.

The requested readjustment and corrective work is normally accom-
plished under ongoing maintenance. The proposal is identified in a 1972
report and should have already been accomphshed

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Item 360 from Federal Funds
deposited in State Highway '
Account . Budget p. 397

REGUESLEA 17576 wevvvvveeereeesereverereessereeessssesessesssesesssesesssseseseseres $19,607,568
Recommended approval ... et reeteveseins 12,607,568

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION

We recommend approval. '

Chapter 1470, Statutes of 1974, requires that beginning in the 1975-76
fiscal year the Legislature must appropriate specified federal funds re-
ceived pursuant to the Federal Highway Act of 1973 by the Department
of Transportation and deposited in the State Highway Account. This item,
together with $17,392,483 provided in Item 220 (see page 315), will pro-
vide federal funding for various highway safety improvements which are
administered by the department.
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CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL.

Item 361 from the Motor Vehi-
cle Account, State Transporta-

tion Fund k Budget p. 489
Requested 1975-76 ........ e st a s e R e $3,994,100
Recommended approval ... 3,201,700
Recommended rediiCton ..eerserinesssmenisssesssrmenenns 792,400

Ana]ysils
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide Communications. Reduce equipment by 833
$260,000. Recommend reduction in comrmunications equip-
ment.

9. Statewide Construction Program Planning. Reduce by 834
. $22,850. Recommend deletion of planning funds.

3. Los Angeles Communications Center. Reduce by $509,550. 834
Recommend deletion of construction funds.

‘ ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The California Highway Patrol capital outlay request is for:

Budget Bill | Legisiative Analyst

Amount Recominendation
{A) Communications program
L. replacement equipment ... $372,900 $134,900 ($—238,000)
2, expansion of radio and microwave
systems 208,324 ) 298,324 ) ¢ .
3. construction of communications . :
FACHHHES cuvvvsreuere s sssreeesenssannrns 163,700 141,700 { —22,000)
$834,924 $574,924 (§—260,000)
(B) Construction Program Planning........... ©$22,850 0 (§—22,850)
{C} Construction funds for an addition to :
the Los Angeles Communications ) .
Center..... $509,550 0 (8—509,550)
(D) Purchase of leased facilities ..., $2,626,776 $2,626,776 ]
Total $3,994,100 $3,201,700¢ {$—792,400)
(a) Communications program .. oo 3834,924

We recommend a total reduction of $26'0 000, _

1. Replacement equipment $375,90¢0. General Services’ Communica-
tions Division has established a replacement schedule for equipment
based on expected equipment life. To be replaced are 22 radio stations (42
MHz), 4 radio conirol-repeater stations (70 MHz), 2 multiplex términals
(microwave), and 3 alarms (microwave).

The Highway Patrol originally considered a request for site acquisition
and working drawings money for a new San Francisco Communications
Center. Associated with this request was the replacement of 7'radio con-
soles. The Highway Patrol withdrew the request for the San Francisco
Communications Center while the radio consoles were inadvertently left



834 / CAPITAL OUTLAY Item 361

CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL—Continued

in. Hence, we recommend a reductmn of $238,000 for 7 radlo consoles at
San Francisco.

2. Expansion of Radic and Microwave systems $298.324.

Included in this request are 8 radio stations, 27 multiplex terminals, 17
radio frequency terminals and 8, 10-Channel tape recorders. We recom-
mend approval. ~
- 3. Construction of Communications Facilities $163,700.

This request for new equipment consists of 6 chain-link fences, ¢ auxil-
iary generators, 5 radio vaults, 5 towers, 8 propane tanks and one solar cell.
We have determined that one of these radio vaults ($17,000) and one
auxiliary generator ($5,000) were provided in the Budget Act of 1974 for
the Mt. Hough and Mojave stations, respectively. Therefore, we recom-
mend their deletion from this item for a savings of $22,000.

(b) Construction program planning—statewide .....c.cccouerevueun. $22 850

We recommend deletion in the amount of 322,850,

This request is for construction planning for projected proposals in the
1976-T7 fiscal year. There will be an approximate $30,000 balance of funds
appropriated for the same purposes from unused portions of previous
budget acts. Assuming a cost of one and one-half percent for such plan-
ning, this balance would be adequate for a program of approximately $2
million. Therefore, the department has adequate funds for the projected
program and we recommend deletion of this request.

(¢) Los Angeles Communications Center construction.......... $509,550

We recommend deletion in the amount of $509,550.

The Budget Act of 1974 provided working drawings money for an addi-
tion to the existing facility. As of January 15, 1975 neither preliminary plans
nor working drawings had been started. Until a date for their completion
is established we recommend deferral of construction funds.

There has apparently been some concern by the department over the
desire for an addition to the existing building versus a separate structure.
For the purpose of economy and function, this project, as appropriated in
1974, provided for an addition to the existing facility rather than a separate
facility. This plan in our opinion represents a prudent and appropriate
solution and we recommend that the department proceed with it.

(d) Purchase lease facility—Auburn ... $199,706
Purchase lease facility—Barstow......ocovoiveeeecernnencnenens 251,490

(f}  Purchase lease facility—Kings City .........ccovvevimrierinee 176,750
{g) Purchase lease facility—Napa ...cocooovvvrcecirirnirenerenenenas 239,758
(h)  Purchase lease facility—Paso Robles ........cccvvveeeee e 232,298
(i)  Purchase lease facility—Redwood City .....cccoeervurvannncs 640,797
(j)  Purchase lease facility—San Bernardino.........oeeenies 257,550
(k) Purchase lease facility—Visalia ......cccovivivvnricinnrerene. 245,715
() Purchase lease facility—Williams ......c.cecceeceivviceveveraioneee . 177,760
(m) Purchase lease facili_ty—Wi]]ows...'.................................... 211,952
Total o s $2,626,776

We recornmend approval,
* The 10 facilities listed above were constructed for the state under lease
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purchase agreements. These agreements were written for 15 years with
options to purchase as early as the second or third year and with the right
. to terminate after the tenth year. .

The cost to purchase these.10 facilities, all of which are.at the first
purchase opportunity this year, is $2,626,776. To defer purchase for one
year would result in an addltlonal cost of $344,385. Therefore, we recom-
mend approval.

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Item 362 from the Motor Vehi-
cle Account, State Transporta- ‘ '
tion Fund _ ‘ Budget p. 509

Requested 197576 ....ccoeirinrenenrerinrerereenciiaias reeerner e ninensbsbns $5,174,500
Recommended approval............ccmmcicneecesess 119,500
Recommended reduction ..., 5,055,000
Recommended augmeniation ... oo 30,500
Net recommended approval ... $150,000
‘ . S Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS y page

1. Site Acquisition. Recommend spec1al study of site acquisi- 835
tion process.
2. Field Offices. Reduce $4,738,000. Recommend deletion of 836
* land acquisition and working drawings until completion and
review of the program management analysis report request-
‘ed under Item 205, page 331. o ‘
3. Whittier. Reduce $65,000. Recommend delet1on of site ac- 837
" quisition, additional parking.
4, Mountain View. Reduce $252,000. Recommend deletion of 837
working drawings and construction for building additions.
" B. Statewide. Augment $30,500. Recommend augmentation for' 837
project planning.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Site Acquisition Process

We recommend that the Department of Motor Vehicles and the De-
partment of General Services review the site acquisition process and
present alternatives which will reduce the Hme currently required. This
study should be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by
November I, 1975,

The average time currently required to acquire sites for Department of
Motor Vehicle field offices is more than 1% years, distributed approxi-
mately as follows:

24 months Site selections by the Department of General Services

1-3 months Department of Motor Vehicles selection of site

1-2 months Title search
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DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES—Continued

-2-6 months Site suitability report by the Office of Architecture and
Construction

2-6 months Appraisal by the Department of General Services

If condemnation is necessary, an additional 1 to 18 months is required.

Construction cannot be started, of course, until the site is acquired, and

any unnecessary delay translates into added cost during an inflationary
period.

Design and Function of Field Offices

The implementation of year-round registration by January 1977 will
have a significant impact upon the daily workload of the Department of
Motor Vehicles field offices. The effect of this change with regard to
functional relationships and design criterion for field offices has not been
determined.

Two other significant changes affecting field office operations, .and
therefore design, include (1) the recommended future use of computer
terminals for direct issuance of vehicle registrations and drivers licenses
and (2) the potential integration of vehicle inspection with vehicle regis-
tration. Further discussion of the use of computer terminals and the inte-
gration of vehicle inspection and registration functions are presented on
pages 333 and 339 of our analysis of the Department of Motor Vehicles
-support budget Item 205.

Deletion of Requests for New Field Offices

We recommend deletion of $4,738,000 for land acquisition and Wor](mg
drawings until compietion and review of program management analysis
report requested under Item 205, page 331,

Our analysis of the support budget discusses the department’s need to
undertake a thorough program management analysis and recommends a
report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by April 1, 1976. The
portion of this analysis relating to field office functions should include an
evaluation of the impact upon capital outlay and field office building-
design. Until this report is available we recommend that acquisition of
land and working drawings for new field offices be deferred.

There are a number of projects in the Budget Bill which have been
submitted without a program description, preliminary drawings or an
accurate cost estimates. For these reasons we recommend deletion of
$4,738,000 as follows.

(a) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building

and parking facilities—Qceanside ... o $434,200
(b} Site acquisition and working drawmgs, office bu1ld1ng

and parking facilities—San Pedro .....cccccomveeviiinniiienns 352,500
(c) Site acquisition and working drawings, ofﬁce building

and parking facilities—TOTTANCE ...oreeee e rerreenes 561,800
(d) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building .

and parking facilities—Pleasanton.......ccrreevenrerenns 490,000

(e} Site acquisition and working drawings, office building
and parking facilities—South Lake Tahoe ...........cccce. © 187,100
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(f) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building -
*and parking facilities—Lancaster ..., 260,560

(h) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building .
and parking facilities—Compton.... - 568,560

(i) Site acquisition and working drawmgs ofﬁce bu1ld1ng
and parking. fac111tles-Los Angeles (Southern head-

QUATEETS) cviiceeceeecirini e e e essnr s se e s e smnne e - 879,880

(j) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building
and parking facilities—Oroville .......cvvenviirirecsesnererinnns 196,500

(k) Site acquisition and working drawings, office building
and parking facilities—Woodland/Davis .........cccc..rerere. 247,300

(n) Site acquisition and working drawings, office buﬂdlng
and parking facilitfes—Santa Barbara.......cccvvvverneneee. 559,600
TOtAl e OO OO ROYIUUTTTRRRN $4,738,000

Requests Related to Existing Field Offices ‘

v (g) Site acquisition, additional driveway—Fullerton .......... $115,000

‘We recommend approval.

This site acquisition corrects a planning oversite at the Fullerton office.
At the time of construction only one point of ingress and egress was
provided, and this was from a secondary street. The acquisition of this
parcel will permit an additional driveway and corrects an untenable con-
dition. :

(I) Site acquisition, additional park1ng—Wh1tt1er ................ $65,000

We recommend deletion.
It is our understanding that this property is the site of a bankrupt gas
station and the department wishes to acquire it in order to control its use.
There is no apparent need for the land. The current parking lot has 30
spaces in excess of projected needs for the year 2000. The acquisition
would provide an additional 28 spaces at a cost of over $3,000 per parkmg
space. Hence, we recommend deletion. -
(m) Workmg drawings and construction, building addition
: —Mountain VIEW ... cssssnismesssssss s $252.000
We recommend deletion.
This project has been submitted W1thout adequate justification of need.
The location is a constrained site. This proposed addition will not pro-
vide adequate long-term building space and will reduce the number of
parking spaces from 94 to 65. An office space of the total size proposed
should have 134 spaces.
(o) Statewide, project planning.........ceieeen e $4,500

We recommend an augmentation of 330,500

The Budget Act of 1974 appropriated $31,500 for project planning. This
was transferred to the Office of Architecture and Construction (QAC) in
December. In the preparation of this year’s budget packages, OAC re-
quested an additional $4,000 from the department. This money was trans-
ferred to OAC from support funds.

Assuming 1.5 percent for such planning, $4,500 would be adequate for
a program of approximately $300,000. This is far below the department’s
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DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES—Continued -

anticipated project program needs. An appropriation of $35 000 would
provide for a program of $2,330,000, a figure more réalistic to the depart-
ment’s need. Hence, we recommend an augmentation of $30,500.

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION—DIVISION OF FORESTRY

Item 363 from the General . '
Fund , " Budget p. 547

Requested 1975-T6 ......ociiierereeieieseinieessseseese s ssssssssssssesssssssses $142,420

Recommended reducton ........ooeiieieiiictisnseer iossssesens . 142,420
' Analysis

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS : page

1. Statewide. Reduce by $5,000. Recommend deletion of op- 838
portunity purchases.

2. San Bernardino, Reduce by $137,420. Recommend deletion 838
of Ranger Unit Headquarters, Class A auto shop construc-
tion.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDAT!ONS

The Audits Division, Deparhnent of Finance, is currently reviewing the
fire protection service offered by the Department of Conservation—Divi-
sion of Forestry. The three phases of this study are (1) the fire protection
program with regard to the Fair Labor Standards Act, (2) conservation
camps and ecology corps centers and their need as a part of California’s -
fire protection program, (3) watershed and fire protection program.

It is anticipated that these reports will be completed March 15, 1975. We
recommend they be released at that time to the Joint Leglslanve Budget
Committee for review. Until this study is completed and reviewed, the
Department of Finance has placed a moratorium on the division’s request
for facilities directly related to staffing for fire suppression. We concur
with the need for review of the Division of Forestry’s fire protection
program. .

~(a) Site acquisition—opportunity purchases .......................... - $5,000

We recommend deletion, - '

The Budget Act of 1974 provided $5,000 for opportunity site acquisitions.
Only $1,000 has been expended to date. We believe the remaining $4,000
is adequate for future opportunity purchases.

(b) San Bernardino Ranger Unit Headquarters——Class A

Auto Shop.......... eereeeeaeetebeses et Ne s sa e Lt assbat s teabaresb et ateseabereene - $137,420

We recommend deletion.

This proposal is to construct and equip a six-bay Class A auto shop at San
Bernardino Ranger Unit Headquarters. This will replace a four-bay shop
located in a converted 1937 warehouse building,

This proposal appears in the Budget Bill without benefit of a prelimi-
nary program package prepared by the Office of Architecture and Con-
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struction. Therefore, preliminary drawings and an accurate cost estimate
are not available for review. Without this information we have no basis to
recommend the adequacy of the request.

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Item 364 from the Fish and

Game Preservation Fund Budget p. 570
REQUESLEA 197576 .evvvvvvreresssescceremmsssessessesssssssmmerenseesesenn S . $114,000
Recommended reduction .........isneninseenseneonensnnesneenens 114,000

Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Heerdt Marsh. Reduce by $114,000. Recommend deletion 839
of land acquisition in Marin County.
ANALYSIS AND RECOM_MEN\D_ATIPNS - -

We recommend deletion of $114,000.
This request is for the acquisition of approximately 97 acres of marsh-

land, known as the Heerdt property, located on San Francisco Bay in !

Marin County. Its apparent use is a deposit area of spoil material (bay
dredgings) for the Golden Gate Transit District,
The $114,000 budgeted for this purpose was obtained from a court settle-

ment with Standard ‘Oil Company of California for damages resulting from’

the collision of two tankerships owned by that company.

As prescribed in the settlement, this money was deposited in the Fish
and Game Preservation Fund for “use in the purchase of lands which will
protect and enhance the fish and wildlife of California, or in such other
manner as will protect and enhance the environmental quality of the State
of California.” The department has submitted no justification that this
proposal fulfills these criteria. For this reason we recommend deletion.
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DEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT
Item 365 from the Harbors and

Watercraft Revolving Fund Budget p. 583
Requested 1975-76 ............. rerruesa s serestaster s arsraast i aed eerieenienaan $145,000
Recommended approval .o, 145,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval,

This item would appropriate $125,000 for development of boater desti-
nation facilities at Picacho State Recreation Area on the Colorado River
and $20,000 for preparing preliminary plans and specifications to be used

! as supportmg data in requests for working drawings or constructmn appro-
‘priations in succeeding budgets

: \ DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 366 from funds accumulat-
ed under specified budget

-

' items | Budget p. 594
Requested 1975-76 $350,000
Recommended approval ........cnssnlsivinen 350,000

’ Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS : page

1. Hearst Castle. Recommend $15,000 from this item be 840
transferred to the Office of Architecture and Construction.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. We recommend that $15,000 from this item be transferred to the Office

’ of Architecture and Construction to prepare a comprehensive schedufq\

. with estimated costs of the repairs needed at Hearst Castle.

E - This item proposes to appropriate $350,000 for capital outlay at the

‘i ' Hearst Castle from reserves established by legislative action in prior

| - Budget Acts. The reserves consist of the surplus of operating revenues
over operating expenses at the Hearst Castle.

The specific work to be accomplished by this item includes continued
restoration of art objects, repairs to “A” House and the Roman Pool, plus
a variety of preventive maintenance tasks.

Maintenance and repair will continue to be needed at Hearst Castle,
but, the future-scope, priority and specific definition of the work is un-
known The Office of Archltecture and Constructlon is qualified to evalu-
ate such work.
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/

NEPARTMENT dF PARKS AND RECREATION T
o ,;gfw
Item'367 from the State Park c T ' ﬂu % g
Contm ent Fund - s Bud et p. 610
g 4l T e R Lo 'get p. s .
Requested 1975-76 (Re1mbursement) ............... et seeneeeseans - $500, 000 3o
Recommended special TeVIEW .......ouvsitivmmmmsimessssssmssssssssrmsenes _500000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS‘ N

We recommend special review. S
This item proposes to authorize, through the State Park (“ontmgent

. Fund, the acquisition of two projects on a fully reimbursed (no state cost) -

basis. The reimbursements would be $200,000 from the Federal Land and
Water Conservation Fund and $300,000 from the Save-the-Redwoods
League. There is an opportunity cost for this type of acquisition because
these moneys can also be used as reimbursements for other purposes or
acquisitions of other redwoods. Therefore, the true costs of acquisition are
the alternatives foregone. No justifying documentation has been received
from the department for either of these projects. We recommend that the
entire item be placed under spec1al review.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Itern 368 from the Bagley Con-

servation Fund L o Budget p. 611
Requested 197576 ........crriienesiisssensssnensesins - $320,000
Recommended approval .........ccccceereeenens 200,000
Recommended special review......... teerereeens erisenregeasstniraresasaessans . 120,000

. Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Demgn and Construction Planning, Recommend special' 841
review of approval of planning funds ($120,000).

2. Opportunity Purchases, Recommend adding Supplemen— 842
tal Report language ($200,000).

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS -

Chapter 1, First Extraordinary Session of 1971 created the Bagley Con-
servation Fund and placed $40 million in it for beach park and other land.
acquisitions, including wildlife areas and for coastline planning and devel- -
opment of recreational facilities. Section 19.3 of the 1973 Budget Act trans-
ferred $41,500,000 from the General Fund surplus into the Bagley
Conservation Fund. The Legislature appropriated $28.6 million from
Tidelands Oil Revénues to the Bagley Conservation Fund for park pur- -~

. poses by Item 383.5, Budget Act of 1974.

r ,l
TS

-

i

ol

(a),Design and Construction Planning .......... eveeessesesessesrenions $120,000
W recommend special review until the Deszgn and Consh‘uctzon D:vz- _&

o fv(}{"‘ e

e
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION—Contmued

sion has submitted its workload as recommended in Item 251.
| This subitem is a reimbursement to the department’s general support
i . -budget in Item 251 and provides for the department’s design and construc-
tion liaison with the Office of Architecture and Construction {OAC) on
Bagley Conservation Fund projects. The funds needed in this subitem
cannot be determined until a thorough workload analysis of the design
and construction program has been accomphshed as recommended under

- Item 251.
(b) Opporturnity PUurchases ... esiisssssaseeneniesssienes $200,000
»We recommend adding Supp]ementa] Report language.

v The Department of Parks and Recreation has from time-to-time re-
.+ ceived appropriations for unspecified acquisitions in order to permit flexi-
‘bility to purchase small parcels of land that become available on an
unexpected or “opportunity purchase” basis. At the present time theré are
no generally accepted guidelines to define such purchases. In the past
both this office and the Public Works Board have expressed the view that
some of the money was expended on acquisitions that did not properly
qualify as opportunity purchases.
The problem of definition can be overcome if the following language is
added in the Supplemental Report. “It is the intent of the Legislature that
I the Public Works Board assure that opportunity purchases consist of rela-
i tively small purchases of land and improvements that were not available
‘ for purchase by the Department of Parks and Recreation six months prior
ey to the beginning of a fiscal year.”

LT e

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION.
ot '
Item 369 from the Collier Park gF [ A

. Preservation Fund Budget p. 595
R I $240,000
! .- Recommended 1eduction ...ttt 200,000
; . Recommended special TeVIEW.......cccommieemsveriinnensnssisssenens 40,000
p N Analysis
] SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS " page
| . L. Fort Ross. Recormmend deletion of $200,000. Recommend . 843
: ) deletion of visitors center. '
". 2. Planning Funds. Recommend deferral of $40 000 prelimi- 843
nary planning funds.
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDAT!ONS .
; Chapter 1502, Statutes of 1974, established the Collier Park Preservation
'+~ Fund. This fund is the depository for the first $7 million in park system
i revenues received annually Prevmus Iy | the money was depos1ted Im the 1o
General Fund P el s A L :
) » , o
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(a) Fort Ross State Historic Park—eonstruction of wisiter____.-———

e7=1 01 1<) SR U —— eenaeeeeene $200,000) -

We recommend deletion of $200,000.

Item 410.4 Budget Act of 1974, appropriated $20, 000 for a general devel-
opment plan and $15,000 for prehmmary planning at Fort Ross. To date,
these funds have not been expended and no program has vet been devel-

oped. There is no plan at this time upon which these construction funds

& could be spent. The request appears to be premature and zzve recommend,

1sapproval

g ) e e
% pelivpir e ‘:.“.r'm’u ............... . -"-’ ............ $40000

We recommeud deferral, - :
It is not clear how much of the planmng money approprlated to the

~ department from several sources in past years has been transferred to

OAC for preparation of preliminary plans and estimates, has been re- .
tained by the department, or remains unexpended. An accounting should
be made of these amounts. Pending receipt of such an accounting which
has been requested, we defer recommendatmn on further prehmmar;&

planmng money. . : ; R

i.. J'r - ;.»M / . . o ”4.’) , 7 "
- TDEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Item 370 from the General

Fund | Budget p. 627
REGUESLEA 197B-T6 ...vovvvvveveerrerereeeeeeesesasssssssssssosssssesssssssssssssssesseseee $3,590,000
Recommended approval ... 3,590,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This item appropriates the capital outlay funds for the acquisition of
lands, easements and rights-of-way for U.S. Corps of Engmeers ﬂood con-
trol projects in the Central Valley.

We recommend approval of the following projects as requested in the
Governor’s Budget:

(a) Sacramento River and Tributaries Flood Control

PTOJECE (.ovvrrecniiiiis s e t sttt st eneneaeneaen §72,000
(b) Fairfield Flood Control project ......eerreinincrsrereeeens 1,900,000
(c) Chester, North Fork Feather River Flood Control '

PTOJECT ettt sse et b se st s snss e asst st sss s s rnsenens 50,000
(d} San Joaquin River and Tributaries Flood Control )

PrOJECE ..o i b s e + 18,000
(e) Fresno River Flood Control project .......... U L 35,000
(f) Chowchilla River Flood Control project....civcnnne. - 115,000
(g) Sacramento River Bank Protection project......... . 1,400,000

- . ‘:f’ ) 4 s ( ‘. “}

;C{-» R B e -A'} “ i N e = s 'f"’:'f A,

;o
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Item 371 from the General '

- Fund ' ' Budget p- 639
Requested 1975-T8 .....ccocovivrmreccrirmmmmmminesssssmmnmapassssssrarisarasssssesns $225,000
Recommended approval .........ocooveernicnenecee vt nens . 225,000
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - o ‘

We recommend approval. v ‘

This request is for 17 radio telemetry“ remote data statlons ($175 000)
and related additions to the central interrogation station ($50,000). This
equipment will complete the central valley portion of a new telemetry
system installed in 1973-74 and 1974-75. The system presently consists of

41 remote data stations throughout central and northern California and a
" central interrogation station in Sacramento which monitors the readings
of the remote stations., Remote data stations provide hydrologic and
-meteorologic data for river forecastlng and reservoir inflow forecastmg
The new equipment proposed.in this item will provide automatic orgam-
zat1on and editing of data reducmg the chance for data errors.

‘ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Item 372 from the General

Fund _ , Budget-p. 726
Requested 1975=T6 .....ccccovmmriinrniimeiiniesssmsissisnmssessseeresesssesssnsns $8,501,902
Recommended approval ... s ssesesersnenns 6,854,902
Recommended reduction .........ceecriniecnecsisin 1,812,000
Recommended augmentation ..., 71,500
Recommended special review .. icnenens s 235,000
Net recommended approval SRS st besasins $6,926,402

. Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide. We recommend a report assessing the factors 845
that affect state hospital construction and structures.
2. Statewide. We recommend special review of environmental 848
planning for resident area.
3. Statewide. Reduce $1,000,000. Recommend deletion of fire 846
and panic safety improvements,
. Statewide. Reduce $150,000. Recommend deletion of ancil- 846
" lary services/structures, modernization planning.
. Camarillo State Hospital. Reduce $412,000. Recommend de- 847
letion of alterations to electi cal distribution system.
6. Metropolitan State Hospital Reduce $250,000. Recommend 847
deletion of air-condition R&T building.
1. Porterville State Hospital. Augment $71,500. Recommend 848

o
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an augmentatlon in the amount of $71,500 for construchon
and equip rehabilitation therapies buildings.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Report Assessing State Hospital Construction and Structures

We recommend the department, through the State Architect, retam a
private planning firm to conduct a study of the factors that affect construc-
tion and existing structures of the state hospitals. The findings of this study
and resulting recommendations should be reported to the joint Legisia-
tive Budget Committee by April 1, 1978

We believe it imperative that the Department of Health evaluate its
current position with regard to the state hospitals’ capital needs.

QOver the past years, requests for building code related items or aceredi-
tation related imnprovements have been budgeted. However, to date there
has not been an established comprehensive statewide plan for the utiliza-
tion and updating of state hospitals. It is recognized that many deficiencies
exist at the hospitals. However, we continue to appropriate money on a
crisis basis without correcting the basic problems. In our op1n10n this is
not a satisfactory appreach.

For example (1) air-conditioning of state hospitals has been undertak-

(2) there is a current request to correct fire and life safety infractions
and {3) there will apparently follow a request to improve the patient care
and ancillary areas. However, the structures in the state hospital system
as a whole have never been fully evaluated. The larger question is whether
these buildings warrant the expense the continuing modifications require.
An examination of the cost required to meet codes and accreditation
standards plus the expenses associated with modifications such as air-
conditioning might suggest that to replace a structure, or to classify it to
an alternate use would be a more viable alternative. We believe a study
to evaluate all of the factors affecting state hospital structures is necessary
in order to assure the best result from the expenditure of state funds,

This study should inclade, but not be limited to, a complete inventory
of structures, master utilization plan, corrective action schedules and an
analysis of potential problems, benefits and costs. The Office of Architec-
ture and Construction (OAC) should assist the department in coordina-
tion and preparation of guidelines for this study so that a private planning
firm can undertake this study and prepare a report. The findings and
recommendations should be completed and submitted to the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee by April 1, 1976 so that the department’s major
and minor capital outlay for 1976-77 can be considered in relation to it.

There should also be an immediate review of the Fire Marshal’s survey
to ascertain those measures which can be taken on an operational or
management basis to reduce fire hazards to a minimum and provide
maximum short-term protective devices or processes. This survey should
include review of the administration of existing safety regulations and
procedures.

A cost estimatie for conducting the study and any short term adjustments
should be provided by OAC during budget hearings. Unspent portions of
previous Budget Act appropriations for code and accreditation projects
should be redirected to fund this study and survey, as well as any short-
term adjustments found to be required.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH—Continued

Proposed 1975-76 Capital Outlay Program .

(a) Environmental planning for resident areas—Sonoma,

Pacific and Porterville State Hospitals .......ccccorereinnnnen. $235,000

We recommend special review.

This proposal would provide a planning study to determine the neces-
sary improvements in environmental conditions in patient areas. Im-
provements of this type are apparently needed and should be
implemented in a timely manner. However, this effort should be an ele-
ment of the statewide study discussed above.

We have recommended that the balance of prior approprlatlons for
code and accreditation projects be used for the proposed statewide study.
However, we have not received information identifying the balance in
these appropriations. If the balance is inadequate, we believe it would be
appropriate to use a portion of the funds in this proposal to supplement
the cost of the statewide study. Hence, we recommend special review
until the balance of past appropriations has been determined. '

(b) Fire and panic safety improvements—Statewide ........ $1,000,000

We recommend deletion.

This proposal is unclear. The department had originally requested
$8,455,550 for improvement of fire and panic safety deficiencies in three
state hosp1tals This request was based on a State Fire Marshal’s survey of
the facilities, Apparently, the $1 million in the Budget Bill is intended to
fund portions of the required improvements, However, we have no indica-
tion what improvements these funds will provide. In our opinion, this

proposal is another example of funding improvement projects without

benefit of proper planning.

This proposal should be a component of the recommended statewide
study and thus we recommend deletion of this request.

(¢) Ancillary services—structures, modernization plan-

NINE—SEALEWIAE. .ccvrvrererrierrvrsiernr s rrrernsssisrssnsessssssssaseserens $150,000

We recommend deletion.

This proposal is similar to the request under subitem {a) for environ-
mental planning for patient areas. We believe this planning effort should
also be an element of the proposed statewide study. Therefore, we recom-
mend deletion of this proposal:

- (d) Air-condition wards—Agnews State Hospltal..........; ..... $1,611,000
(f) Air-condition wards—Fairview State Hospital ..............  $1,608,437
(i) Air-condition wards—Sonoma. State Hospital................ - $3,130,465

We recommend approval,

These requests would augment prewously approved projects. The
progress of the air-conditioning projects for these hospitals has been undu-
ly slow. Funds for each were appropriated in the Budget Act of 1973. In
October 1974, a project status report from the OAC indicated that (1)
Agnews—the Office of Architecture and Construction was negotiating
with a private engineer for the preparation of the working drawings and

drawings of specifications for long lead time equipment items, (2) Fair-
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view—contract drawings were approximately 50 percent complete and
equipment items requiring long delivery periods were being purchased,
(3) Sonoma—working drawings were approximately 10 percent com-
plete.

These projects should be under construction. We realize that they were
put into the budget by the Legislature without benefit of proper prelimi-
nary planning. However, this was done because of the Legislature’s con-
cern for the need for air-conditioning in these hospitals. It is our
understanding that planning funds were transferred to OAC in July 1973
but no significant planning was started until March 1974. Delays of this
type are neither reasonable nor prudent. We estimate that these delays
caused a cost increase in each project (because of inflation) of approxi-
mately $670,000, $690,000 and $1.2 million respectively. A similar delay is
ocecurring with the air-conditioning project at Stockton State Hospital. To
date, working drawing funds appropriated for the Stockton project in the
Budget Act of 1974 have not been requested for allocation through the
State Public Works Board. Planning for this project should have been
underway in July 1974 and working drawings should have been completed
by this time.

Table 1 provides a detail of the augmentation requirement for each
project in this item. The new estimate includes inflation costs and refined
estimates based on improved information. The funds transferred are relat-
ed to air-conditioning projects at Porterville and Pacific State Hospitals
which already have been augmented by the State Public Works Board by
$593,465 and $221,437 respectively. As indicated in Table 1 funds were
obtained from the projects at Sonoma and Fairview State Hospltals This
augmentation process was necessary because of a lack of funds in the
General Fund augmentation source under Section 16409 of the Govern-
ment Code.

Table 1
Air-condition Wards—State Hospitals
Appropriation : .
Budget Act New Funds 1975-76
of 1873 Estimate Difference Transferred Budget Reguest
$1,700,000 $3,311,000 $1,611,000 -— $1,611,000
$3,500,000 4,887,000 1,387,000 $221.437 1,608,437
$5,500,000 8,037,000 2,537,000 593,465 3,130,465

(e} Alterations to electrical distribution—Camarillo State

Hospital ... $412,000
(g) Air- condltloned R&T bulldmg——Metropohtan “State
Hospital.... s v ¢ $250,000

We recommend de]ebon

These projects appear in the Budget Bill without benefit of a prelimi-
nary program package prepared by the Office of Architecture and Con-
struction (OAC). Therefore, the following information is not available (1)
project deseription and requirements, {2} preliminary drawings and (3)
an accurate cost estimate. Without this information we have no basis to
recommend the need for these pro;ects or the adequacy of the requested
amounts.
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH—Continued

" {(h) .Construct and equip rehabilitation theraples bulldmg
—Porterville State Hospital.... e —— $505,000
We recommend an augmentation of' $7I 500
This project provides an .indoor area of 10,000 square feet for prograrn
" and recreational activities during inclement weather and in the evenings.
The facility will contain a 6,500 square foot gymnasium, 1,000 square foot
physical education room, dressing rooms, shower and toilet areas, equip-
ment storage and office area.

The OAC has recently completed preliminary plans for this proposal.
The current estimated total project cost is $593,000 of which $16,500 has
previously been transferred to OAC for planning. Hence, the amount
needed under this item is $576,500. Based on the type of facility to be .
constructed the estimated cost is reasonable and we recommend approval
of the total amount. This requires an augmentation of $71,500 to the
Budget Bill amount.

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Item 373 from the General

Fund " Budget p. 792
Requested 1975=T6 ... $1,650,000
Recommended approval .........cccccniveiiinnnas crtrenserere e sresasasesenssaens 675,000
Recommended reduction .....cvvvvmvececiieeennsssssssssessensens 825,000
Recommended augmentation ... 705,578
‘Recommended special FeVIEW ... rrvcniniceecsine s seasesessessesens 150,000
Net recommended approval ... $1,380,578

‘ ‘ Analysis

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide. We recommend the department prepare a 849
long-range plan for institutional needs. Plan to be submitted .
to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by QOctober 1,
1975, and annual updates submitted each successive Octo-
ber.

2. Replace San Quentin. Augment $6250,000. Recommend an 849
augmentation of $650,000 for programing and planning of a
new facility to replace San Quentin.

3. California Institution for Women. Recommend special re- 850
view of project to construct pump station and interceptor.

d. California Men'’s Colony. Reduce $525000. Recommend a 850
reduction of project to remodel sewage plant, construction.

5. Deuel Vocational Institution. Augment $55578. Recom- 850
mend an augmentation of project to remodel sewage plant,
constructmn



‘Item 373 CAPITAL OUTLAY / 849

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATICNS : s

Leng-Range Planning

We recommend the Department of Corrections prepare a long-range
plan for institutional needs to be submitted to the Joint Legisiative Budget
Committee by October 1, 1975, and annual updates submitted each succes-
sive October.

The department has experienced a steady increase in inmate population
from a low of 19,595 in December 1972 to 24,586 in December 1974. The
increase in male felon inmates during this same period rose 10.6 percént
per year from 17,082 to 21,900. The department projects a male felon
inmate population of 22,070 in June 1975 and 22,645 in June 1976. This
represents a 0.8 percent increase in the last half of the current year and
a 2.6 percent increase in the budget year. The department’s long-range
population projection indicates an increase in male felon population
through 1980.

It is apparent that if the department is to house prison inmates ade—
quately, there must be a long-range plan. Such a plan should, at a mini-
mum, indicate (1) number of existing beds by institution and security
classification, (2) existing inmate population by institution location, secu-
rity classification and inmate’s home county, {(3) projected inmate popula-
tion at each institution including probable mix of security classification
and inmate’s home county, (4) contingency plans in the event inmate
population decreases, increases and/or changes in security classification
mix from that anticipated, (5) plans for providing additional beds if re-
quired and (6) plans for deactivation of units as required. Such a plan
should be reviewed and updated annually.

Replace San Quentin

We recommend an augmentation of $650,000 for programing and plan-
ning a new facility to replace San Quentin.

Many studies have been made on the California prison system. These
studies have recommended repeatedly the closing of both San Quentin
and Folsom. The following quote is taken directly from the State Board
of Corrections report dated July 1971:

“Manifestly, San Quentin and Folsom should be abandoned. Several
recommendations calling for improvements in these institutions are
made in this report. These were included only because there seems
‘little certainty that these facilities will be closed in the near future.
They should be closed. So long as they exist, they 1mpede California’s
correctional efforts and tarnish its image.

“They are immense, yet do not have adequate space for modem
programs. They are not secure or safe. Decent living conditions are
almost unattainable in them, and they are ugly and depressing.

“Any major remodeling, in either facility, would cost many millions
of dollars. If there is a choice between remodeling and a new facility,
the-latter choice is by far the better.”

We concur with this conclusion.

A new facility would provide new opportunities. Its design would reflect

current correctional, rehabilitation and program needs.
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DEPARTMENT OF,CORRECTIONS—Continued

Last year the Department of Corrections requested $2.5 million for the
renovation of a portion of the south block. The estimated cost for similar
renovations and modification of cell areas would exceed $30 million. The
department also planned a new 150-bed hospital at this institution. We
estimate the cost of such a structure would exceed $10 million. Demolition
of existing condemned buildings and modification to other buildings
would also be required at a cost of perhaps $2 million to $5 million. The
total long-range facility cost at San Quentin, therefore, can be expected
to exceed $45 million.

We estimate that a new 2,400-bed institution would cost approximately
$65 million. Such an institution could be constructed on state-owned land
at Otay Mesa, San Diego County. This land was originaily purchased as a
site for a new correctional institution. This location is appropriate in view
of the fact that 82 percent of the male felon inmate bed capacity is in the
north portion of the state while nearly 57 percent of all male inmates are
from the southern portion.

In light of (1) the recognized archaic conditions at San Quentin, (2) the
fact that the cost to renovate San Quentin is nearly 70 percent of the cost
of a new modern institution and (3) present maldistribution of institution
beds with respect to location of inmate families, we recommend an aug-
mentation of $650,000 for programing and planhing of a new facility to
replace San Quentin.

Proposed 1975-78 Capital Qutlay Program
(a} Construct pump station and irterceptor—California
Institution fOr WOmMe...... et seeseseessesssssssnne $150,000

We recommend special review.

The program package report for this project is scheduled for complehon .
in January. The Water Quality Control Board reviews this report in order
to determine need and eligibility for reimbursements. Until this review is
complete we.withhold our recommendation.

(b) Remodel sewage plant—California Men’s Colony........ $950,000

We recommend a reduction of $825,000.

The California Water Quality Control Board—Central Coast Region has
adopted July 1, 1977 as the compliance date for this facility to meet water
discharge requirements.

We recommend that $125,000 be appropriated at this time for prelimi-
nary plans and working drawing. This will permit the department to
develop the construction documents, seek reimbursements and be ready
to go to construction in fiscal year 1976-77.

{¢) Remodel sewage plant—Deuel Vocational Institution $550,000

We recommend augmentation of $55,578.

This project is to meet the regulations adopted by the California Re-
gional Water Control Board—Central Valley Region, for waste discharge
requirements. A compliance date of November 1, 1976 has been set.

The consulting engineer’s program package provides for (1} domestic
water facilities comprised of aerated lagoon, polishing pond, filtration and
chlorination facilities, and (2) agricultural wastewater facilities comprised
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of enlargement of existing pond, influent and effluent pump stations. The
estimated cost is $628,578 less $23,000 previously expended for planning.
Thus, an augmentation of $55,578 to the requested amount is required.

It should be noted that there are federal and state reimbursements of
87% percent of the total_costs aveulable for this project.

DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY

- Itemm 374 from the General

Fund : Budget p. 811
Requested 1975-T6 .......ccovererrviirrrcrnnrcmseresssssenssaressssiosssssssnsnes $800,000
Recommended approval ... 297,000
Recommended reduction .......cocevieeennerniesesnssens rirreisesrsaenins 333,000
Recommended special FEVIEW ... iierreereremsnrninisesesesenanse 170,000

‘ Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Southern California Youth Center, Chino. Reduce $150,000. 851
Recommend deletion of construction project to remodel
gymnasium.

2. Southern California Youth Center Chino. Reduce $180,000. 852
Recommend deletion of project to convert auditorium to '
recreation building,

3. Southern California Reception Center-Clinic, Norwalk. 852
Reduce $3,000. Recommend reduction of electrical distribu-
tion system construction. ' :

4, Ventura School. Recommend special review of project to 852
improve potability of drinking water. .

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ) - _
(a) Remodel gymnasium, Southern California Youth Cen-
BT cererervirireerrnte e se sttt se et st bt st terases bbbt nenensasaersr s raraee $150,000
We recommend deletion. :
The existing gymnasium is a standard high school facility and was de-
signed to meet the needs of this institution of 1,200 wards. The proposed
project would partition the gymnasium into halves to provide separate

facilities to isolate individual ward groups. This request, plus the audito-

rium remodel request in subitem (b), would provide three separate and
isolated gymnasiums.

This gymnasium is not the only recreational area currently provided the
wards. There are (1) outdoor court areas, (2) indoor recreation rooms in
the sleeping quarters, (3) handball courts, (4) a swimming pool, (5) a
running track and (6} a multi-purpose play field. This variety of recrea-
tional facilities accommodates a wide range of activities, and the need for
separate gymnasium fac1l1t1es is not apparent. Hence, we recommend
deletion of this request.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY-—Continued

(b) Convert auditorium to recreation building, Southern .
California Youth Center.......coun... etresessinmasesereresesnsararrres -$180,000

We recommend deletion.

- This project would convert the existing auditorium ared of approximate-
ly 5,600 square feet into a gymnasium of 4,600 square feet and additional
staff offices of 1,000 square feet. ,

We believe this proposal is inappropriate. As we pointed out in the
preceding project there is no apparent need for separate gymmnasium
facilities. In addition, the proposed office space will be occupied by staff
which is adequately housed in the administration building at the present
time. There is ample office space at this institution and the proposed
offices are not needed.

The auditorium is the only facility of this type available at this institu-
tion. It will house approximately 600 persons and can be used for a variety
of activities such as movies, meetings, talent shows and other entertain-
ment programs.

It has not been shown that this institution does not need an auditorium.

{c) Rehabilitate electrical distribution system, Southern
California Reception Center-Clinic .........ovvvvecmeeccsneneiee $300,000

We recommend a reduction of $3,000,

The current electrical distribution system at the Southern Beceptmn
Center has a history of failures. When these occur they cause disruptions
and create security problems. This project will increase system reliability,
facilitate locating and isolating trouble areas and aid in early restoration
of power when failures occur. The modernized system will also allow for
repairs without disrupting the entire institution. _

The Office of Architecture and Construction has indicated that the cost
for inspection services could be reduced from $14,000 to $11,000. Hence,
we recommend a reduction of $3,000.

(d) Improve potability of drinking water—Ventura School  $170,000
We recommend special review.

Drinking water at this facility is obtained from state owned wells. The
quality of this water does not meet State Department of Health standards.
This proposal would provide for connection to the City of Oxnard water
system. The higher quality city water would be blended with the well
water to bring it to acceptable levels. The necessary work is to be accom-
plished by the City. Therefore a contract between the state and city is
" required to determine payment and connection reimbursements. At this
time, the terms of the contract and the costs are not final. We anticipate
that adequate information will be available during budget hearings.
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Item 375 from the Genera.l

Fund Budget p. 864
REQUESEA 19TS-T6 ..vcvviorere s iosrerssssssesssssessssesemmeressessessssasseseesee $127,440
Recommended approval ... neeersssssseens 127,440

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(1) Working drawings, construct and equip life and safety
requirements Diagnostic School for the Neurologically
Handicapped Children, Northern California ................ $127,440
We recommend approval.

The Northern California Diagnostic School for the Neurologically Hand
icapped Children is located on 2.8 acres in the City of San Francisco. The
student capacity of this school is approximately 50. Of this number 41
students are full time residents at the school. The remaining capacity is
used on a weekly rotating basis for up to nine students. Thus, approximate-
ly 250 students attend this school during the year.

The proposed project will correct life and safety code 1nfract10ns within
the existing building. These infractions were. identified in a State Fire
Marshal’s building survey report dated August 5, 1974. The State Office of
Architecture and Construction has completed preliminary plans for cor-
recting all the code infractions. The estimated cost is reasonable and we
recommend approval.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Item 376 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher

Education -~ Budget p. 913
Requested 19T5-T6 .....coovcceirieisvinnrerennssneinsssseesesstrseraresenes S $2,000,000
- Recommended special review ... eveeeeaner $2,000,000
. Anéjysfs
SUMMARY OF MAJGR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Universitywide. Recommend spec1al review of requested 854
amount to allow opportunity for review of annual report of
minor capital outlay projects.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This request represents a lump-sum appropriation to the University to
be allocated for minor construction and improvements at each of the
" general and health science campuses and agricultural field stations.
The specified projects, all of which are for $100,000 or less, have not been
submitted, and are not required for review.
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Special Review

We recommend specia] review of this item in order to provide an
opportunity to examine the projects funded in the University’s 1974-75
minor capital outlay appropnabon

For the past several years the minor capltal unprovement program has
been reviewed on a postaudit basis. This review has revealed that there
are several categories of projects (i.e., change in instructional space) that
should be reviewed by the Legislature. The annual postaudit report is
usually received in February. After review of this report we will be in a
better position to recommend specific action on the minor capital outlay
prograrm. '

It should be pointed out that the Budget Bill contains language to limit
minor capital outlay appropriations to one year. In prior years these funds
were made available for three years. Because the projects under minor
capital outlay should be accomplished within one year, the proposed avail-
ability limitation should not cause any problems. Hence, we concur with
this change.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Item 377 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public ngher

Education | Budget p. 913
"Requested 1975-T6 .....ovcviiineinienniscnsessnnineenns s $12,603,000
Recommended special review.........cooevennrecnns et $12,603,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.

This proposal is for a $12,603,000 loan from the COFPHE to a proposed
Higher Education Construction Program bond issue of 1976. These funds
will provide the 1975-76 capital outlay program proposed for, the Univer- -
sity of California general campuses. The loan funds are to be repaid in June
1976 from the first proceeds of the bond issue.

This proposal is similar to the one for the California State University and
Colleges (Item 379) and the California Community Colleges (Item 380},
except the loan for the community colleges is from the General Fund
rather than the COFPHE.

Borrowing vs Pay-As-You-Go-—~New Policy

In recent years capital outlay for higher education (prlmarlly the Uni-
versity of California and the State University and Colleges) has been
financed from tidelands oil revenues deposited in the Capital Outlay Fund
for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). The 1975-76 Governor’s Budget
proposes to replace this current revenue source with bond financing. A
portion of the balance in the COFPHE would then be transferred to the
General Fund to increase the surplus. Because no authority for bonds is
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currently available, a loan will be made from COFPHE to be repaid in

~ 1976 from the proceeds of a future higher education bond act. In addition,
a similar loan from the General Fund is proposed to be repaid from a
Community College Construction Bond Act of 1976.

“The issue of borrowing vs “pay-as-you-go” is a recurring one. It is impor-
tant to consider the impact of the General Fund bond programs on the
General Fund budget, and this depends upon the extent to which alterna-
tives are utilized. If pay-as-you-go is used to finance capital outlay for state
construction, bond ceosts are avoided but General Fund expenditures im-
mediately rise to pay the costs. If, on the other hand, General Fund
bonding programs are used, General Fund expenditures are spread out
over about a 25-year period. The final cost is much higher because of
interest costs. '

In the past, we have supported the pay-as-you-go concept because of its
lower total cost, particularly when the annual level of appropriation for
construction was relatively constant. Under present economic conditions,
however, bond funding may have short-term advantages. This method of
financing could maintain a higher level of state construction than pay-as-
you-go and aid in stabilizing the construction industry while at the same
time deferring tax increases, which would otherwise be required to fund
such expenditures.

/- However, the use of loans to finance part of 1975-76 capital outlay needs,
in anticipation of the voters approving bond issues in June 1976, is an
unusual procedure. Under this arrangement the voters are offered a
“Hobson’s Choice” on part of the capital outlay financing. If they approve
the bonds, then past and future construction will be financed from that
source. If they disapprove the bonds, then past construction will still be
funded, but from state taxes and oil revenues. It would be more logical to
divide the issue and have the voters decide whether they approve of bond
financing only for future capital outlay, and then use state revenues to
fund the 1975-76 projects. The adoption of this policy would (1) eliminate
the loan proposals, (2) call for the use of current taxes and oil revenues
to fund $46.8 million of 1975-76 higher education capital outlay and (3)
reduce the projected General Fund surplus estimate to a realistic figure
by counting these expenditures as current obligations, which in fact, they.
are. ‘ ' C
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- CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Item 378 from the Capital Qut-
lay Fund for Public Higher

Education : ' ' Budget p.-953
Requested 1975-76 ...covevvenens R U S $2,000,000
Recommended special revView. ... $2.000,000.

SUMMARY OF MAJOﬁ ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Statewide. Recommend spemal review to allow opportunity for re-
view of annual report of minor capital outlay projects.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This request represents a lump-sum appropnatlon to the California
State University and Colleges (CSUC) to be allocated for minor construc-
tion and improvements at each of the 19 campuses. :

The specified projects, all of which are for $100,000 or less have not been
submitted, and are not- detalled in the budget C

A Y
Special Review

We recommend special review of this item in order to provide an .
opportunity to examine the projects funded in the CSUC 1974-75 minor
capital outlay appropriation.

For the past several years the minor capztal improvement program has

been reviewed on a postaudit basis. This review has revealed that there

are several categories of projects (i.e., change in instructional space). that
should be reviewed by the Leglslature The annual postaudit report is
usually received in February. After review of this report we will be in a
better position to recommend specific action on the minor cap1tal outlay
program. .

It should be pomted out that the Budget Bill contains language to limit
minor capital outlay appropriations to one year. In prior years these funds
were available for three years. Because the projects under minor capital
outlay should be accomplished within one year, the proposed availability
limitation should not cause any problems. Hence, we concur with -this
change.
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CALIFORNIA STATlE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Item 379 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public ngher

Education | . Budget p. 953
Requested . 1975-76 ............. tesberrebesteste st saeassnre e snterennesesansaneren -$13,838,000
Recommended special review ... messsnnn $13,838,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.

This proposal is for a $13,838,000 /oan from the Capltal Outlay Fund for
Public Higher Education (COFPHE) to a proposed Higher Education
Construction Program Bond issue of 1976. The funds in this item provide
for the 1975-76 capital outlay program proposed for the California State
University and Colleges. The loan funds are to be repaid in June 1976 from
the first proceeds from the bond issue.

We have provided a more detailed discussion of the proposed loan and
bond program, under Item 377, page 854.

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

Item 380 from the General : '
Fund Budget p. 985

Requested 1975-T6 ......ccccrrnnnnnnnmseisesssnnenens 920,407,400
Recommended special review......cvvcvnnncnnninnnn. 20,407,400

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend spec:a] review,

This proposal is for a $20,407,400 /oan from the General Fund to a
proposed Community Col_lege Construction Program bond issue of 1976.
These funds will provide the.state’s participation (sharing ratio) in the
1975-76 capital outlay program proposed for the community colleges. The
loan funds are to be repaid in ]une 1976 from the first proceeds from the
bond issue.

We have provided a more detalled discussion of the loan and bond
financing proposal under Item 377 pdge 854."

It is important to note that in June, 1974, the California Postsecondary
Education Commission studied the need for a proposed bond issue to
provide state matching funds to construct community college facilities. A
new bond issue had been proposed because funds in the current Commu-
nity College Bond program were nearly depleted.

Subsequent to this study the commission passed a resolution which
contained the following conclusions: =

1. There will be a decline in Community College enrollments, begin-

ning in 1979, as indicated by Department of Finance projections.
However, information that could influence the downward trend and,
2987059
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CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES—Continued

thus, the need for a Community College bond issue is not available
at the present time.

2. Legislative intent with respect to standards for the ut1l1zat10n of
instructional facilities is not clear. However, both the Legislature and -
the Commission will be better informed on this subject after the
Commission staff submits a report on utilization standards in the fall
of 1974,

3. The types of Community College facilities needed for evening enroll-
ments are not clearly defined at this time and may differ substantially
from those needed for daytime enrollments. Since evening enroll-
ments appear to be increasing at a faster rate than daytime enroll-
ments, this information is essential.

4. The need for Community College facilities shalt be considered by the
Commission in its overall master planning for California postsecond-
ary education, 1nclud1ng capital outlay requirements for all segments.

5. Although there is clearly a need for facilities in some Community
College districts through 1979-80, the need may disappear for a num-
ber of years in some of these dlstrlcts as enrollments decline after
1979-8();

In view of these conclusions the commission recommended deferral of
the proposed bond issue and use of the General Fund and the Capital
Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education for financing community col-
lege capital outlay. We recommend special review of this item because the
proposal repayment of the $20 million General Fund loan could not be
made if the bonds are not authorized.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Itemn~381 from the 1964 State
Beach Park, Recreational and

Hlstoncal Facilities Fund ) “ Bu_dget p. 609
Requested 1975-76 .. nﬂ_ ....................... . $53,000
Recommend approval .L-‘- ............................... 53,000

fro the State Beach, Park, Recreational and
Historical Facilities Fund f 196§ to the Department of Parks and Recrea-
tion for the review of the lans d specifications and the administration
of grant projects resubmit focal government under the grant provi-
sions of the 1964 Park Bon ill also provide for adminis-
tering the projects now un erway It will be a reimbursement to the

This item provides $53,

- ANALYSIS AND RECOMME ATIONS ‘
: We recommend appro

: §epa;tment s general support Item 251.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 382 Reappropriations from
the State Beach, Park, Recrea-
tional and Historical Facilities . o )
Fund of 1964 : : ' : Budget p. 612

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘
We recommend that Item 313(g), Budget Act of 1971 be reappropriat-

- ed

This item proposes to reappropriate funds for acquisitions and mini-
mum development projects financed from the State Beach, Park, Recrea-
tional and Historical Facilities Bond Fund.

The citation and title of each acquisition being reappropriated are:

Item 362 (a,b): Budget Act -of 1965—Delta Meadows, Huntington
Beach Pfeiffer Big Sur,
Item 423 (a): Budget Act of 1966—Montana de Oro.
Tterm 423 (c): Budget Act of 1966—Coyote River Parkway
Item 423 (f): Budget Act of 1966—Gaviota Refugio
Item 423 (m): Budget Act of 1966—OId River Islands
- Item 423 (q) Budget Act of 1966—12 miscellaneous projects.
Ttem 423 (t}: Budget Act of 1966—Santa Monica Mountains
Item 343.7 (b): Budget Act of 1967—Delta Meadows (augmentation)
Item 377.1 (a): Budget Act of 1968—Carpinteria State Beach X
Ttemn 422 (a): Budget Act of 1969—Statewide acquisitions
Item 322 (b): Budget Act of 1972—Topanga Canyon
Item 322 (e): Budget Act of 1972—Cardiff State Beach
Item 322 (f}: Budget Act of 1972—Federal reimbursements
Itemn 322 cx{a): Budget Act of 1972—relocation expenses

The minimum development projects being reappropriated are:

Item 424 (c): Budget Act of 1966—Point Mugu, appropriation for devel- 7,

S opment of a water system only. !
)’Tté“m 423 (a): Budget Act of 1969—San Diego Old Town, $250 000 initial
development.

“Ttem 423 (c): Budget Act of 1969—C'21v10ta’hetug16 $225 000 1n1t1a1 de- -

velopment
Jtem 314 (f): Budget Act of 1971—Refugio State Beach
Ttem 323A: Budget Act of 1972—San Onofre State Beac ‘h\
The department has not proposed to request reappropnatlon of Item'
313(g), Budget Act of 1971 for Montana de Oro. This appears to be an error

~ and we recommend it be added to the list of reappropriated projects.

. In our analysis last year we pointed out, as we have for several years, a
continuing lack of acquisition progress, particularly on the remaining 1964
State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Projects. The
status of these and other acquisition appropriations is shown in Table 1.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION—Continued

Table 1
ACQUISITIONS NOT COMPLETED
APPROPR[ATIONS AND EXPENDITURES AS OF NOVEMBER 30, 1974
Funding provided by the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical
Facilitios Funds of 1964 and 1974; the Bagley Conservation Fund;
the State Park Contingent Fund; the Off-Highway
" Vehicle Fund: and the General Fund

Acres
Amount Remaining  Aequired To Be
Project (Appmpnabons) Available Expenditures BHalance  to Date Acquired
Allensworth o

{(Ttermn 318.2/72) .ovvreermenrrarens $200,000 $131,530 © §68,470 43.89 - 19611

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 300,000 — 300,000 —  Auvgmentation
Ano Nuevo ) ‘

{Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) 1,000,000 — 1,000,000 — 740.00
Anza Borrego

{Ttern 382.2/74) ..ovvrveccmemmnerens 30,000 — 30,000 — 92.50

{Ch. 1484/74, ltemn 410.7B) - 1,100,000 — 1,100,000 — 1,430.00
Bear Harbor Ranch .

(Item 350/T3) ccoerrrrverrrnerinnns 2,035,000 292,980 2,012,020 — 3,800.00

(Ch. 1521/74) oo e rcere 250,000 — 250000 —  Augmentation
Big Basin Redwoods .

{Item 382/74) ......ccvmrvcenmnne T0O,000 — - 70,000 — 80.00

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 250,000 -— - 250,000 - 173,00
Bodie SHP

(Ch. 1484/74, Tter 410.7B) 75,000 — 75,000 — 200.00
Border Field ‘ : .

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 3,000,000 —_ 3,000,000 — 390.00
Bothe-Napa .

(Item 318/72) wevverrrerrrassmrnnn 350,000 .= 350,000 — 441.00

{Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 650,000 - 650,000 — 178.00
Candlestick Park

{Itemn 350773} cvvvvcvrennnnenns 10,000,000 566,380 9,433,620 8.82 260.18
Carmel River . ’

(Ttem 318772} ...oovrmessmisneins 884,000 - 834,000 — —

(Ch, 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B} 1,750,000 — 1,750,000 T 35.60

*~ Castle Rock : ‘ . ‘

(Ttem 382/T4) vivierreercessrernes 30,000 — . 30,000 — 85.00
Century Ranch o i - ]

(Ch. 1521/74) ol 7000000 — 7,000,000 — . 1,135.00

" Columbia SHP : ‘ Coe '

(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) 430,000 - 430,000 — Mise. -
Corral Béach .

(Ch. 1521/74) woooovverermrrrvsrinn. 2,000,000 — 2,000,000 - 8.00
Cosumnes River ’

(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) ~ 2,500,000 - S 2.500,000 — 3.450.00
Caswell Memorial .. :

{Ch. 1484{74, Item 410.7B) 50,000 - 50000 . — 13.00
Coyote River Parkway .

(Itern 423/66} ..o 2500000 1529276 970724 33819 10859
Cuyamaca Rancho : ]

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 1,800,000 — 1,800,000 —_ 655.00

- Delta Meadows . : -

(Ttem 362/65) ..everveecemercenmnene 765,000 106,395 658,605 — 710.40

(Ttem 343.7/6T) orrrermarrssnins 320,000 - - - 320,000 — Augmentation'
Delta Channels [slands ) ' i

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 500,000 = 500,000 — 1,000.00
Doheny 5B )

{Ttem 313/71) wcvcirrmrirssnerns 2,100,000 15,435 2,084,565 — 3.27 .

{Ch. 1521774} vrovrrreemrrcemrnrenne 750,000 = 750,000\ — 291

/
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Project (Appropriations)
Elk Creek Ranch

(9 (25911511 T ) ———

(Ch. 1521/74) werveecrmrrreccnrrrraens
El Capitan

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B)
El Presidio de Santa Barbara

(Ch. 959/72, Item 3224) ...

(Ch. 1521/74) .oorrrrresimrn
Empire Mine

{Ttemn 350/T3} ..occmmrrmreserssrmssons
Encinal Beach

{Ttem 350773} .ovrrsarcsimanen .

(Ch. 1521/74} sovrrmrrreses

. Fort Ross

(Tterm 350/73) covvorrmren

(Ch. 1521/T4) wovrssoesrror
Gaviota/Refugio

(Ttern 423/66) wuvvvnerniinrnienine
Gualala River

(Ch. 983/73) souvcccmenmrssons
Hendy Woods

(Ch. 983/73) wooerererseesre
Hollister Hills

(Ch. 542/74) oo
Humboldt Redwoods

(Ttem 349/73) courocsrcosnnn

{Item 382/74) ......

“'(Item 382.1/74)

{Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B)
Inverness Ridge

(Tterm 350/T3Y wevrensrrrsssssrnies

(Ch: 1521/T4) oo
Jedediah Smith

(Ttem 349.1/73) -oooveceomiree
Jetty Beach

(Ttem 379/73) crvcenrerrmrasmarenns
Julia P. Burns

{Ch. 1484/74, ltem 410.7B)
Las Tunas Beach

(Ch. 1521/74) cvinvenreccrmrminns
Leo Carrillo

(Ch. 983/73) wooemersrarrrssssssnns

(Ch, 1484/74, Item 410.7B)

(Ch. 1521/T4) woeeeocemrreo
Little River

(Item 318.2/72) oo
MacKerricher SP

{Item 383.3/74) wvvvvervrrriarnsnns
Malibu Lagoon :

(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B)
Manchester SB

020 R T —
Manresa SB :

(Ttem 379/73) wrcoscnnns
Mendocino Headlands

(Ttem 350/T3) ceconrvsrersrrasesnnns

{Item 3833.3/74)

Amount

'CAPITAL OUTLAY -/ 861

Remaining Acquired

Available FExpenditures Balance

100,000
250,000

2,500,000

33,000
100,000

1,500,000

650,000
650,000

742,216
750,000

4,519,558
55,000
300,000
1,400,000
489,600
357,000
135,000
1,500,000

1,000,000
500,000

30,000
500,000
125,000
500,000

1,300,000

1,000,000

1,000,000

75,000
200,000

3,130,000
400,000

1,100,000

430,000
75,000

1,461

6,718

95,397
8,679

14,068

4,309,135
5,920

439

10,102

192,026
548

98539
250,000

2,500,000

26,282
100,000

1,474,603

641,321
650,000

728,148
750,000

210,403
49,080
299,561
1,400,000
489,600
357,000
135,000
1,500,000

774713

500,000

30,000
500,000
125,000
500,000

1875314
1,000,000
1,000,000

64,824

199,262
3,150,000

380,898
1,100,000

237974
74,452

Acres’

to Date

To Be
Acguired

60.00
Augmentation

300.00
100

Misc.

122.00 .

500
Augmentation

. 20000
Augmentation

200.00
100.00
200.00

" 2,484.00
Misc,

- Misc,
Misc.
300.00

. 1,007.55
Augmentation

. 1800

120.00
.

35.00
Augmentation

1000

55.00
100.00

22.00
263.00

45.00

193.00
19.10
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Acres
Amount " Remaining Acquired To Be
Project {Appropriations) Available Expenditures Balance  to Date - Acquired
{Ch. 1521/74) ..cnvocereernrrreenns 550,000 e 550,000 —  Augmentation
Montana de Oro . . ’
(Item 423/66) ...corrrecrnrrrcenss 1,736,000 1,290,065 445935 1,326.71 510.00
(Ttem 313/71) .cccrrrercnmrrrreaenn 950,000 42,772 907,228 — Augmentation
Montara SB - '
(Ch. 1754/71, ltem 307B) .. 630,000 - 630,000 — 54.00
{Item 350/T3) ccveccrnririnsesneenne 65,000 1,932 - 63,068 — 9.10
Morro Bay
{Item 318.2/72} wcorerrsrcrmeenee 357500 . 355401 2,000 573 2.54
{Ch. 1514/74, Ttem 410.3H} 1,000,000 — 1,000,000 — . 760,00
Mount Diablo
{Itern 350773} .ocrrmremrrrrsnrns 1,000,000 13,509 986,491 - 1,330.00
(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 3,000,000 — 3,000,000 — -
Newport & Laguna Beach
(Ttem 410.2/74) wooverrrre 7,600,000 C— 7800000 . — 1,500.00
Old River Islands ' o
(Ttem 423/66) ....ccoovvrcmrnerreanns 778,150 8810 765,340 — 980.00
Old Sacramento
(Ttem 367/73) vovvvcerrrrrecrmanrenns 185,000 181,051 3,939 5.01 1.89
Old Town-San Diego ‘
(Ttem 379/73) coorcvcerinissssnenas 950,000 — 950,000 — - 990
{Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B} 350,000 — 350,000 —  Augmentation
Patrick’s Point
(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 500,000 — 500,000 . 180.00
Pescadero SB
~ {Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 560,000 — 560,000 — 340.00
Point Lobos ‘
(Ch. 958/72) ..o 2,000,000 27,000 - 1,973,000 - . 4881
+ {Ch, 1521/74) 1,000,000 — 1,000,000 — Augmentation
Poppy Preserve :
{Ch. 1521/74} correrrricmsersrenns 300,000 —. 300,000 - 400.00
Pomponio
{Item 379/T3} vvvvorernrrcsrmsronene 500,000 — 500,000 —_— 309.00 |
(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) 150,000 — 150,000 — 14.70
Prairie Creek Redwoods ‘
(Ch. 1521 /74) oo 1,000,000 — 1,000,000 — 320.00
Pygmy Forest
(Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 1,400,000 — 1,400,000 — 642.00
Red Rock Canyon - _ '
(Ttem 350/T3) wormcsvmenon 30000 6229 343771 — 955400
(Ch. 1621/74) esvrnirsnrerenssssnns 450,000 - 450,000 — 2,000.00
Refugio SB . ‘
(Ch. 1484/74, Itern 410.7B) 1,100,000 — 1,100,000 - 42.00
Russian Gulch ‘
(Ttem 350/73) wocovreoere 350,000 7975 349,005 — 110.00
Salt Point
(Ch. 1521/74) werecsseconenns 1,100,000 — 1,100,000 — . 2330
San Elijo/ Cardiff
(Ch. 1484/74, Item 4107B) 2,000,000 — 200000 - — 370.00
San Luis Island :
{(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 4107B) 1,500,000 — 1,500,000 — 18,700.00-
Santa Cruz Mins. (Hoover :
Ranch) (Ch. 1423/72) .. 2,500,000 94173 2475827 - 2,274.00
Santa Monica Mtns.
(Itern 401.1/74) ..o 310,000 308,830 1,170 — Augmentation
(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) ~ - 3,900,000 - 3,900,000 — 1,630.00
Schooner Guleh and
Bowling Ball Beach

{Ch. 983/73) wocommrersmciene 200,000 90,195 179,875 — 80.00
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Acres
Amount Remaining  Acquired To Be

Praject (Appropriations) Available FExpenditures  Balance  to Date Acquired

{Ch. 1521774} oo ccrrersvnnenns 70,000 —_— 70,000 — Augmentation -
Shasta County{Horr Ranch /

(Ttem 379/73) cvreemrrrecmsrrranens 850,000 - 850,000 — 5,790.00

(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) 150,000 — 150,000 — Augmentation
Sonoma & Mendocino

Counlies :

(Ch, T38/T3) .evctmvererrmecersens 750,000 30,755 719,245 —_ Misc,
Sonoma Coast : :

(Ttem 318.2/72) coevvvvvvrseniasns 398,650 398,323 327 11.80 28.00

{Ttem 350/73) ...... 3925000 1,572918 2352,082  654.43 845.51

{Item 383.3/74) 600,000 258 599,742 — 250,00
South Carlsbad

(Ch. 1484/74, Ttem 410.7B) 3,000,000 — 3,000,000 — " 36.00
Stanford Home

(Ttem 379173} corceerrvirsserrrenes 851,000 — 951,000 — Mise.
Stone Lake _ )

{(Ttem 37HT3) cocermrrrrrrrireerees 6,240,000 — 6,240,000 —_ —_
Sugar Pine Point .

{Ch. 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 1,250,000 — 1,250,000 — - 4000
Suisun Marsh .

(Ch. 1521/74) crmeeoresrsrcon 2,000,000 — 2,000,000 - 68,173.00
Tomales Bay

{Ch. 1521774} weeeeeeecisrirnrnns 2,000,000 -— 2,000,000 —_ 602.00
Topanga Canyon : T

(Ttem 36265} vvvvnrreerrrerrrerens 6,399,000 6,158,528 740472 3121 130.00

{Item 322/72) v svssreriinns ‘ 459,000 1,969 457,031 — 2135

(Ch. 1515/74, Item 410.10C}) 2,500,000 - 2,500,000 — 600.00
Torrey Pines

{Ch, 1521/T4) ooecermmrrrrssmrserens 200,000 — 200,000 — 100
Usal Ranch

(Ch. 1521/74) ccoorrrrereerssmernens . 500,000 - 500,000 — 2,000.00
Van Damme ‘

{Ch, 1484/74, Item 410.7B) 220,000 —_ 290,000 — 169.00

(Ch. 1521/74) oo 980,000 — 280,000 — 73.00
Ward Creek

(TS 2T ) — 500,000 - 500,000 — 173.00
Willow Creek

(Ch, 983/73) ceeemercsvmrrrsresirrines 750,000 8,399 741,601 — 393.00

TOTALS..coeerecernaene 145,960,027 17997881 127,963,046 488216 144,050.78

.Source: Department of Parks and Recreation

HRemarks: Acreage acquired to date and not shown above is about 33,000 acres. -

ECIE
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 383 from the Recreation
and Fish and Wildlife En-

hancement Fund \1 ’ Budget p. 599
|-

o Vo — $817,368

Recommended special Teview .....oivrneeivsrsrnsisieneiesennsens 817,368

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The approval of Proposition 20 by the electorate in 1970 created the
Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund to provide $60 mil-
lion for the development of recreational facilities along the California
Water Project '

(a) Silverwood Lake State Recreation Area—blcycle and

hiking trails ... $450,000

We recommend special review. '

Construction at Silverwood State Recreation Area is nearing comple-
tion. This money is to finance the last features needed. No details or cost
information on this project have been recelved We therefore recommend
special review. L

{(b) Design and Construction planning ST A $367,368
. Werecommend deferral until the Design and Construction Division has
subritted its workoad substantiation.

This subitem appropriates money for reimbursement to the depart-
ment’s support Itern 251. It provides for continuing design and construc-
tion liaison with OAC on the projects financed from the Recreation and
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund. At the present time, the staffing
needed to accomplish this is not known. We have recommended under
Item 251 that the department schedule its workload and manpower re-
quirements in order that appropriations such as this subitem can be accu-
rately determined.
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DEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT

Item 384 from the Recreation :
and Fish and Wildlife En- -~ - o
hancement Fund o _ Budget p. 581

Requested 1975-76 .......ccoomreersncrcommsirerenn R .. $301,100
Recommended approval ... 301,100

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend approval
‘This item is for minor capital outlay for boating facilities at units of the
state water project. Projects include restrooms and extension of boat
ramps at Lake Oroville (Butte County), an additional boat ramp at Ther-
malito Forebay (Butte County) and an additional parking area at Perris
Lake State Recreation Area (Riverside County).

DEPARTMENT 0F NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT

Item 385 from the Becreatlon :
and Fish and Wildlife En-

hancement Fund Budget p. 583
Requested LI75-T6 ... mmsssssessssnes $175,000
Recommended approval ... 175,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend approval.

This item finances a repayment to the Department of Water Resources

(DWR) for costs incurred in extending boat ramps at the Loafer Creek
and Lime Saddle launching areas at Lake Oroville (Butté County). The
ramp work was done at a time when DWR had drawn down the reservoir
water level to repair power plant mtake trash racks.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND.RECREATION

the Recreation and Fish and ' :
*Wildlife Enhancement Fun- Budget p. 612

’[ LI
ANALYSIS AND RECO DAT..iS

Wer app: al,

: ddltlo ri al year.
The citations'hind titles of these prOJects are:

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

R/

Item 387 from the 1974 State ) B '
Beach, Park, Recreational and & -& /- 408
Historical Facilities Fund of

1974 . Budget p. 612
Bequested 1975-T6 .......cccoivirerrmrenrirrnrsrermnisieesssssesssssesssnesessenees $916,594
Recommended approval ... 60,000
Recommended special review e ssreeeseseseneeas 856,594

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review of preliminary planning ($200,000) and
design and construction planning ($656,594).

Approval of the 1974 State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical
Facilities Fund by the electorate authorized the expenditure of $250 mil-
lion in bonds of which $60 million is limited to development and $90

million to acquisition for the state park system.
(a) Preliminary Planming....i s $200,000

* A We recommend special review.

There is no cléar indication of the amount of plannmg money appro-
priated to the department from several sources in past years which has
been (1) transferred to OAC for preparation of preliminary plans, (2)
retained by the department, or (3) unexpended by the department. An
accounting should be made of these amounts. We have requested such an
accounting and we defer recon;lmendauon on further planning money
pending its receipt—"/ P

}-Design and Construction Planning ... 50205, A $656,594

We recommend special review until the deszgn and construction pro-.
gram workload has been resubmitted in accord with the recommendation
in Item 251.

(c) Historical and Archeologlcal surveys ..... O T— . $60,000

—
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We recommend approval,

This subitem is a reimbursement to the general support budget in Item
251. These funds provide for thie special research performed at historical |
sites prior to development

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 388 Reversions from the =~ '
State Beach, Park, Recreational =0 o
and Historical Facilities Fund b T e
of 1974 : _ : . < " "Budget p. 613

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS | -
We recommend deletion of the reversion for Item 410.7B(ii) Budget

' - Act of 1974, Carmel River.

Item 388 would revert the unencumbered balances of the projects listed
for the reasons shown:

ltem . Project . : Réason for Reverting
Item 410.10 ' Prairie Creek ! Duplicated by appropriation (Y) Chapter °
Budget Act of 1974 . . 1521, Statutes of 1974
Itern 410.10K Irvine Ranch Duplicated by Item 410.2, Budget Act of
Budget Act of 1974 ’ 1974 budget.
Ttem 379(b) Carmel River (Odello) ! Duplicated - by appropriation in Item
Budget Act of 1973 : . 410,7B{ii} Budget Act of 1974
{Item 379(e) Leo Carrillo (Marquardt)/ -« Department is dropping this project.
Budget Act of 1973 -
Item 410(f) Rancho Olompali _ Appropriation authorized development
Budget Act of 1974 rather than acquisition.
“ltem 4106 . Old Shasta (Litch Store) ~ Appropriation authorized development
., Budget Act of 1974 e but cited acquisition.
Item 379(j) Stone Lake</" . Department is dropping this project.

. Budget Act of 1973

. Item 410.7B(ii) Budget Act of 1974 is the funding source for the Carmel
River Project. It has not been acquired and should not be reverted. The
budgeted reversion is an error.

A
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} . DEPARTMENT OF PARKS ,AN.I?/RECR.EATION

Item 389 from .the State Beach,
. -Park, Recreational and Histori-

cal Facilities Fund of 1974 ' . ,~ Budget p. 598
Requested 121 S W | W A Htreeessaeneens $104,263
Recommended special' review. S P $104,263

sis is completed. ) :
This item Would reimby the Department of Parks and Recreation

specifications submitfe¢ #5r local grant projects funded from the 1974 Park
Bond Act. Th ‘vould also be used to administer funds for the 25
grant project

The 1975-7

question the ¥ _ ito ghness and su1tab111ty of the guidelines used in the'
department’s review process and recommend deferral untll acom- .
plete departmental workload is completed.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 390 from the State Beach,
Park, Recreational and Histori-

cal Facilities Fund of 1974 ' Budget p. 596
Requested 1975-T6 ......cccvciniinisminesninensese s seessmssssnssssisronsaeas $24.073,158 |
Recommended approval ........cceceeneenene s e anaees . 24,073,158

’XNALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval.

Passage of the 1974 State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facili-
ties Bond Act authorized a $90 million grant program to local government
on the basis of population. This item proposes to grant the $24 million for
381 projects identified in the administration program in Item 389. Local
governments utilize some of these funds in combination .with federal
. matching funds. The grants are applied for as prescribed in the bond act |,
and represent decisions made by local government. . /
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' DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 391 Reversions from the
State Beach, Park, Recreational
and Historical Facilities Fund :
of 1974 ' Budget p. 596

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval.

This item would revert part of t loca‘léﬁr’ant projects financed under
the 1974 Park Bonl'r Act. Theywefelncluded in the 297 projects receiving
appropriations bv Chaptert1572, Statute of 1974 (AB 3438).

Amount Local

hem ! ' Reverted Government Affected
Item 412(a) (273) Budgeg Act of 1974} ................. e Unencumbered City of Carpinteria
balance '
Item 412{a) (60) Budget At of 197 $57,150 City of Claremont
Ttem 412A (156) Budget Acthof 13H

$50 City of King

P
I

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Item 392 from the Higher Educa-
tion Construction Program
Fund (loan from the Capital.
Outlay Fund for Public Higher

Education) _ - Budget p. 913
Requested 1975-T6 .....cirireeerervrmissiereresnsennd reeereerrrivieniassannns $10,603,600 -
Recommended approval ... cossssesensessssssensens 4,562,400
Recommended reduction ... enens 5,808,600
Recommended augmentation ...........oceoevevevereiverererereresssesnsnens 1,304,000
Recommended special review.....cvevvvienreneennnns eereesenbeereraeasasenns ' 234,000
Net recommended approval .........ccvvvmrecevrninnrereieseserererernrnsees $5,866,400

. ‘Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Educational Fee Fund. Recommend addition of new 871
Budget Bill item appropriating approximately $6 million of
Educational Fee Funds for General Campus projects
proposed to be funded in Item 392.

2. Preliminary planning. Recommend two separate Budget 873
Bill items to implement proposal to expedite construction
projects,

3. Riverside. Reduce by $341,000. Recommend deletion of 874
.equipment for alterations 1973-74, Step 2.

4. Berkeley. Reduce by $72,000. Recommend deletion of 874
equipment for alterations 1974-75.
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5.
6.
7.

10.
1.

12.
13.
14.

15.
186.

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.

23.

Los Angeles. Reduce by §479,600, Recommend reduction
of equipment for Life Sciences Unit 3.
Davis. Reduce' by $26,000. Recommend reductxon of
equipment for Fire and Police station.

Santa Cruz. Recommend special review of equlpment re-

quest for library Unit 2.

. Universitywide. Rediice by $300,000. Recommend dele-

tion of planning funds.

Berkeley. Reduce by $289,000. Recommend deletion of
campus buildings, group 1, fire protection construction.
Davis. Reduce by $.957000 Recommend deletlon of fire
protection 1974-75 construction. :

Riverside. Reduce by $1,239, ) Recommend deletlon of
nine major buildings, fire suppressmn devices; construc-
tion.

Riverside. Reduce by $740,000. Recornmend deletion of

major buildings, correct life safety deficiencies construc-
tion.

San Diego. Reduce by $186,000. Recommend reduction of
general campus, Step 2, correct life safety deficiencies.
Santa Barbara. - Reduce by $56,000. Recommend reduc-
tion of general campus, correct life safety deficiencies con-
struction. -

Irvine. Augment by $377,000. Recommend addition of
health and safety modifications contruction..

Davis. Reduce by $1,103,000. Recommend reduction of
electrical generating facilities to provide for working draw-
ings only.

Santa Barbara. Reduce by $18,000. Beconirnend'reduc-.-

tion of central control Phase 2, construction.
Davis. Augment by $321,000. Recommend addition of

‘utilities 1975-76 construction.

Los Angeles. Augment by $335,000. Recommend addition
of utilities 1975-76 construction.

San Diego. Augment by $153,000. Recommend addlhon
of utilities 1975-76 construction.

Santa Barbara. Augment by $118,000. Recommend addi-
tion of utilities 1975-76 construction. .

Health Sciences. Augment by $20575,000 from the
Health Sciences Facilities Construction Program Fund
7honds}. Recommend adding Budget Bill item for neces-
sary health science projects.

Relocate Vegetable Crop Field Headquarters. Recom-

mend funding project from both Health Sciences bond

. funds and Educational Fee funds.

Itermn 392

874

875
875
876

876

876

876

877

877

87

877
878

878
879

879

879
879

880

881



Item 392 ' CAPITAL OUTLAY / 81

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The University of California capital outlay programs totals $14,603,000.
This amount is in three items. Item 378 contains $2 million from the
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE) and itein
395 another $2 million (loan funds) for minor capital improvement
projects. This item (392) contains $10,603,000 from the COFPHE as a loan
to an anticipated Higher Education Construction Program Fund bond
issue of 1976. The loan is proposed to be repaid in June, 1976 from the first
proceeds from the bonds. A more detailed discussion of this loan proposal
is in our discussion of item 377, page 854.

Use of Tuition—Policy Change

We recommend that a new item be added to the Budget Bill appropriat-
ing $6 million of Educational Fee funds (tuition} for General Campus
projects that are proposed to be funded in Item 392. This would save §6
million in loan funds proposed in Item 392.

The Education Fee funds (tuition) (EFF) was first established by the
Regents in the 1970-71 fiscal year. Initially nearly all the revenue received
from this fee was earmarked for capital outlay use thereby offsetting the
need for state funds. In 1971-72 state funding requirements of $23.9 million
were relieved by use of these funds for capital outlay. Since that time a
larger portion of this revenue has been used to fund operating budget
programs such as student aid so that in 1974-75 only $15.4 million of EFF
was used to offset state funds for capital outlay.

The 1975-76 Regents request was to use more of this tuition for operat-
.ing budget items (particularly student aid) so that only $6 million was-
proposed to offset capital outlay. However, the Governor’s Budget does
not recommend using this $6 million and instead proposes using a loan
from COFPHE to be repaid from the proceeds of a proposed 1976 bond
act. Because the budget makes no provision to expend this $6 million,
these funds are still available for use.

Given the potential financial problems facing the state, we have difficul-
-ty justifying the new policy which borrows $6 million from a future bond
act in order to free $6 million of current tuition revenue for unidentified
or unrequested needs. As a result we are recommending that the $6
million of tuition funds (EFF) be appropriated for capital outlay as origi-
nally requested by the Regents. This would reduce the amount of the state
loan funds by an equal amount. :

Instructiona! Capacity

As we have pointed out in our Capltal Outlay Summary, page 8253,
enrollments in higher education are increasing at a slower rate and are
expected to peak in the early 1980’s and decline to below current enroll-
ments. The current level of enrollment is not expected to be attained
again until the 1990’s. The University system is expected to follow this

trend.
" Because of this projected enrollment trend we believe it would be
unwise to fund projects which would provide capacity in excess of 1975-76
enrollment needs. This will require some overcrowding during the late
1970’s and early 1980’s. However, this will not last and existing instruction-
al related space within the University system should be more than ade-
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quate through the 1990s.

The University system currently has adequate space for 1975—7 6 enroll-
ment needs. Current space plus space previously approved and funded for
construction provides 112 percent of the need for classroom space and 97
percent of the need in all other instruction and research space. Therefore,
there is no apparent need for additional instructional related space in the
University system. /

The projects proposed in the Budget Bill do not provide new space for
enrollment growth. The Governor’s Budget indicates that “no provisions
are made for new starts that contemplate enrollment growth pending the
administration’s review with the Umversﬂy of the proposed program.’

Proposad 1975 Capltal 0utlay Program

This item contains 19 projects totaling $10,603,000. We have divided the
projects into four categories and in the same priority order as shown in the
Regent’s proposed program. We have recommended augmentations to
add those projects we believe should proceed. A summary of this proposal
and our recommendations is provided in Table 1.

] Table 1
University of California
Summary of Proposed Program and Legislative Ansalyst Recommendations

: Budget Legislative
Item Bilf Analyst  Analysis

No.  Project Title Phase® Campus Amount Recommendation Page
A. Universitywide Projects ‘
{1} Preliminary planning ........... p Universitywide $300,000 $300,000 873
B. Equipment Projects :
(3) Alterations 1973-74 Step 2.... e Riverside 341,000 B 0 84
. (—341,000)
(4) Alterations 1974-75 .....ccomreeens e Berkeley 72,000 0 814
' {—72,000)
{5) Life Sciences Unit 3 ..cccon e Los Angeles 994,000 514400 874
: ’ {—479,600)
(6) Humanities Bldg. (Mande- :
ville Center) .......coourreene e San Diego 226,000 C 996,000 874
(7} King Hall Basement develop-
101530 SRRSO e Davis - 67,000 67,000 874
(8) Third College Academic ' .
05531 30 RO e San Diego 420,000 490,000 874
(9 Fire and Police Station......... e Davis 112,000 86,000 875
' {—$26,000}
{10y University Library Unit 2 ... e Santa Cruz 234,000 Special 875
. ‘ Review
SUBEOEAL oo s §2466000 $1313400
. ' : (—$518,600)
C. Life Safety Projects
{2) Preliminary planning ........... p Universitywide 300,000 Y0 376
: : e L (-300,000)
(11) Campus buildings, Group 1, ‘
fire protection. ... ¢ Berkeley 289,000 ) 0 376
o {—280,000)
{(12) Fire protection 1974-75 ....... we Davis 957,000 0 376

{—957,000)
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Table 1

" University of California '
Summary of Proposad Program and Legislative Analyst Recommendations

Budget Legislative

Ttem “Bill Analvst  Analysis
No.  Project Title - .  Phase® Campus Amount- Recommendation Page
{13) Fire suppression devices o )

: (nine major buildings) .. we  Riverside - 1,239,000 0 876

AT : : (—$L239,000) -
(14) Correct life safety deficien- - o
cles {major buildings) .. we Riverside ] 740,000 0 8
‘ {—$740,000)

(15) General campus, Step 2, cor- R -
rect life safety deficien- S
o3 1= SO we San Diego ‘ 2,099,000 o L913,000 877

{—$186,000)
(16} General campus, correct life ‘
safety deficiencies .......... we  Santa Barbara 243,000 . 187,000 877
— Health and safety modifica- ' ;
HOML coevvassrmsrssmmserssessmserssssseons we  JIrvine ) . 0 . 377,000 877
{4+ $377,000)
Subtotal. 85,867,000 $2.477,000, -
o (—$3,390,000)
D. Utility and Site Development ' : o
Projects . ' K
(17) Electrical generating facility we  Davis . 1,171,000 68,000 8718
. - (—$1,103,000) ‘
(18) Central control, Phase 2....... we  Santa Barbara 294,000 . 276,000 878
' (—$18,000)

(19) Integration of Revelle build-
ing systems into central .
COMETOL.corernsecerermrccermmmsemmarne San Diego 505,000 505,000 878

— Utilities 1975-76 ... Davis 0 321,000 © 879
, . : (-+$321,000)

— Utilities, 1975-76 .....corrsevrremesens we Los Angeles 0 335,000 879
. (335,000

— Utilities, 1975=76..o.v.econmrecrmmmeees we  San Diego 0 153,000 879

(+8153,000)

— Utltes, 1975-T6 ccovorsecsrsreennnee wc  Santa Barbara 0 118,000 876
' (+8118,000)
LIT11310) 1 N $1,970,000 $1,776,000
T (—$§194,000)
TOTAL 7 ) $10,603,000 $5,886,400
[ © (—$4,502,600)

* Phase symbwol mdxcates p—opreliminary plans, w—working drawings; c—construction; e—equipment.

In the following discussion we have divided the budget bill program into
the categories identified in Table 1.

A. Universitywide Projects

We recommend two Budget Bill items for pre]sznary Panning funds
for (1) utility and site development and () major building projects.
This category contains one request for $300,000. This will provide pre-
liminary plans for projects to be proposed in the 1976-77 fiscal year. The
requested amount will provide for approximately $20,000,000 in contruc-
tion costs based on 1.5 percent for prehmmary planning.
In our Capital Cutlay Summary, page 827, we have recommended that
all planning and working drawing approprxatlons be limited to one-year

availability. These appropriations haveé traditionally been included under -
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the three year availability of capital outlay funds. Construction funds are
required for three years. However, planning and working drawings in
most cases should not require over one year and funding should be limited

“to that time period.

In the past it appears that major building projects have been delayed

because of a tendency to (1) delay plannlng and/or working drawings

until construction funds are provided in the Budget Bill or (2} delay
planning until working drawings are appropriated. Appropriating plan-
ning and working drawing funds for one year only should discourage these

delays and expedite construction projects because delays would have tobe

explained and justified to the Legislature annually if reappropriation is
needed.

To assist the implementation of this proposal, we récommend two.

budget items for preliminary planning. One item, for $200,000, to provide
planning for major building projects to be proposed in the 1976-77 fiscal
year. These funds should be released for those working drawing projects
for major building which are included in the 1976-77 Budget Bill. This will
allow planning to start three to six months earlier and working drawings
could be nearly complete when construction funds are requested in the
following fiscal year. This procedure would (1) expedite approved
projects and save construction costs related to inflation and (2) provide
the Leglslature improved budget information.

The remaining $100,000 would be for planning of ut1l1ty and site devel-
opment projects. Because of the nature of these projects, they are funded

“annually and planning has been timely.

B. Equipment Projects

This category contains equipment requests for new building space or
existing space which has been altered. We recommend approval except
for those requests discussed below.

~ Riverside

We récommend deletion of Item 392(3), equip alterations 1973-74, Step
2. a reduction of $341,000.

This request is for equipment for space altered to provide improved
utilization for existing programs. Equipment needs for ongoing programs

are provided in the University operating budget. Alteration of this space -

does not generate needs for equipment beyong the normal operating
budget allotment. Therefore, we recommend deleh'on.

.Berkeley

We recommend deletion of Iterm 392(4), equzpmentalterabons 197475,
a reduction of $7.3,000.

This request is identical to the Riverside proposal dlscussed above. Any
equxpment needs for ongoing programs shquld be provided in the Umver-
sity’s operating budget.

We recommend reduction of Item 392(5), equip Life Sciences Unit 3,
a reduction of $479,600.

The Life Sciences 3 facility contains approximately 70, 000 assignable
square feet (asf). State support for .this facility was for approximately
453,000 asf. The remaining area was not supported by the state and was
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provided from a federal NIH grant and gift funds.

_This request includes $338,500 for state funding of equipment within the
nonstate supported area. This space was not supported or reviewed by the
state and the necessary equipment should be financed from other sources.

In addition, the equipment list for the state supported area contains (1)
$5,500 for a fire extinguisher system which should be part of the construc-
tion project, (2) $75,000 for shared costs of two electron microscopes and
(3) $15,000 for a water purification system that is proposed to be leased.
We recommend deletion of these items.

Early in 1974 the University conducted a survey of the number of elec-
tron microscopes on each campus and the usage of each microscope. This
survey revealed that UCLA had 37 electron microscopes, with a range of
usage from 0 {5 microscopes) to 40 (9 mlcroscopes) hours per week. Most
were used 20 hours or less per week.
 The Supplementary Report on the Comm1ttee on Conference related
to the Budget Bill of 1974, recommended that the Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission, in cooperation with the University, conduct a study to
determine the appropriate rate of use for electron microscopes. The find-
ings of this study were to be reported to the Joint Legislative Budget

. Committee by January 1, 1975. We have not received this report. It was

our understanding that the University would place a moratorium on pur-
chase of electron microscopes until this study had been completed and
reviewed. Because of this and in view of the low use of these microscopes
on the UCLA campus we recommend deletion of the proposed purchase. -

Davis

We recommend a reduction of Item 392(9), equip F}re and Pobce Sta-
tion, a reduction of $26,000.

The Fire and Police Station will replace existing facilities and provide
additional space for these functions. The request includes equipment
which is not related to the additional space (i.e., office equipment, hose
washers, hose testers). This equipment is related to the existing functions
and should not be a part of the capital improvement program. If replace-
ment equipment is needed it should be funded from the operating budget
equipment allotment.

Santa Cruz

We recommend specm] review of Ttem 392¢10), equment for Library
Unit 2.

This request indicates that there is no existing equipment for the new
library addition. However, upon completion of this addition the campus
will move from temporary 11brary quarters in the Applied Science Build-
ing. The library equipment in this temporary space will be moved to the
library addition. In fact, the request includes $8,300 to move the existing
equipment. The value of this equipment should be deducted from the
requested amount.

Also several functions to be housed in the new space are presently
operating in the existing library building. The equipment presently used
by these functions should be counted and deducted from the request.

In view of the above we recommend special review of this request to
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allow the University an opportunity to reevaluate the existing equipment.
The value of this équipment should be provided before budget hearings
and deducted from the requested amount.

C. Life Safety Pro;ects

This category contains seven proposals. We have recommended the
addition of one project to this category.

The Budget Act of 1974, provided $10 million for correction of earth—
quake, fire and life safety hazards throughout the University system. This
amount was provided as a lump sum to be used for a list of 20 projects
including life safety-seismic studies and preliminary planning. A condition
of this appropriation was that the scope and cost of each project must be
agreed upon by the University, Department of Finance and the Chairman
of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee or his designee. Less than
$500,000 of the appropriation has been allocated by the State Public Works

‘Board.

One of the major reasons for the slow progress of thlS program is that
the University has not adopted a policy for correcting seismic safety haz-
ards. The University has not established (1) the degree to which existing

- buildings will be rehabilitated or (2) priorities for corrective work. Many

buildings will also require seismic work and fire and life safety corrective
work. Therefore, it is necessary to (1) evaluate each building with regard
to each aspect of corrective work, (2) establish priorities and (3) coordi-
nate the proposed work. The University is attempting to resolve the com-
plexities of this program. Hopefully, the University will soon complete and
approve a policy upon which these projects can be reviewed.

The projects in this category are for fire and life safety only and except
as noted are unrelated to the policy discussed above, We recommend
approval except as noted.

Universitywide ‘

We recommend deletion of Item 392(2), Umversztyw:de pre];mmary
planning, a reduction of $300.000. -
Berkeley

We recommend deletion of Item 392(11), campus buildings, group I,
fire protection, a reduction of $289,000.

The above two projects were funded in Item 393, Budget Act of 1974.
As discussed above funds are still available in that appropnatlon These

requests should be funded from that source.

Davis

We recommend deletion of Item 392¢12), fire protecaon 1974—75 a
reduction of $957,000.

Riverside

We recommend deletion of Item 392(13) nine major buildings, fire
suppression devices, a reduction of $1.239,000.
These requests would provide fire protection in various areas. T1t1e 19

~ of the California Administrative Code requires minimum design and con-
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struction requirements and establishes fire, explosion and panic safety
practices and procedures in various buildings. This code should be fol-
lowed and the Legislature has consistently supported projects necessary
to meet these requirements. However, all of the buildings in these re-
quests currently meet existing code and these projects provide for work
that exceeds current code requirements. Therefore, we recommend dele-
tion.

Riverside

We recommend deletion of Item 392(14) major buildings, correct life
safety deficiencies, a reduction of $740,000.

This request is apparently related to seismic safety and should be de-
ferred pending a University policy regarding this type of project, In any
case, the justification submitted for this project is 1nadequate There is no

detail of what is to be accomplished and the cost estimate is not substan-
tiated.

San Diego

We recommend a $186,000 reduction in Item 392(15) generaf campus,
Step 2, correct life safety deficiencies.

Th1s project provides for the correction of life safety deficiencies in
several campus buildings. The items in the project are related to code
deficiencies which should be corrected. However, several items are (1)
general maintenance repair work or (2) work in non-state supported
buildings. These items, totaling $150,300, should be funded through main-
tenance or from non-state funds.

The request also includes a $35,700 request for a fire protected corridor
in the humanities library. This item was inadvertently counted twice in
the cost estimate. The total should be reduced accordmgly

Santa Barhara

We recommend a reduction of $58, 000 in Item 3.92(16) general campus,
correct life safety deficiencies.

This proposal is for the correction of several unsafe conditions within
various buildings on the campus. Many of these conditions are related to
code requirements and we recommend approval of these items., _

However, parts of the request are (1} normal maintenance items, (2)
in excess of code requirements or (3} related to admlmsl:ratwe proce-
dures. We recommend delet1on of these items.

Irvme

We recommend addition of working drawings and construction for
health and safety modifications, an augmentation of $377,000,

This project will provide health and safety modifications in several areas
of the campus. The work includes corrections to meet the recently estab-
lished requirements of (1) physically handicapped persons building ac-
cessibility laws and (2) Cal-OSHA. This wark is necessary and we believe
the project should proceed in the budget year.
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D. Utility and Site Development Projects

This category contains three projects. Each project is related to savings
in maintenance and operations costs and/or energy savings. We have
recommended the addition of four utility projects which we believe are
necessary and should proceed.

. We recommend approval except as discussed below.

Davis 7

We recommend a §1,103,000 reduction in Itern 392(17), electrical gener-
ating facilities, to provide working drawings only.

The current heating and cooling capacity at the Davis campus is ade-
quate for the foreseeable future. The proposal in this item contains addi-
tional steam heating boilers. These boilers are not necessary for the
electrical generating proposal or other campus needs. Therefore, the
proposed program should not include any additional heating and coohng
capacity.

The proposal would provide electrical generating capacity on the Davis
campus. Upon completion, the campus should experience a savings in
both energy consumption and operating costs. A report prepared for the
campus, by a consulting engineer, indicates that the system will (1) pay
for itself in three to four years, (2) save an energy equivalent of 30,000 to
40,000 barrels of oil per year and (3) provide a net reduction in atmos-
pheric pollutance of between 90 to 125 tons per year. These anticipated
advantages are certainly desirable and the proposed system represents an
energy savings attitude that the state should encourage.

However, this proposal is in the early planning stages. Accurate design
and cost information is not available and a more accurate assessment of the
advantages of this system can be attained upon refinement of the system
design. Also, because of the early stage of this project, construction would
probably not start in the budget year. Therefore, we recommend fundlng
for working drawings only

Santa Barbara

We recommend an .5‘18 000 reduction in Item 392(18) central control
phase 2, to reflect previously funded amounts.

The central control phase 2 project will provide the last phase of a
system that allows monitoring and control of heating, air-conditioning and
ventilating system components in all major buildings on this campus. This
system will provide a savings in both energy consumption and operating
costs. The estimated savings in operating cost totals $65,000 annually.

. The total project (phase 1 and 2) was designed in 1972. Therefore, the
design fees ($18,000) related to this phase were funded at that time, We
recommend deletion of this amount.

' We recommend adding the following four prcyects to the Budget Bill:
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Davis

We recommend addition of working drawings and construction for utili-
ties 1975-76 construction, an augmentation of $321,000.
. This project will provide (1) a domestic water well and water line

connection and (2) cathodic protection for existing natural gas piping.
The additional well and water line connection is necessary to provide
adequate fire [protection in the west campus area. The cathodic protection
portion of the project is required to meet federal regulations regardmg
natural gas distribution lines.

Los Angeles

We recommend addition of working drawings and construction for utili-
Hes 1975-76 construction, an augmentation of $335,000. .

This project is required to provide an adequate steam supply t¢ the new
Life Sciences Unit 3 building. The building is expected to be occupied at
the end of the budget year and the additional steam supply is needed to
make the building fully operable.

The project also provides a stand-by steam source for the campus hospi-
tal. Under existing conditions, if the steam service to the hospital is inter-
rupted, the main general campus steam supply line must be used for
hospital needs, If this occurs there would be no steam available to the
general campus. Because of the age of the hospital steam service piping
there is an above-normal potential for frequent and extended interrup-
tions. Hence, we recommend funding of this project in the budget year.
San Diego

We recommend addition of working drawings and construction for utili-
ties 1975-76, an augmentation of $153,000.

This project will provide an additional water supply to the upper cam-
pus area. Water-flow tests conducted by the city of San Diego Fire Depart-
ment revealed that the present maximum water flow rate of 1,600 gallons
per minute (gpm} in the north campus is inadequate for fire protection.
The additional line will increase the fire protection flow rate to the neces-
sary 4,000 gpm.

Santa Barbara -

We recommend addition of working drawings and construction for utili-
ties 1975-76, an augmentation of $118,000.

This project provides for (1) ‘a fire sprinkler system for the campus
propane fuel storage tanks and (2) drainage for power and communica-
tions manholes.

The campus utilizes propane gas for stand- by fuel to be used when
natural gas supplies are interrupted. The storage facilities include eight
30,000-gallon above ground storage tanks. The sprinkler system is
proposed to keep the tanks from rupturing in the event of fire. Because
of the number and size of these tanks there is a high potential for loss of
life or property in the event of a fire and explosion. This proposal repre-
sents a reasonable effort to minimize this danger.

Drainage for communications and power manholes is necessary to pro-
tect numerous underground electrical and communication cables. The
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value of the underground cables is between $400,000 and $500,000. The
failure and consequent replacement of cables because of water damage is
costly and can be averted with a drainage system as proposed. Such .a
system is common practice and should have been installed initially.
However, this was not done and we recommend approval of the proposal.

HEALTH SCIENCES

We recornmend addition of a new Budget Bill itern for $20,575,000 from
the 1972 Health Sciences Facilities Construction Program Fund (bonds)
for necessary health science projects.

There are no funds in the Budget Bill for University health science

facilities capital outlay. The Governor’s Budget indicates that “due to the
complex nature of health science education and the delivery of health care
services” there are no proposed health science construction expenditures
pending an administration review with the University of the programs in”
this area. :
. There is approximately $53.4 million remaining in the 1972 Health
Sciences Facilities Construction Program Fund (bonds). This amount in-
cludes receipt of approximately $23.5 million in federal grants as offsets to
bond fund appropriations. In addition to the $53.4 million, the Budget Bill
contains a $1,357,000 reversion of a prior appropriation for the Riverside
Medical Program. We have also recommended the transfer of the Irvine
Medical Program to Davis. There has been approximately $24 million
appropriated from the bond funds for health science capital outlay at
Irvine. These funds have not been expended. Thus, there could be as
much as $78.8 million of health science bond funds available for future
appropriation.

In our opinion, there are several projects that should be funded from
this source. These proposals and the related costs are as shown in Table .
2. .

Table 2

Legislative Analyst Proposed Health Science
Capital Qutlay Program from the Health Sciences Bond Fund

Legislative Analyst
Praject Title Phase® Campus Recommendation
Correct life safety deficiencies Step 2, University Hospi-

tal of San Diego County ..o W San Diego $828,000
Basic Seiences building, correct life safety deficiencies  we San Diego . 507,000
Replacement facilities for UC Hospital, inpatient care - -

ATEAS covseseccussirrenstsssansssiarmorstsarsussmssss et sessnss issessus sssassien we San Franeisco 7,612,000
Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Institute alterations,

SteP 2 s we San Franeisco 760,000
Medical Sciences building, Fire Protection, 1975-76 ...... we San Francisco 446,000
Relocate Vegetable Crop Field headquarters ... we Davis 408,000
Reserve for construction COSt TiSE.....uwmmeemsrcemsmsrecsrmminans _— Universitywide 9,514,000
PANDOE ...cvonrsnrrrrsmmssrsmmarsesssssressssmierens sasens - Universitywide 500,000

N $20,575,000

3 Phase symbol indicates: w—working drawings; e—construction.

The major portion of our proposal contains construction pojects which

£
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are necessary to correct fire and life safety hazards and to comply with the
recently adopted hospital seismic code regulations, Chapter 1130, Statutes
of 1972 (SB 519). These projects are essential for the safe operation and
continued use of the respective facilities and we believe they should be
funded in the budget year.

We have also included funds for (1) a relocation project at Davis, (2)
a reserve for construction cost-rise augmentatxon of previously approved
- projects (exclusive of Irvine and Riverside) and for those projects in our
proposal and (3) preliminary planning funds for projects to be proposed
in 1976-71.

Relocate Vegetahle Crop Field Headquarters

We recommend funding this project from both Health Sciences bond
funds and Educational Fee funds.

The proposed Davis project is required because of the location of anew
west campus entrance road. The new road will pass through a portion of
the existing field headquarters. Because of this, effective operation of the
field headquarters, consisting of offices, laboratories and greenhouses, will
not be posmble

A major reason for this road is the development of permanent medical
school facilities in this area of the campus. These facilities will generate
added traffic to the campus and an access near the facilities rather than
through the general campus is highly desirable.

It should also be pointed out that the permanent medical facilities dis-
place a portion of the vegetable crops field area, and any subsequent
additions would further encroach on this area.

Therefore, in our opinion, a portion of the cost to relocate the vegetable
crop facilities should be borne by health sciences bond funds. However,
because the new road is also a benefit to the general campus, we believe
the cost should be shared between Health Science bond funds and Educa-
tional Fee funds.

The Budget Act of 1972, Item 308{26) and Budget Act of 1973, Item
360(24) appropriated working drawing and construction funds from Edu-
cational Fee Fund for utilities and site development. A portion -of these
funds was for extension of an interior campus road. It is our understanding
that this project has been deferred indefinitely and the associated $417,000
will not be used. We recommend that these funds be reappropriated
under Section 11 of the Budget Bill, for the vegetable crop relocation
project. This would provide approximately 50 percent of the project cost.

University's Proposed Health Science Capital Outlay Program

The university proposed a $53.4 million health science capital outlay
program. This amount would have depleted the bond fund. A summary
of this program is provided in Table 3.

Table 3
University of California Regents’ Proposad Health Sciences Capntal Outlay Pro
gram—Unfunded in Budget Bill
PIANIUNE .oovvveveveceeereiicrinrsssere e rsisiss e ressnsssssssessssssasssssesessssasene $930,000 -
WOTKing drawin@s........ocevceverersemrerscesersesnessessiiicncensrnsesssrasesssans 228,000
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Construction ... e sseessesa e eses s e+ 26,516,000
EQUIPIMENT .ovovccserereein s sssmseseresresesssasesssessessssaesesess 1,917,000
Hospital acquisition ... 5,000,000
Reserve for construction Cost TiSE .........cvvoorveirievirsssenes 18,792,000

g ) D B S . $53,383,000

Several of the projects proposed in the University program should be
funded in the budget year. However, planning for these projects has not
proceeded as rapidly as expected. We are withholding a recommendation
regarding these projects until more adequate information is available. We
anticipate receiving this information prior to budget hearings and we will
make additional recommendations, if appropriate, at that time.

University—Orange County Agreement

On October 1, 1974 the University and the County of Orange entered
into an agreement to transfer the Orange County Medical Center to the
University effective July 1, 1975. The agreement requires that if an addi-
tional state appropriation of $8,230,000 is not enacted by March 1, 1975, the
agreement terminates.

No provision for this has been included in the Governor’s Budget and
the operating budget has not been adjusted to reflect the additional costs
of operating a hospital.

We examined the agreement and presented our conclusions to the Joint
Committee on Health Science Education on December 19, 1974. In that
report we recommended that (1) the agreement not be approved and (2)
the College of Medicine at Irvine be closed and the students be trans-
ferred to the other UC Medical schools (pr1ncxpally Davis) without a
reduction in the output of MD’s.

With the high costs of medical educatlon and the pending financial
problems of the state, we believe the Regents should give serious consider-
ation to the benefits that would accrue if the costs of operating a fifth
medical school were avoided. : '
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Item 393 from the Higher Edu-
cation Construction Program
Fund (loan from the Capital
Outlay Fund for Public H1gh—

er Education). - - - Budget p. 913
Requested 1975-T6 ......ccccvrmnimisrmemmminissssssssrssissnsmmsninmssssssiioons 52,000,000
Recommended special review....ccoiuineee. rerreesenesnneed erssasirasanns $2,000,000
! ' Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Universitywide. Recommend spec1al review of minor capl- 883
tal \?utlay projects.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A description of the minor capital outlay proposal is under our dlSCl.lS-
sion of Item 376 and 853.

We recommend special review until we have had an opportumty to
examine the University's annua] post audit report of minor capital outlay

projects.
" This proposal plus Item 376 provides a total of $4 million for minor
capital outlay projects throughout the University system. The amount in
this item is proposed from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher
Education {COFPHE) as a loan to an anticipated Higher Education Con-
struction Program bond issue. The loan would be repaid from the first
proceeds of this bond issue in June 1976. Item 376 provides $2 million from
the COFPHE for the same purpose. It is unclear why the total amount is
split funded in this manner. ' ,

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Item 394 from the Higher Educa-
tion Construction Program
Fund (Loan from the Capital = - _
Outlay Fund for Public Higher . _ ,
Education) ‘ Budget p. 953

RequeESted 1975-T6 ........ccocceucmmmrerresnneremsissssesssssissosrgonsassarssssssssssssns $11,838,000
Recommended approval ... ccnsisesssssssssennns 5,550,200
Recommended redBthion .......vnsvsrneiesnessmessnssensns 5,882,800
Recommended augmentation ..o TR 100,000
Recommended special TeVIEW .......cvriveverernieieisnnsnerseseesasessnses 405,000

Net recommended approval ............ et sne et s nararens ~ o $5,650,200



884 / CAPITAL OUTLAY Item 394

* CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES—Continued

' . Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page
1. College Sites. Recommend selling undeveloped state col- - 886
lege sites in Contra Costa, San Diego and Ventura Coun-
ties. ’
2. San Diego. Reduce by $778,000. Recommend deletmn of 889
Life Sciences Rehabilitation construction. '
3. San Jose. Reduce by $2,810,000). Recommend deletion of 889
Old Science Rehabilitation for Psychology construction.
4. San Luis Obispo. Reduce by $762,000. Recommend dele- 889
tion of Crandall Hall gym and Natatorium construction.
3. Statewide. Augment by $100,000. Recommend additional 889
preliminary planning funds and two separate Budget Bill
items to .implement proposal to expedite construction
projects. ©
Bakersfield. Reduce by $664,000. Recommend delehon of 890
Central Plant III construction.
Dominquez Hills. Reduce by $7,500. Becommend reduc— 890
tion of Outdoor Physical Education Facility equipment.
Humboldt. Reduce by $60,000. Recommend deletion of 850
Marine Laboratory addition equipmerit.
. San Diego. Reduce by $36,000. Recommend deletion of 891
Arts and Sciences Building Rehabilitation equipment. :
. 10. Chico. Recommend special review of the library equip- 891
© ment request.
11. Long Beach. Reduce by $150,000. Recommend deletion of 891
: Utilities 1975 working drawings and construction.
12. San Diego. Reduce by $615,000. Recommend deletion of - 892
Utilities 1975 working drawings and construction. '

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

The California State University and Colleges (CSUC) capital outlay
program is proposed for funding from two sources in three separate items.
Item 378 contains $2 million from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public
Higher Education (COFPHE) and Item 393 an additional $2 million (loan
funds) for statewide minor (under $100,000 per project) construction
projects. This Item (394) contains $11,838,000 for 27 projects. The amount
in this item and Item 393 is from a Higher Education Construction Pro-
gram Bond Fund issue to be proposed in 1976. The interim funding repre-
sents a loan from the COFPHE to be repaid in June, 1976, from the first
proceeds of the bond issue. A more detailed discussion of this funding
proposal is under our analysis of Itemn 377 page 854. -

© @ @

instructional Capacity

- As we have pointed out over the past several years, enrollments
throughout higher education are generally increasing at a less rapid rate.
Enrollments are expected to decrease beginning in the early 1980’s, to
drop below current levels during the 1980’s and not reach current levels
again until the 1990°s. The CSUC system is expected to experience this
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trend and enrollments are continually being revised downward. This is
borne out in the Trustee’s' enroliment projections contained in the five-
year capital outlay program. Last year we reported that enrollments for
1973-74 were originally projected at 230,260 FTE. This was first revised
downward to 226,200 FTE and then to 219,750 FTE in the 1974-75 program
projections. The final report for actual 1973-74 enrollments dropped be-
low these revisions to. 218,075 FTE, or 12,185 FTE (5.3 percent) less than
ongmally projected.

In view of this we believe it unnecessary to fund projects in excess of
1975-76 enrollment needs. Table 1 compares current instructional capaci-
ty space with space needs for 1975-76. The space needs indicated in the
table are based on the Trustees revised enrollment allocations dated De-
cember 9, 1974. We realize that this will result in some overcrowding
during the latter part of this decade. However it will be temporary and
the campuses should have adequate capacity into the 1990’s. In addition,
as can be seen in Table 1 all but one campus currently have excess class-
roomn space and only seven have some deficiency in class laboratories. It
should also be noted that the Postsecondary Eduecation Commission is in
the process of establishing class-laboratory utilization rates for an 8:00 a.m.
to 10:00 p.m. scheduling period. This is a longer utilization schedule than
currently used. Therefore, the class-laboratory capacities in Table 1 should
increase under the new standards.

Table 1

Calnforma State University and Colleges
FTE Capacity Neoads l!l'l 1975/76 Compared to Existing °

Classroom (FTE) Class Laboratories (FTE)

Need Deficit (—) Need  Deficit (-)

Campus Existing 1975/76  Excess (+)  Existing  1975/76 Excess (+)
Bakersfield................ 3,197 1,990 41,209 433 257 +176
i 11,016 9,603 41,413 1,163 1296 ~63
5,689 47386 +1,303 530 ° 142 +388
12,347 10,491 +1,856 1,443 1,352 +91
Fullerton . 15324 12,557 +2,767 1,113 1,102 +11
Hayward..... .- 12414 6,776 +5,638 617 600 +17
Humboldt................. 6,038 5,116 +872 763 965 —202
Long Beach............ 18853 17,505 +1,348 1,810 2,183 -373
Los Angeles ... 18,544 12,728 . +5816 1,809 1,006 +803
Northridge ..........co.. 16,107 15,421 +686 1,106 1,195 -89

Pomona........ceveerinen: 11,072 7,849 +3,223 1,260 1,015 +245 -
Sacramento ........... 14,304 13,198 +1,106 . 1,029 893 +136
San Bernardino........ 3413 2,746 +667 289 152 +137
San Diego ... 21,624 18,870 +3,054 2,016 ‘9,176 —160
San Franeisco . 14,833 13,448 +1,385 1,432 1,667 —235
San Jose .ovicnniien © 18,416 15,356 +3,060 2,092 2,025 +67
San Luis Obispo...... . 9978 11,751 -1,773 1,744 2,440 —696
Sonoma 5,220 4,489 473 448 334 +114
Stanislaus .o..evviriineens 3518 2018 41500 267 108 +159
TOTAL oo 222 207 186,595 +38,859 21,364 20,838 +526

2 Includes space funded for construction prior to 1975-76.
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 Limit Availability of Planning and Working Drawing Appropriations

. Under our capital outlay summary (Page 827) we have recommended
that all planning and working drawings appropriations be limited to a one
year availability. In the past, these appropriations have been included
under the three year availability of capital outlay funds. Three year availa-
bility is necessary for construction funds. However, project planning and
working drawings, in most cases, should not require more than one year
imd 11(1i our opinion, the appropnatmns for these purposes should be so

imite

In the past many projects funded for working drawmgs have not pro-

ceeded in a timely manner. This has apparently occurred because of a
tendency to (1) defer planning until construction funds are approved or
(2) request working drawing funds before they are needed. In order to
expedite approved projects (and limit increased construction costs) we
have recommended that these appropriations be limited to one year and
that prior appropriations be limited to the 1975-76 fiscal year. Any praject
requiring a longer. period could be reexamined and reappropriated in the
succeeding budget act. At that time any delays would have to be explained
and justified to the Legislature,

Sell Undeveloped State College Sites

We recommend that the Department of General Services sell the un-
developed state college sztes in Contra Costa, San Mateo and Ventura
Counties,

The Supplementary Report of the Committee on Conference relating
to the Budget Act of 1974 recommended that the Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission and the Department of General Services determine the
need for retaining the undeveloped state college sites in Contra Costa San
Mateo and Ventura Counties. '

The Postsecondary Education Commlssmn after reviewing a staff re- .
port, has advised the Legislature that it believes there are a number of
important factors relating to access to higher education and the changing
forms of higher education which must be examined before it presents a
recommendation concerning these sites. However, after reviewing the
commission’s staff report and a report approved by the Director of Gen-
eral Services, we believe that it would be in the best interest of the state’
to sell these sites.

The commission’s staff report concluded that (1) currently planned
. enrollment capacity for the existing 19 state college and university system
campuses is adequate for at least the next 20 years and (2) there will be
no need to develop campuses on the three undeveloped sites prior to the -
late 1990’s. These conclusions were based on population projections, par-
ticipation rates, average student loads and current planning of the CSUC
Board of Trustees

The report approved by the Director of General Services has not been
officially released, but it indicates that (1) the current estimated total
market value of the sites is $9,770,000 and (2) there are no other state
needs for the properties. The department’s report also indicates that a
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total of approximately $265,000 in property tax revenue is lost by local
governments annually because of state ownership of these sites. In view
of these factors we recommend that the Department of General Services

' sell the three sites.

Proposed 1975/76 Capital Qutlay Program

A summary of the proposed program under this item and our recom-

mendations are provided in Table 2.

The 27 projects in Table 2 have been separated into the four descriptive
categories and in priority order as presented in the trustees 1975-76 capital
outlay program. It should be noted that the trustees requested a program
which included nine categories totaling $75,838,000 for 91 projects. The 64

- unfunded projects are not in the budget for several reasons, These include

(1) insufficient justification, (2) additional instruction space was request-
ed in excess of need or (3) the projects were considered low priority (i.e.,
swimming pools, air-conditioning, site development, additional corpora-
tion yards, etc.).

Several of the unfunded projects proposed in the CSUC program should
be funded in the budget year. However, planning for these projects has
not proceeded as rapidly as expected. We are withholding a recommenda-
tion regarding these projects until more adequate information is available.
We anticipate receiving this information prior to budget hearings and we
will make additional recommendations, if appropriate, at that time.

It should alsc be noted that the Governor’s Budget indicates that “no
provision is made for new starts that contemplate enrollment growth
pending the _administration’s review with the trustee of the proposed
program.”

A. Correct Structural Deficiencies

This category includes one planning and three construction projects.
Working drawings funds for each of the construction requests were appro-
priated in the Budget Act of 1974. However, preliminary plans for these
projects have not been completed, and working drawings are not expect-
ed to be completed until late in 1975. Therefore we have no basis upon
which to justify the requested construction amounts and we recommend
their deletion.

Table 2
California State University and Colleges Projects 1975-76
{Componeants of Item 394)

Legislative

Budget Analyst
Itemn . Bilf Recom-  Analysis
No.  Project Title FPhase® Campus - Amount  mendation Page

A. Projects to Correct Strue-
tural Deficiencies -
(1) Life Sciences Rehabili-
Eation e ienaess ! ¢ San Diego $778,000 0 859
{2) Old Science Rehabili-
tation for Psy-
chology oo ‘ ¢ San Jose 2,810,000 0 839
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(3) Crandall Gym' and '
Natatorium Reha- ‘ :
. bilitation ....uceenene. ¢ San Luis Obispo 762,000 0 839
(4) Rehabilitation projects p  Statewide 150,000 $150,000
Subtotal .......oeeeeeerreer e $4.500,000 - $150,000
B. Projects for Planning L
{5) Master Planning ......... p  Statewide $190,000 $190,000 889
(6) Preliminary planning.. p Statewide 100,000 200,000 - - 889
(4-100,000)
Subtotal et $290,000 $390,000
C. Projects to Make Existing -
and Funded Projects Op-
erable ]
(T) Central Plant II........... ¢ - Bakersfield 664,000 0 8%
{8) Outdoor Physical Edu- - : : )
cation Facility ...... e  Dominguez Hills 14,000 . $6,200 850 .
(7,800
(%) Science Building .......... e Fresno 500,000 1 890
(10) Education Classroom ) ) :
Building ...cerees e  Fullerton 358,000 358000 890
{11} Convert Laboratory - : ‘ .
o School ceerreeeeerns ' e  Humboldt 74,000 74000 8%
{12) Marine  Laboratory . _ . .
Addition ... e  Humboldt 60,000 .0 8%
(13) Administration Bldg. .. e  Long Beach 347,000 347,000 890
(14) General = Classroom
and Faculty Office
] o - SN e. Long Beach 207,000 207,000 890
(15} Science Building......... e Pomona 500,000 500,000 890
(16} Arts and Sciences - ‘ ‘
Rehabilitation ... e  San Diego 36,000 0 8
(17) Health Services Bldg. e San Diego 63,000 63,000 850
(18) Home Economics
4] 1< - O e  San Jose 73,000 73,000 830
(19} . Classroom Offiee Bldg. )
' NO. 2 covvrerrrsersesminnns e  Sonoma 205,000 205,000 850
{20} Library. e  Chico 405,000 Special
: : Review 891
(21) Engineering Building e Fresno 265,000 265000 890
(22) Physical Sciences Bldg. e Los Angeles 400,000 400,000 - 850
(23) Science 2, Il ......ccumrsencns e  San Jose 200,000 200,000 890
e $4371000  $3,198,200
y Utilize
Existing Campuses
{24) Remove architectural
" barriers to hand-
icapped .eemmmeens pwee  Statewide 1,500,000  $1,500,000 891
(25) Utllities 1975.. we  Chico 412,000 412,000 &N
(26} Utilitdes 1975.. we  Long Beach 150,000 0 891
(27} Utilities 1975.. we  San Diego 615,000 0 892
VLT o)1 O $4,677,000  $1,912,000
TOTAL oo rcermeecernseeseissserasens $13,838,000  $5,650,200
2 Phase symbol indicates:

p—preliminary planning; w—working drawings; c—construction; e—equipment.



Item 394 ' - CAPITAL OUTLAY / 889

San Diego

We recommend deletion of Item 3.94 (1), Life Sciences rehabilitation, a

reduction of 8778000
This project will bring the Life Sciences Building up to current building
codes and modernize the facility. The facility has a current capacity of 962
FTE and 31 faculty offices. The project, as presently planned, will not
. change this capacity. In view of the existing excess classroom space and

deficit in class-laboratory space, we believe that the project should be’

rescoped to decrease the classrooms and increase class-laboratories.

San Jose

We recommend a’e]etjon of Itern 394¢2), Old Scxence rehabilitation for
Psychology, a reduction of $2,810,000.

The scope of this project has apparently changed from that approved
for working drawings in the Budget Act of 1974. As approved, it would
have provided an additional 41 FTE classroom capacity, 59 FTE class-
laboratory capacity and 65 faculty offices. This represents a marginal in-
crease in instructional capacity. However, the budget now indicates this
project will add 1,444 FTE classroom capacity which is a significant
change. As shown in Table 1, a project scope of this magnitude, in class-
roorm space, is not justified on the San Jose campus. We believe the trustees
should proceed with the project as originally approved.

San Luis Obispo

We recommend deletion of Item 394(3), Crandal! Gym and Natatonum
rehabilitation, a reduction of $762,000.

This project as approved in 1974 included structural rehabilitation and
mechanical and electrical modifications to correct substandard and unsafe
conditions. The estimated praoject cost at that time was $301,000. Shortly
after the Budget Act of 1974 was approved, the trustees’ staff indicated
that, in addition to the approved scope, other deficiencies existed which,
in their opinion, “should be corrected to make the facility suitable for
instructional purposes.” The revised project cost was estimated at $425,-
000. This amount appeared in the trustees’ proposed 1975-76 capital outlay
program. The Budget Bill amount of $762,000 is a significant increase for
which we have no justification. Apparently there has been a substantial
change in the project and the trustees should provide adequate informa-
tion for leglslatwe review prior to starting working drawings for this
project.

8. Statewide Plannmg

We recommend an augmentation of $100,000 to Ifem 394 (6‘) for pre]um-
nary planning—I1976-77 prajects.

This category includes two requests. The request for statewide campus
master planning will provide $10,000 for each operating campus. Chang-
ing instructional program needs, coupled with a necessity to increase
utilization of existing facilities, requires evaluation and readjustments of
campus master plans. The requested funds will provide for this evaluation
and readjustment, However, because the needs at each campus differ, it
would seem appropriate to provide the campuses master planning money

30—87059
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on an “as needed” rather than a lump sum to each campus.

The funds requested for project planning are to provide schematic and.
preliminary plans for projects that will be proposed for funding in 1976-77
such as site development, utility services and alterations.

However, to assist the implementation of our proposal to expedite con-
struction projects by appropriating planning and working drawing funds
for one year, we recommend (1) an additional $100,000 be provided for
the 1976-77 planning effort and {2) two budget items for preliminary
planning. One item for $150,000 is to provide for major building projects
to be proposed in the 1976-77 fiscal year. These funds should be released
for those working drawing projects for major building when included in
the 1976-77 Budget Bill. This will allow planning to start three to six
months earlier and working drawings could be nearly complete when
construction funds are requested in the following fiscal year. This proce-
dure 'would (1) expedite approved projects and save construction costs

‘related to inflation and (2) provide the Legislature improved budget

information.

The remaining $50 000 would be for utility and site development
projects. Because of the nature of these projects, they are funded anmually
and planning has generally been timely.

C. Projects to Make Existing and Funded Bulldmgs Oporable

This category contains 17 projects consisting of one construction request
and 16 equipment requests. We recommend approval except for those
projects discussed below.

Bakersfisld

We recommend deletion of Item 394(7) Centra] Plant III, 2 reduction
of $664,000.

Working drawings funds for this project were appropriated in the
Budget Act of 1974. However, preliminary plans have not been completed

_and working drawings have not been made. Because of this the current

budget information is inadequate and we cannot recommend approval.

Domlnguaz Hills

We recommend a reduction of $7,800 for I tem 394(8) Outdoor Physical
FEducation ﬁfic:bty equipment.

This request is for equipment for the second phase of outdoor physical
education facilities at this campus. However, the equipment request in-
cludes several items (i.e., pole vault pit, fertilizer spreader, vacuum, etc.)
which were either a portion of the construction project and are already
provided for or they are items which should be provided from support
budget funds. The total cost of these items is $7,800.

Humboldt !
We recornmend deletion of Itern 394 (12), Marine Labora tory addition
equipment, a reduction of $60,000.

Working drawings funds for this project were provided in the Budget
Act of 1972. Schematics were apparently approved by the trustees in July
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1974. However, the trustees have been unable to obtain clearance from
the Coastal Zone Conservation Commission for construction of the facili-
ties. In addition there are apparent cost problems and the question of
sewage disposal is currently under study. Because of these factors. it is
quite probable that the facility will not be constructed in the budget year.
Therefore, the request for equipment funds i is premature.

San Diego

‘We recommend de]etwn of Itern 394 (16}, Arts and Sciences rehabilita-
tion equipment, a reduction of $36,000. -

The construction project to which this equipment request is related
simply brings the building up to building code standards and modernizes

‘the facilities. There will be no change in instructional capacity and the

need for new equipment should not be necessary. Any equipment re-
quired for ongoing programs is provided in the support budget.

Chico

We recommend special review of Item 394(20), library equipment.

This reguiest will provide the third and final phase of equipment for the
new library complex at Chico. The new library was partially occupied in
June 1974 and should now be fully occupied.

This phase of the equipment request includes $127,078 for an electronic
media distribution control system. This is a major cost for a system that is
a departure from current library use and equipment. We are not certain
of the impact that this system may have on (1) the instructiorial program
at Chico or (2) the systems in existence at other campuses. Until we have
had an opportunity 'to review this aspect of the request we withhold any
recommendatlon

D. Projects to Fully Ut:luze the Existing Campus

This category contains five requests. We recommend approval except
for the two projects discussed below.

Long Beach

We recommend deletion of Item 394(26), Utilities 1975, a reducaon of
$150,000.

This request provides for relocation of a sewage pumping station and
installation of an interconnected sewer line. The present station is owned
and operated by the County Sanitation District. This proposal requires the
trustees to (1) provide property and an easement gratuitously to the
district for the new pumping station and interconnecting sewer line and
{2) bear the cost of the interconnecting line. The district would then (1)
construct the pumping station and sewer line and (2) quit claim the
existing pumping station site to the trustees.

The only apparent justification for this project is that occasionally there
are objectionable odors emanating from the pumping station. However,
there is no certainty that such odors will be eliminated at the new plant
or that the district could not modify the existing plant torid it of the odors.
In addition, we have no information indicating the value of the properties
to be exchanged or pertinent cost information relating to the project.
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‘San Diego - . ‘ T ) :

We recommend deletion of item 394(27), Utilities 1975, a reduction of
$615,000.

This proposal would provide additional central chilling plant capacity
and revise and/or extend various utilities systems throughiout the campus.
We have no information justifying the need for additional plant capacity
or the revision and/or the extention of existing utility services.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Iterm 395 from the Higher Edu-
cation Construction Program
Fund (loan from the Capital - .
Outlay Fund for Public High-

_er Education) ‘ Budget p..953
ReQUESLE 197576 ...oococecererecernsrmrennscsssnsiensstissreressnssssssmeeesss 52,000,000
Recommended special review ... 352,000,000

) Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide. Recommend special review of minor capital out- 892
lay projects. :

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A description of the minor capital outlay proposal is under our discus-
sion of Item 378 page 856.

We recommend special review after we have had an opportunity to
examine the CSUC annual postaudit report of minor capital outlay
Dprojects.

This proposal plus Item 376 provides a total of $4 million for minor
capital outlay projects throughout the California State University and Col-
leges (CSUC) system. The amount in this item is proposed from the
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education {COFPHE) as a loan to
an anticipated Higher Education Construction Program bond issue. The
loan would be repaid from the first proceeds of this bond issue in June
1976. Item 378 provides $2 million from the COFPHE for the same pur-
pose. It is unclear why the total amount is-split funded in this manner,
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Item 396 from the Community
College Construction Program .
Bond Act of 1976 (Loan from ‘
the General Fund) - _ . Budget p. 985

Requested 197576 ......coorrverenecne A S $20,407,400
Recommended approval (Item 396) .................... v 17,407,400
Recommended approval (Transfer to New Item 396. 1) ...... 3,000,000
- | - AH&J)’SJ'.S‘
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Community College Construction Program Bond Act of 893
1972. Recommend funding $3 million of proposed capital .
outlay program from current bond funds.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 54 projects in the schedule under this item represent a total com-
munity college capltal outlay program of $38,802,716. The state participa-
tion (sharing ratio) in approved community college capital outlay projects
is based on a formula established by Chapter 1550, Statutes of 1967, which
takes into account the ratio of weekly student contact hours and-assessed
valuation districtwide and statewide. Based on this formula the state’s
share of the total program is $20,407,400 with the remaining $18,395,316 _
required to be funded by the individual districts.

+ The state funding for this program is proposed from a General Fund
loan to an anticipated “Community College Construction Program Fund
of 1976.” The loan is to be repaid from the first proceeds of the new bond
issue in June 1976. A more detailed discussion of this fundmg proposal is
in our analysis of Item 377 on page 854.

Community College Construction Program Act of 1912

We recommend $3 million of the proposed 1975-76 capital outlay pro-
gram be transferred from Item 396 to new Item 396.1 and funded from
ex:sbng bonds.

The “Community College Construction Program Act of 1972” provided

" $160 million for state participation in community college capital outlay
‘programs. Of this amount, approximately $152.5 million has been encum-
bered or appropriated. Thus, nearly $7.5 million is available for appropria-
tion. The Governor’s Budget indicates that $7 million is to be held in a
reserve for construction cost rise augmentations and $478,113 for continu-
ing appropriations.

Section 16352.5 of the Government Code provides an augmentation
fund for community colleges funded from the 1972 Construction Program
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Bond Act. To be eligible for such augmentatlon the followmg spemﬁc
conditions must be met:

(1) The contract award must be made within one year of the effective
date of the appropriation, except that projects in the 1972 budget may be

augmented if the contract award is made prior to June 30, 1974.

(2) Augmentations must be based on the state’s Sbare on]y and on the
same basis as the original appropriation.

(3) The augmentation must be $5,000 or more.

Because of conditions (1) and (2) we believe the proposed $7 million
reserve is excessive. In our opinion, the need for augmentations should not
exceed $4 million. This is based on (1} the community college’s estimate
of $1 million necessary for augmentation of projects in the Budget Act of
1972 and (2} 75 percent of the $36.8 million of construction projects in the
Budget Act of 1974 qualifying for an average:10 percent state augmenta-
ticn (i.e., $2.8 million). The remaining $3 million of bond funds should be
used to fund a portion of the 1975-76 communty college capital outlay
program and thereby offset the proposed General Fund loan by the same
amount. Because equipment items do not require future augmentation it
would be appropriate to use the $3 million to offset the $5.9 million com-

munity college equipment request

Proposed 1975-76 Capital Outlay Program

As we have indicated, the total number of prOJects in this item is 54. We
have grouped the projects into the following four categories and provided
a discussion of ‘each category. The cost estimates for projects in- each
category are in line with similar projects experienced on the California
State University and College campuses. The totals shown for each cate-

gory represent the state share only. -

1. Site development and utility services . : : ' $3372800

We recommend approval

This category represents 16.5 percent of the proposed state share. It
contains projects to provide necessary utility services and heating- coolmg
plants to make new buildings operable. Site development w111 also im-
prove campus access and erosion control.

2. Equipment $5,969,500

We recommend (1) approval of the requested amount and (2} funding
#3 million of the request from the “Community Coffege Construction
Program Act of 1972.”

This category represents 29 percent of the proposed state share and
contains 38 equipment requests for new buildings previously approved for
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. construction. The buildings to be equipped include facilities for general
-academics; science, vocational technology and physical education.

3. Instructional Capacity Facilities $8,574,900
. We recommend approval.

This category contains four construction projects affecting four districts.
The amount represents 42 percent of the proposed state share, Based on
current instructional capacity utilization standards, the proposed projects
are justified and we recommend approval.

4. Libraries $2,489,900

We recommend approval.

This category contains two construction projects and represents approx-
imately 12.5 percent of the proposed state share. The two projects will
provide additional library space at Allen Hancock College and College of
Alameda. Fxisting library space at these colleges is respectively 47 percent
and 60 percent of current guideline standards. The proposed facilities will
bring library space on these campuses in line with the standards.

CONTROL SECTIONS

Sections 4 through 35 of the Budget Bill are the so-called “control sec-
tions” which place limitations upon the expenditure of certain appropria-
tions, extend or terminate the availability of certain specified prior
appropriations, define the authority of the Director of Finance with re-
spect to reductions and transfers within and between categories of ex-
penditure and contain the usual severability and urgency clauses.

Although significant fiscal policy is contained in these sections, particu-
larly with respect to extending the availability of prior appropriations,
these sections have not been received by us in time to permit adequate
review for purposes of recommendations to be incorporated in this analy-
sis. These control sections will be analyzed and a recommendation thereon
made to the committees in hearings on the Budget Bill.





