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reductions. As a result, we recommend representatives of SOIT and the Office of 
Procurement in the Department of General Services discuss at the budget hear­
ings the issues raised by the procurement and any actions they believe are appro­
priate to resolve the current situation and prevent a similar occurrence in the 
future. 

Resources Agency 

SPECIAL RESOURCES PROGRAM 

Item 311 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 1 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. ; 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $14,150 (+1.7 percent) 

Total recommended reduction· ............................ : ...................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND . RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Federal Designation. Defer recommendation pending federal ac­

tion on the Governor's petition to add five California rivers to the 
national wild and scenic rivers system. RecoIllIl).end that the Secre-
tary of Resources report to the Legislature at the time ·of .budget 
heanngs on the fiscal and program impacts of federal action onthe 
petition. 

$834,007 
819,857 
674,007 

Pending 

Analysis 
page 

438 

This item requests $834,007 from the General Fund for support of two programs: 
.•. ·(1) $334,007 for Waterways ManagementPlaimingand (2) $500,OOOfor state sup­
:port of Sea Grant projects. The programs are discussed separately below: 

WATERWAYS MANAGEMENT PLANNING 

. GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Protected Waterways Act of 1968 established state policies to 

protect certain waterways possessing extraordinary scenic, fishery, wildlife, or 
recreational values. Subsequently, Chapter 761, Starutesof 1971, directed the Re­
sources Agency to develop detailed management plans for portions of 20 specified 
waterways on the North Coast. . .. 

. The California Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1972· (Chapter .1259, Statutes of 
1972) declared further legislative intent that five streaIIls and certain of their 
tributaries be preserved in essentially their natural state. The act covered the 
Klamath, Trinity, Smith, Eel, Lower and North Fork American Rivers; With lim­
ited exceptions, construction of dams, reservoirs or water development projects on 
these rivers is prohibited. In addition; the 1972 Act directed the Resources Secre­
tary to (1) classify these rivers or segments as "wild", "scenic", or "recreational"; 
(2) prepare and submit management plans covering these rivers to the Legisla­
ture for approval; (3) administer these rivers so as to protect scenic, recreational, 
fishery and wildlife values without unreasonably limiting compatible timber har-
vesting, grazing and other uses. .. . 

In 1975, the Resources Secretary delegated the responsibility for administering 
the program and preparing waterways management plans to. the Department of 
Fish and Game. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item 311 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $334,007 from the General Fund for 
Waterways Management planning, which is $14,150, or 4.4 percent, more than 
estimated current year expenditures. Most of the increase ($10,000) is proposed 
to finance contracts for planning work and data gathering, and bring the amount 
budgeted for contractual services to $174,135. The proposed use of these funds is 
shown. in Table 1. 

Project 

Table 1 
Waterways Management Planning 

Consultant and Professional Services 
1981-82 

South'Fork Trinity River-Phase II ................................................................................................ .. 
Middle Fork Eel River-Phase I ...................................................................................................... .. 
U.S. Geological Survey-Water Quality Monitoring ..................................................................... . 
South Fork Eel-Preliminary Data Gathering ............................................................................... . 
Contracts with Humboldt, Mendocino, and Trinity Counties ................................................... . 
Unspecified activities .......................................................................................................................... .. 

Total ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

Amount 
$70,000 
50,000 
25,000 
10,000 
10,000 
9,135 

$174,135 . 

During the current year, final management plans for the Salmon and Scott 
Rivers were completed and transmitted to the Governor. The plans have not yet 
been submitted to the Legislature for approval. Preparation of a final plan for the 
Smith River was delayed by court order to provide Del Norte County additional 
time for reviewing and preparing comments on the draft plan. Presumably, a final 
plan for this river will be completed and transmitted to the Governor and Legisla­
ture duril?-g the current fiscal year. 

Proposal for Federal Designation 
We defer recommendation on the proposed budget pending action by the federal govern­

ment on the Governor's petition to include five California rivers in the national wild and 
scenic rivers system. Instead, we recommend that the Secretary of Resources report at the 
time of budget hearings on the changes (if any) that will be made in the state's administration 
of affected rivers and the preparation of future management plans as a result of the federal 
government's action on the petition. 

On July 18, 1980, the Governor submitted a petition to the Secretary of Interior 
requesting that the followip.g state-designated wild and scenic rivers be included 
in the national system pursuant to Section 2(a) (ii) of the Federal Wild and Scenic 
Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542, as amended): portions of the Klamath, Trinity, and 
Eel River' systems; the Smith River:cand all its tributaries, and a segment of the 
Lower American River. At the time this analysis was prepared, the U.S.Depart­
ment of the Interior (Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service) had com­
pleted preparation of a final ·;environmental, impact statement covering the 
Governor's petition. However, the Secretary of Interior has made no decision as 
to which ,of the rivers, 'if any, would be added to the federal system. 

·.lfthe'Secretary of Interior designates these rivers as part of the federal system, 
i'itwould: ' , 

• Prohibit federal construction of, assistance to, or licensing of water resource 
projects that would adversely affect the values for which designated river 
segments are included in the national system; 



Item 311 RESOURCES /,439 

• Prohibit new mining claims ort federal lands within aquarterniileof designat­
ed segments classified as wild; 

• Require federal land-managing agencies to reassess management policies, 
plans, regulations, and contracts on lands next to, designated river segments, 
for conformance with the protection purposes of the national act; and 

• Commit the state to continue administering designated river segments in a 
manner that will assure long-term protection of nonfederallands. ' 

In a December 1980 report submitted to the federal government in support of 
the Governor's petitio~ (California Resources Agency, AdministratioJi of Those 
Rivers Included in the States Request for National Wild and Sceilic Rivers Desig­
nation), the Secretary of Resources indicated that (1) the Resources Agertcy will 
have lead planning and coordiil.ation responsibilities under federal designation, 
and (2) an interagency coordiil.ating committee for wild and scenic rivers will be 
created, with the management of all key affected departments represented. The 
report also indicated that an assistant secretary position will head, the' committee 
and have lead staff responsibility for coordiil.ating the state's wild and scenic rivers 
program. No position within the Resources Agency is currently assigned such 
duties. , 

Federal designation of the five rivers coUld also have implications for the role 
of local government in management ofnonfederallands along these rivers.'lfthe 
Governor's petition is approved, the report indicates that the Resources Agency 
Will seek local-state cooperative agreements affecting the designated river seg­
ments. The Resources Agency has stated that these agreements woUld include the 
following: 

1. Options for conducting detailed management plarining for privately-owned 
land along the rivers. 

2. Specific objectives for system protection by local and private interests. 
3. A schedUle for completing management plans. 
4. Provisions for monitoring implementation of the management plan. 
5. ConsUltation procedures to assure that state-owned and privately-owned 

lands are administered in a compatible manner. " 
6. Procedures for exchanging data and information. 
The federal requirements and proposed state activities or agreements coUld 

have a profound impact on the work currentlY,financed through the Waterways 
Management Planning Program. The Governor's Budget, however,does not indi­
cate how administration of the state river system or management planning woUld 
be conducted, if the Governor's petition is approved. For instance, it is not clear 
whether any of the $334,007 appropriated for Waterways'Management Planning 

, woUld be utilized to support the new assistant secretary position ,within the Re­
sources Agency or the activities of the new interagency coordiIiating council., If 
federal designation is not approved, it is also not clear whether preparation of 
additional waterway management plans woUld be continued in the budget year. 
To date, none of the plans previously completed and submitted have been ap­
proved by the Legislature, nor have any funds been appropriated for implementa­
tion of such plans. Furthermore, at the time this analysis was prepared, none of 
the contract funds budgeted for planning work during the current year had been 
encumbered. . 

Consequently, we have no basis for recommendiil.g legislative action on the 
proposed budget for the program. Instead, we recommend that the Resources 
Secretary report at the time of budget hearings on (1) ,the budgetary and program 
impacts of federal action on the Governor's petition and (2), how the future of 
Waterways Management Planning will be affected by the federal government's 
action. 

.--------
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The Supplemental Repoftoftlie 19801JuClget Act directed the Resources Secre­
tary to seek legislation clarifying certain provisions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act. Included were recommendations that the Resources Secretary propose: (1) 
specific statUtory definitions of the land area protected by the act and to be 
addressed in the management planning process, (2)· which segments and tributar­
ies of the Smith River are contained in the state wild and scenic rivers system, and 
(3) a timetable for submitting completed management plans to the Legislature. 
At t~e time this analysis was prepared, the Resources Secretary had not yet submit­
ted any specific legislative proposals in response to the reports directive. 

SEA GRANT PROGRAM 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Nati~nal Sea Grant College Program Act of 1966 . (PL 89-688) authorizes 

federal grants to institutions of higher education and other agencies engaged in 
marine resources research programs. Federal funds provide up to two-thirds of the 
total cost of approved projects. 

Chapter 1115, Statutes of 1973, allocated $500,000 annually for fiscal years 1974-
75 through 1978-79 from state tidelands oil and gas revenues to the Resources 
Agency for distribution to higher education institutions. Chapter 1255, Statutes of 
1978, continues the $500,000 annual allocation from 1979-80 through 19~. The 
state fUnds are used to finance the one-third match required by the federal govern­
ment for sea grant projects. 

The Resources Secretary approves the Sea Grant projects which are financed by 
this appropriation. The projects are selected by an advisory panel of representa­
tives from state departments, higher education and private industry. The projects 
selected. for state support must have a clearly defined benefit to the people of 
California. Participants in the program include the. University of California, the 
California State University and Colleges, Stanford University, the University of 
Southern California and the California Institute of Technology. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
" We recommend approval. 

the budget proposes $500,000 from the General Fund for the second year of 
state fundirig for the Sea Grant program as authorized by Chapter 1255. Specific 
projects have not been determined. As in past years, approved projects are likely 
to ,be in one of·the following categories: . 

Coastal Zone Resources 
Coa,stal and Marine Recreation 
Living Marine Resources 
Energy Resources 
Marine Mineral Resources 
Waste management 
Aquaculture ' 
Fisheries 
Tramees. 
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Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 
~ :..;., ' 

Item 315 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 3 

Requested 1981-82 ....................•......................................... ~ ............ . 
Estimated 1980-81 .......................................................... : ................ . 
Actual 1979-80 ......................................................................•........... 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $72,595 (+17.5 percent) 

Total recomInended reduction ................................................. , .. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. $488,245 
415,650 
330,100 

Pending 

1. Unallocated Budget Reduction. Withhold r~c~mmenda:tion . on 
CTRPA budget pending clarification of $40,000 Unallocated reduc­
tion proposed by the Administration in the "A" I>~ges ofthe budget 
document. . . 

Analysis 
page 

442 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Tahoe Regional PI3.nning Agency (CTRPA)· was established pur­

suant to Chapter 1589, Statutes of 1967, to provide for land use planning and 
environmental controls covering the California side of the Tahoe Basili. The 
agency supplements the activities of the Tahoe RegiOllal Planiling Agency 
(TRPA), which was established established through a bistate compact with Ne­
vada to· preserve and enhance the environment. of the Tahoe Basill.ReceriHy 
enacted amendments to this compact were approved by the U.S. Congress and 
signed by the President on December 9, 1980. Theseincllide provisions which will 
deactivate CTRP A when TRP A adopts and implements a: revised regional plan for 
the basin. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $488,245· from· the Gen.eral Fund for 

support of the California· Tahoe Region:al Planning Agency in: 1981-82. This is 
$72,595, or 17 percent, more than the estimated current year expenditure. Most 
of the increase ($54,000) will cover the increased cost of legal services provided 
by the Attorney General. The hourly charge for these services will increase from 
$45.60 in 1980-81 to $49.25 per hour in 1981-82. The balance of the increase will 
cover additional costs for merit salary adjustments, staff benefits, arid operating 
expenses. 

New Budget Format 
Pursuant to a recommendation contained in the SllPpleniental Report of the 

1980 Budget Act, CTRP A's budget for the first time has been presented in a format 
which identifies (1). line item detail for personal services, operating expenses, and 
contracts, and (2) other sources of funding. The new budget format shows that 
CTRP A is receiving $190,680 from the California Department of Transportation 
during the current year to finance transportaqon planning work. For the budget 
year, this amount is shown at $264,834, andincre~e of 39 percent. 
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Unallocated Budget Reduction 
We withhold recommendation on the agency's funding request pending clarification of 

$40,000 reduction in personal services and operating expenses proposed by the Administra­
tion in the <~'~ pages of the budget document. 

As part of an overall reduction of 630 personnel-years and $146 million (General 
Fund), the administration has proposed to decrease CTRPA's 1981-82 budget 
request by $40,000. The "A" pages of the budget document indicate that the 
agency will reduce staffing for land-use permit processing and defer a planned 
move into new offices. However, no information has been provided identifying (1) 
how many or which CTRPA staff positions would be eliminated, or (2) anticipated 
reductions in workload for review of land-use permits. Consequently, the impact 
of the budget reduction cannot be properly evaluated . 

. Modifications in the Bistate Compact 
Our analysis indicates that the recent modifications in the bistate. Tahoe Re­

gional Planning Compact warrant some reductions in CTRPA's support budget. 
Legislation which gave California's approval to these compact changes (Chapter 
872, Statutes of 1980) became effective January 1, 1981. This legislation provides 
for eventual· deactivation of CfRP A, contingent on adoption and implementation 
of a new regional plan for the Tahoe Basin by the bistate TRPA. . 

The revised compact requires TRPA to adopt anew regional plan by July 1983. 
For this reason, CTRPA's planning activities should be discontinued during the 
current and budget years. Instead, CTRP A should· (1) concentrate on enforcing 
its existingregional plan and land-use ordinances, and (2) provide technical assist­
ance to the newly reconstituted bistate agency in developing TRPA's new regional 
plan for the entire basin. Pending receipt of information . concerning the impact 
of the propsed $40,000 budget reduction, and clarification of the future role of 
CfRPA,we withhold recommendation on the agency's General Fund budget 
request. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Funding 
As noted above, the State of California and Nevada, recently approved legisla­

tion which extensively modifies the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. These 
changes: 

.• Increase the TRP A governing board to 15 members, consisting of four repre­
sentatives from each state and three members froI:Jllocal governments in both 
California and Nevada. 

• Revise governing board . voting procedures for reviewing development 
projects, and for adopting environmental standards, plans, ordinances, rules, 

.. regulations and variances. 
• Prohibit construction of new casinos and limit expansion of existing casinos. 
• . Require adoption of a new regional plan within two and one-half years, based 

on development of environmental standards . 
• Establish a limited moratorium on development, construction of new high­

ways, and expansion ofsewer treatment plants during the two andone-half­
ye~ period in which a revised regional plan is being developed. 

• Create a Tahoe Transportation District to own and operate a public transpor­
tation system in the basin. 

Prior to 1979,80, California supported the TRPA through a General Fund appro­
priation. This appropriation provided (1) $100,000 during fiscal 1976-77 and (2) 
$75,000 per year during 1977-78 and 1978-79. TRPA used these funds to support a 
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large professional staff involved in land-use and transportation planning and devel~ 
opment review. Following fiscal year 1978-79, state funding for TRPA was with­
drawn. As a result, (1) TRPA staffing was significantly reduced, (2) planning work 
was discontinued, and (3) activities have been limited to reviewing major devel­
opment projects and requests for zoning variances. 

Although no funding is provided in.the Governor's Budget for support of the 
revised TRPA during 1981-82, the Resources Agency advises that an amount will 
be requested for this purpose through a budget revision. TRPA has proposed a 
budget for 1981-82 totaling $728,985, which assumes California will provide $300,-
000. 

In order to meet the mandates and time schedule specified by the newly revised 
compact, TRPA will require a major increase in staff and will have to develop a 
comprehensive work plan by the summer of 198.l~fudetemliningthe appropriate 
level of state funding for TRPA during the butfget).year;tfi~Legislature/should::~ 
consider directing CTRPA to provide technicalplanning assistance to,TRPAinthe 
development of (1) environmental thresholdtearrying capacities, and (2) the new 
regional plan. During the period in which\i3TRPA's budget and staff have dimin­
ished, CTRPA staff has increased.lf13RPAI'cailutilize (1) the technical expertise 
acquired by CTRPA in recent ye~.\'lIIld(2}:fue":results(Of.receilt1y.conipleted 
CTRPA planning and data gathering activities, duplicative worK 'can'be,a~oidea. 
and costs for support of the bistate agency can be minimized. 

Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS 

Item 334 from the General 
Fund Budgetp. R16 

Requested 1981-82 .................................... , .................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ..................................... , ..................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $5,123,220 (+ 22.8 percent) . 

Total recommended reduction ; .................................................. . 
Total recommendation pending ..................•............................... 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 

334-001-OO1-Support 
334-001'()19-Solar Energy and Conservation 

Program 

Total 

Fund 
General 

State Energy Resources Con­
servation and Development 
Special Account, General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$27,616,604 
22,493,384 
14,396,934 

$1,946,238 
$530,796 

Amount 
$26,611,850 

1,004,754 

$27,616,604 

Analysis 
page 

1. Special Corpsmembers. Recommend Budget Bill language pro­
hibiting use of funds budgeted for regular corpsmembers to hire 
special corpsmembers. 

446 

2. Training Academy Staffing. Reduce Item 334-001-001 by $134,259 450 

. __ ._--
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and reimbursements to that item by $5,616. Recommend deletion 
of 4.5. new positions for the training academy. 

Item 334 

3. Headquarters Staffing. Reduce Item 334-OO1-()(}1 by $159,927. 451 
Recommend deletion of new positions for program evaluation and 
temporary help at Sacramento headquarters. Recommend that 7 
new positions for personnel services and fiscal management be 
limited to oneyear only. 

4. Solar and Energy Conservation Program. Reduce Item 334-()(}1- 453 
019 by $520,000 andreimbursements scheduled in Item 334~()(}1-()(}1 
by $90,000.' Recommend that corpsmember support for the . solar 
and energy conservation program be provided from within existing 
corpsmeIllber strength. 

5. Energy Consumption. Defer recommendation on $530,796 in Item 453 
334-001-001 proposed for cost of utilities. Recommend that CCC 
report to the fiscal committees at budget hearings on actual energy 
consumption in 1979-,8() and estimated energy consumption in 
1980-81 and 1981...82. 

6. Stream Clearance. Withhold recommendation on $976,879 in 454 
proposed reimbursements from the Department of Fish and Game, 
pending clarification of the department's $2;997,000 proposal for 
stream clearance. 

7. Base Center Expansion. Reduce Item 334~()(}1-()(}1 by $1,132,052. 455 
Recommend deletion of General Fund support for 2 new nonresi­
dential base centers. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STA YEMENT 
The California Conservation Corps (CCC) was established by Chapter 342, 

Statutes of 1976, and reauthorized by Chapter 50, Statutes of 1980. The CCC is 
headed by a director and a chief deputy director who occupy exempt statutory 
positions. The Corps' headquarters is in Sacramento, and it operates a corpsmem­
ber training academy at Murphy's Calaveras County, 21 residential (live-in) base 
centers and two nonresidential (urban) base centers. 

Eight of the twenty-three base centers are operated jointly with the Depart­
ment of Forestry to provide a capability for emergency fire fighting and natural 
disaster relief. A separate Resource Protection Trainee program provides the 
Department of Forestry with an additional 240 corpsmembers for emergency fire 
fighting and fuel management/vegetation control purposes. The current year 
budget provides funding for 1,780 corpsmembers (60 at each base center, 160 at 
the academy and 240 in the resources protection trainee program) plus 376 authorc 
ized staff positions. 

Membership in the cec is available to California residents aged 16 through 23. 
A corpsmember's salary i~ based on the federal minimum wage which is $3.35 per 
hour ($581 per month) in 198LEach corpsmember is charged $135 per month for 
meals and lodging. This amount will increase to $145 per month effective January 
1982. The net, or spendable income of corpsmembers is approximately $5,350 per 
year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Governor's Budget proposes state appropriations of $27,616,604 for support 

of the California Con~ervation Corps in 1981...82. This is an increase of $5,123,220, 
or 22.8 percent, above estimated current year expenditures. This amount will 
increase by the amount of any salary or benefit increases which may be approved 
for the budget year. ' 
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Total program expenditures, including expenditures from reimbursements, are 
projected at $38,907,654, an increase of $5,498,828, or 16.5 percent, above estimated 
total expenditures in the current year. Table 1 summarizes the major components 
of the increase proposed for the budget year. 

Table 1 
California Conservation Corps 
Proposed Budget Adjustments 

1980-81 Base Budget (Revised) .............. .. 
1. Workload and Administrative Adjust­

ments 
a. Stream clearance (1980-81) ............ .. 
h. 1980-81 academy moving cOsts ...... .. 
c; Full year cost of 1980-81 corpsmem~ 

her salaries increase ...................... .. 
d. Merit salary adjustments and price 

increases ............................................ .. 
2. Significant Program Changes 

a. Special repairs .................................... .. 
h. EDP ....................... ; ............................... . 
c. Center staffing ...................................... . 
d. Headquarters staffing ...................... .. 
e. Academy staffing .............................. .. 
f. Stream clearance ................................ .. 
g. Solar & energy conservation .......... .. 
h. Additional nonresidential centers .. 
i. Expand centers to 80 corpsmembers 

Total Changes 1981-82 ................................ .. 
Total Proposed 1981-82 Budget ................ .. 

General 
Fund 

$22,139,503 

-180,000 

485,026 

508,029 

188,500 
193,057 
64,978 

425,249 
134,259 

1,132,052 
1,521,197 

$4,472,347 
. $26,611,850 

Specjal' 
funds Reimbursements 
$353,881 $10,915,442 

4,759 

5,616 
976,Er19 

646,114 90,000 

180,000 

$650,873 $375,608 
$1,004,754 $11,291,050 

Total 
$33,408,826 b 

-Er16,887 
-180,000, 

485,026 

.512,788 

188,500 
193,057 
64,978 

425,249 
. 139,Er15 

976,Er19 
736,114 

1,132,052 
f,701;197 

$5,498,828 
$38,907,654 

• State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Special Account, General Fund. 
bl980-81 Base Budget excludes $2,250,000 appropriated from the Energy and Resources Fund pursuant 

to Chapter 909, Statutes of 1980. This money will riot change the budget totals because it is available 
for expenditure only to the extent that CCC receives less federal funds in 1980-81 than was budgeted. 

Workload adjustments include the elimination of funds prOvided ona one-time 
basis in the current year-$180,OOOfor moving the training academy and $876,887 
for a stream clearance program reimbursed by the Department of Fish and Game 
(Renewable Resources Investment Fund) pursuant to Chapter 1104, Statutes of 
1979. Increases include $485,026 for the full year cost of corpsmember salary in­
creases effective in January 1981, and $512,826 for various pric.e increases. 

The budget requests $188,500for special repairs to base centers. All other signifi­
cant program changes fall into one of two general categories-increases in admin­
istration and program expansion. Increases in administration include: 

• $64,978 for 3 additional base center staff positions to achieve a standard staffing 
pattern, 

• $139,875 for 4.5 additional positions at the training academy, 
• $425,249 for 19.5 additional headquarters positions, and 
• $193,057 for 2.5 positions to implement an electronic data processing system. 
The increases for program expansions include: 
• $976,879 for 11 positions and 60 corpsmembers to continue the stream clear­

ance program begun pursuant to Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 .. Although 
funding for this program will continue to be provided by the Department of 
Fish and Game' through reimbursements, the source of funds has been 

~~~~~~- -----
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changed from the Renewable Resources and Investment Fund to the Energy 
and Resources Fund, 

• $736,114 for 4 positions and 60 corpsmembers to expand the solar and energy 
conservation training program, 

• $1,132,052 to add two new nonresidential base centers (20 positions and 120 
corpsmembers), and 

• $1,701,197 to expand six existing base centers from 60 corpsmembers to 80 
corpsmembers (12 positions and 120 corpsmembers) 

Partial Year Costs 
The cost to the state of supporting the program level proposed for the CCC is 

not fully reflected in the Governor's Budget. Approval of the proposed budget will 
automatically require a budget augmentation in 1982--83 and may require addi­
tional funding in 1981-82. There are three reasons for this: 

• Nonresidential centers. The Governor's Budget requests $1,132,052 to estab­
lish two new nonresidential base centers in 1981-82. Because the centers are 
to be phased in, one opening October 1, 1981 and the other opening April 1, 
1982, the full year cost of the new centers won't occur until 1982--83. We 
estimate the full year cost in 1982--83 to be approximately $2.0 million, or 
$868,000 more than the amount budgeted for 1981-82. 

• Renegotiated leases. Almost all of the CCC facility leases expired December 
30, 1980. These leases are presently being renegotiated and lease payments 
may increase substantially. For example, prior to the expiration of the training 
academy lease, CCC was paying $7,000 per month. The owners of the facility 
have directed CCC to vacate the facility by June 30, 1981 and have agreed to 
a short-term lease for the January I-June 30 period that calls for lease pay­
ments of $18,500 per month-a 164 percent increase over the old lease. The 
cost of alternative facilities ranges from $0 at a federal facility to $20,000 per 
month. The Governor's Budget does not request funds to cover increased 
leasing costs that are likely to result from the renegotiations now under way. 

• Federal funds. Federal grants are available to the CCC under Public Law 
95-93, which created the Young Adult Conservation Corps. The CCC is budg­
eted to receive $6.9 million in federal funds in both the current year and the 
budget year. At the time this analysis was written, however, the level of 
federal support for the CCC was uncertain because Congress had not enacted 
an appropriations bill for either federal fiscal year 1981 or 1982. If the CCC 
does not receive the full amount of federal funds budgeted, either a program 
reduction or an increase in state expenditures will be required. Chapter 909, 
Statutes of 1980 (SB 2064), appropriated up to $2,250,000 from the Energy and 
Resources Fund to make up any deficiency in federal funds during the state's 
current fiscal year. Chapter 909 does not apply to 1981-82. Therefore, the 
1981-82 budget may need to be adjusted if the anticipated federal funds are 
not received. 

Special Corpsmembers 
We recommend that language be added to Item 334-001-001 prohibiting the use of funds 

budgeted forregular corpsmembers to hire special corpsmembers. 
Chapter 50, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1321) , extended the authorization for CCC from 

December 31, 1980, to January 1, 1986. Chapter 50 also authorized the director of 
the CCC to "employ special corpsmembers without regard to their age so that the 
corps may draw upon their special skills which may contribute to the attainment 
of the objectives of the program." During the legislative hearings on SB 1321, CCC 
indicated that the special corpsmember designation would be used on a limited 
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basis to hire personnel such as retired carpenters, welders; etc., to provide special 
training to corpsmembers. Additional funding for the special corpsmembers was 
not requested in either the legislation or the 1980 Budget Act. 

A review of eee's use of special corpsmembers indicates problems in three 
areas. 

• Number hired The special corpsmember designation was intended to be 
used on a limited basis. As of January 1981, eee had hired a total of 59 special 
corpsmembers (40 full-time and 19 part-time). 

• Duties assigned The duties assigned special corpsmembers go well beyond 
the use of "special skills". The eee has assigned a special corpsmember to 
each of the residential centers to serve as a night watchman. Additional posi­
tions are used for ongoing duties such as clerks, base center maintenance and 
vehicle coordinatiori. 

• Funding. eee pays special corpsmembers $750 monthly. Because the 
budget does not provide separate funds fOJ; this purpose, eee uses funds 
budgeted for regular corpsmember contracts to support the special corps­
members. In effect, this practice eliminates approximately 63 regular corps­
member positions, or the equivalent of the enrollment at one base center. 

We do not believe this use of the special corpsmember designation is consistent 
with the intent of Chapter 50 or with the 1980 Budget Act. While we agree that 
the special corpsmembers can provide valuable training to corpsmembers, they 
should not displace regular corpsmembers, or unduly augment civil service staff. 
Using special cprpsmembers to augment budgeted staffing levels weakens legisla­
tive control over the corps' use of funds. 

eeC's training budget, which includes approximately $3,700 for each center, is 
specifically provided to support corpsmember training, and these funds could be 
used to fund special corpsmembers who provide special training. If eee requires 
additional positions for security, base center maintenance, clerical or other ad­
ministrative positions, these positions should be justified through the normal proc­
esg....,...a budget change proposal. 

Accord.ingly;,.we recommend;ithat.the.follo.wing,Budget Billianguag~be'adopt­
edfor Ilem;~~'i 

;,,~., ·t1JattmllllB'.'Df'~~;: appropt:iatedt,jffi' rIiik: ifemw·h;·wrps­
memnercoutracts'may;;heexpended :m-payspecililcm;psmembel's. ~" 

Adoption of this Ianguagewill,';in'effect, provide an additional l63Tegularc0rp5-
members to the current year level-at no increased cost. 

Diversion of Corpsmembers 
The current year budget provides contract funding for one year of training to 

the equivalent of 1,840 corpsmembers. This number assumes 60 corpsmembers in 
each of 23 base centers (1,380 corpsmembers), a stream clearance project funded 
pursuant to Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 (60 corpsmembers), a Resources Protec­
tion Trainee program operated with the Department of Forestry (240 corpsmem­
bers) and an average of 160 corpsmembers at the training academy. The 1981-82 
budget proposes to increase the total number of corpsmember contracts to 2,140 
by adding two nonresidential urban centers (120 cOi'psmembers), expa:nding six 
existing base centers from 60 to 80 corpsmembers (120 corpsmembers) and adding 
60 corpsmembers specifically for the solar training and energy conservation pro-
gram. . 

Based on the proposed budget, it would appear thateee would provide one 
year of training for 2,140corpsmembers in 1981-82. However, the number of 
one-year corpsmember positions actually available is substantially less than 2,140 
due to: 

• Special corpsmembers. As previously discussed,eee has displaced approxi-
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mately 63 regular corpsmerilbers by using funds budgeted for corpsmembers 
to hire "special corpsmembers" as night watchman, clerks, etc. 

• Second-year corps members. Chapter 50, Statutes of 1980, provides that par­
ticipation in the eee shall be for one year with an extension possible. eee 
has institutionalized an !'lxtensive two-year program. In 1981...:s2; eee plans to 
use 652 of the pr9po~ed 2,140 contracts (30.5 percent) for second-year corps­
members. Included are positions as cooks (50), solar-energy conservation 
specialists (60), timber and nursery specialists (12), resources protection 
trainees with the Department of Forestry (240), base center specialists (134) 
and crewleaders (156). 

The special corpsmembers and second-year corpsmembers eliminate training 
opportunities for 715corpsmembers. 

Continuing High Attrition Rate 
As previously state~; the 1981...:s2 eee budget provides for 2,140 corpsmembers. 

In order to maintain this number of corpsmembers, the number of persons enter­
ing the corps will have to be much higher due to the high attrition rate. Our 
1979-80 analysis. indicated that only 39 percent of the corpsmembers had com­
pleted one year· of service, which is an attrition rate of 61· percent. Last year ,the 
average· completiop . rate dropped to 24.2 percent, or an attrition rate of 75.8 
percent. Table 2. indicates that the average completion rate has continued to 
decline. Of the 7,185 corpsmembers who have entered the prqgram since it started 
only 1,624 have completed one year's service, for an average completion rate of 
22~6 percent, or an ilverag~ attrition rate of 77.4 percent. . . 

Table. 2 
California Conservation Corps 

Graduates by Class 

Class 
1-7 ............................................................ . 
8-16 ......................................................... . 
17 ............................................................. . 
IS ............................................................. . 
19 ............................................................. . 
20 ............................................................. . 
21 .............................................. ; .............. . 
22 ..•...........•............................................... 
23 ..........................................•................... 
24 ............................... ; ............................. . 
25 ..................•........•........ , ...•.....•............... 
26 ............................................................ .. 
27 .......................... : ......................... ; ........ . 
28 ............ ; ................................................. . 

Totals .................................................. .. 

One-Year 
Completion Date 

2/26/7S through. 11/27/7S 
1/29/79 through 11/S/79 

l/S/80 
2/7/80 
3/12/80 
4/11/80 
5/9/80 
6/11/80 
719/80 
S/S/80 
9/5/80 
10/S/80 
11/7/80 
12/5/80 

• This is the cumulative number for classes 1-16. 

Starting 
Number 

580 
3,251· 

241 
322 
289 
325 
289 
154 
157 
325 
311 
354 
326 
261 

7,185 

Total 
Number Percent 

of Completing 
Graduates One Year 

226 39.0 
788· 24.2· 
39 l(i.2 
45 14.0 
51 17.6 
64 19.7 
34 U.S 
39 25.3 
32 20.4 
70 .21.5 
74 23.S 
70 19.5 
51 ,15.6 
41 15.7 

1,624 22.6% 

The. high attrition rate causes both administrative and program problems. An 
example of the former. is the . large number of personnel needed for personnel 
payroll, and accounting. The 1979 Budget Act appropriated funds for six new 
positions. to process the large number of personnel,. payroll and accounting docu-
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ments required for the hiring, transfer and termination Of cotpsmembets. An 
additional five. new positions were included in the 1980 Budget Act for similar 
activities. The Governor's Budget for 1981-82 requests an additional.8.5 positions 
for increased personnel, accounting and payroll support at the headquarters, 

In addition to increasing administrative workload, the. high attrition rate also 
increases travel and training costs. High rates of attrition also disrupt work crews, 
making conservation projects more difficult to complete in a timely and effiCient 
manner. 

Continued Rapid Expansion 
Table 3 summarizes annual program expenditures funded from all sources (in­

cluding reimbursements). It shows that annual budgets for the CCC have in­
creased by $31.0 million, or 392.0 percent, since the program's inception in July 
1976. 

Table 3 
California Conservation Corps 
Annual Program Expenditu~es 

Total 
Expenditures 

1976-77 .......................................................................................................... ,................. f1,9fJl,584 
1977-78 ............................................... ,.......................................................................... 12,405,807 
1978-79 ........................................... ;.............................................................................. 21,314,161 
1979-80 .......................................................................................................................... 26,530,375 
1980-81 (estimated).................................................................................................... 33,408,826 
1981-82 (proposed) .................................................................................................... 38,9fJl?654 

. . 

Percent 
Increase 

56.9% 
71.8 
24.5 
25.9 
16.5 

Clearly, CCCexperienced rapid growth over the. past five years. During those 
years, cce concentrated on selecting and opening new base centers, rather than 
on establishing effective management, budget and personnel procedures. The 
emphasis on rapid expansion, in combination with the high attrition rate, has 
produced many of the current administrative problems for which additional staff 
is requested in 1981-82. 

INCREASED ADMINISTRATION 
The budget is proposing a General Fund increase of $823;159 (29.5.personnel­

years) to improve program administration throughout theCCC. Justification for 
the administrative increase is based on existing workload and is not required for 
the proposed program expansion. These proposed administrative increases are 
described below. . 

Base Center Staffing 
We recommend approval. 

cce is requesting $64,978 for three additional conservationist I positions for 
allocation to base centers. The CCC budget is based on a standard staffing comple­
ment·for each base cepter.Because of an adffiinistrative error, these three posi­
tions were not budgeted in past years. We believe the request is justified to provide 
an equal complement of staff to all centers. . 

Proposed Automation 
We recommend approval. 

The CCC has a number of manual recordkeeping systems, including payroll, 
accQunfug, personnel and project management. The budget proposes $193,057 
from the General Fund to.automate. corpsmember personnel, fiscal management 

18-81685 
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and project management systems. An outside consultant has completed a needs 
assessment and concluded that a number ofheadquaiters activities are amendable 
to automation. The CCC is undertaking a feasibility study to determine ifautoma­
tion of the identified systems is cost-effective. 

We have reviewed the proposal and, contingent on positive findings in the 
feasibilitY study, recommend that it be approved. As the consultant's report points 
out, automation of these systems could result in cost reductions, avoidance of 
future costs, improved program effectiveness and better overall management. 
Certain of these benefits can be realized immediately as discussed later under 
headquarters staffing. 

Academy Staffing 
We recommend that Item 334-001-001 be reduced by $134,259, and that reimbursements to 

that item be reduced by $5,616 to delete 4.5 positions at the training academy, 
The CCC conducts initial screening, training and orientation of most new corps­

members at the training academy located at Murphy's, Calaveras County. The 
facility used by the training academy has been sold to private investors and the 
CCC must vacate it by June 30, 1981. Although CCC has been attempting to select 
a new site for a year, it had still not done so at the time this analysis was written. 

The reques~ for an additional 4.5 staff positions ($139,875) aUhe training acade­
my includes a business services officer I, a conservationist II, one training officer 
I and 1.5 nurse,practitioners. Our analysis of the proposal concludes that there are 
procedural and technical problems with the entire proposal and a lack of workload 
justification for certain of the positions. . ' 

From a procedural standpoint requesting increased staffing' for the training 
academy is .premature at this time. Staffing needs at the academy are dependent 
on the number of corpsmembers being trained. We have no information on the 
corpsmembers capacity of the new academy because a new location has not been 
selected. Consequently, we do not know the number of corpsmembers that can 
be trained in the budget year or the staffing required to train them .. 

From a technical standpoint, the request is not consistent with CCC's needs, 
based on past experience. CCC's overall workload justification assumes enrollment 
at the existing academy of 350 corpsmembers per class. In fact, actual enrollment 
is well below that. Atthe existing academy, enrollment for the 12 classes in calen­
dar year 1980 averaged only 215, with the highest being 296. Consequently, it does 
not appear that the. staff is overbudgeted, even by CCC's own standards. 

Finally, we question the need for certain of the individual positions. 
. ~ Business Services Officer L The present training academy does not have a 

business services officer in the budget. However, a recent audit by the State 
Personnel Board noted that two of the existing conservationist positions were 
.actually performing business services functions. These positions will be reclas­
sified in the current year to perform the business services function . 

• ConstJTVationistIL . Duringthe current year, CCC has temporarily reclassi­
fied an existing conservationist administrator I position to staff management 
I to assist management with the problems associated with the relocati()n of the 
academy. This position will be returned to its original classification in the 
budget year and can be used as a conservationist II. Thus, an additional 
position is unnecessary . 

• Nurse Practitioners. Nursing services are presently provided by contract. 
Services are available for corpsmembers .6mornings a week, 3 weeks a month. 
(Corpsmember orientation is scheduled for only 3 weeks bf the month.) The 
contract.service is less costly ($19,600 vs. $43,(00) and more efficient than 
establishing permanent positions. The CCC' s budget· for contracts includes 
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$20,000 for "miscellaneous expenditures" which could be used to continue the 
nursing contracts in the budget year. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the request for an additional 4.5 positions 
at the training academy be denied, for a General Fund savings of $134,259, and a 
reduction in reimbursements of $5,616. 

Headquarters Staffing 
We recommend that Item 334-{)()l-OOl be reduced by $159,927 and 4 permanent positions. 

We further recommend that 7 new positions requested for personnel services and fiscal 
management be limited to one year. 

The budget proposes $425,249 from the General Fund for support of 19.5 new 
positions at the Sacramento Headquarters in 1981-82. The new positions would be 
in addition to the presently authorized 73.6 positions ($3.1 million) proposed for 
continuation in the budget year, and are requested on the basis of existing work­
load. The request includes 4 positions for payroll and personnel services, 3 for fiscal 
management (primarily accounting) , 4 for program evaluation, 4.5 for an increase 
in authorized tempory help, and 1 each for curriculum development, warehouse 
worker and headquarters receptionist. 

We believe that adequate justification exists for the proposed curriculum devel­
opment, warehouse worker and headquarters receptionist positions, and we rec­
ommend approval of them. However, our analysis of the remaining 16.5 positions 
indicates. that some revisions in the budget request are warranted. 

In this and previous analyses, we have commented on the administrative prob­
lems resulting from CCC's emphasis on program expansion at the expense of 
adequate personnel, management ahd budget procedures. This proposed increase 
represents a major effort to correct those problems. While we support the CCC's 
efforts to improve headquarters' administrative processes, we believe the 
proposed increases fail to take into account: (1) the impact of automation and (2) 
the adequacy of funds for temporary help within the base. 

(1) Impact of automation. As previously discussed, the 1981-82 budget pro­
posal includes $193,057 for the automation of corpsmember personnel, fiscal man­
agement and project management systems. These are the same activities for which 
11 of the requested 19.5 positions are proposed. As CCC's automation needs analy­
sis points out, automation of these processes should resUlt in cost reductions and I or 
cost avoidance. By requesting additional funds for both automation and increased 
administrative staffing, costs will be increased, rather than avoided or reduced. 
Based on our analysis, we recommend that the proposal for additional headquar­
ters positions be revised as follows: 

• Establish 7 limited term positions. The budget requests 4 positions for pay­
roll and personnel and 3 positions for fiscal management. These same activi­
ties are also proposed for automation. Mter the processes are automated, these 
positions should be eliminated. The CCC's current schedule indicates that the 
new EDP system will not be fully implemented until 1982-83. Consequently, 
we recommend that the positions be approved in the budget year, but that 
approval be limited to one year. . 

• Eliminate additional positions for program evaluation. The budget includes 
$101,499 for 4 additional positions in program evaluation (1 professional and 
3 clerical). The positions are proposed to "identify and report on the Corps' 
significant activities in accomplishing the objectives of the program." Al­
though we support CCC's efforts to improve program evaluation, CCC has not 
provided adequate information to justify this request. 

The Corps published an overall program evaluation in December 1979 
which was proposed by an outside consultant. In our Analysis of the 1980 
Budget Bill, we discussed the inadequacy of the cost-benefit data contained 
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in that evaluation and the problems involved in economic measurement of 
CCC projects. The CCC's justification for a permanent research analyst em­
phasizes the need for improved cost-benefit data but provides no information 
on how the methodology used in the 1979 evaluation will be revised and 
improved cost-benefit data obtained. Without such revisions, program evalua­
tion will be of little value to legislative oversight. The CCC should outline its 
program evaluation methodology before additional funding is approved. 

The three clerical positions are requested to support the proposed program 
evaluation function as well as existing legislative and public relations func­
tions. Much of the workload involves collecting and maintaining information 

.. on corpsmembers through a manual data system. These tasks are specifically 
proposed for automation and should be incorporated within CCC's automa­
tion proposal. For this reason and the one stated above, we are unable to 
support the program evaluation request and recommend that Item 344-001-
001 be reduced by $101,499 to eliminate the 4 proposed positions. 

(2) Need for temporary help. The CCC is requesting $58,428 to increase tem­
porary help by 4.5 personnel-years. The positions are requested to provide addi­
tional administrative support during peak workload periods, and to provide 
vacation relief for cooks at base and fire centers. Our analysis concludes that the 
augmentation is not justified for two reasons: 

• Other funds are available. The CCC has been budgeted for 2.5 personnel­
years of temporary help since 1978-79 (approximately $30,000 annually). 
CCC,however, has the authority and flexibility to exceed that level if funds 
are available. As Table 4 indicates, additional funds have been available in 
each of the past three years. During the period since July 1, 1978, the amount 
expended for temporary help has exceeded the amount budgeted by an aver­
age of $185,000 annually. The $185,000 became available because of CCC's high 
rate of personnel turnover and program expansion, which caused unbudgeted 
vacancies. and salary savings. Although CCC's salary savings has been in­
creased in the budget year, it is likely that additional funds for temporary help 
will once again become available. 

• New administrative positions. Much of the workload handled by the existing 
temporary helpin the current year will be performed by the new administra­
tive positions requested for 1981-82 .. Consequently, the existing 2.5 personnel­
years of temporary help can be directed to other tasks. 

For these reasons, we believe that the workload proposed for new temporary 
help positions can be accomplished within the existing budget, and recommend 
that Item 334-001-001 be reduced by $54,428. 

Table 4 
California Conservation Corps 

Temporary Help Experience 
1978-79 to 1980-81 

Govemors 
Budget Actual Difference 

Positions· Amount Positions· Amount Positions· Amount 
1978-79.............................................................. 2.5 $30,000 21.6 $261,972 19.1 $231,972 
1979-80.............................................................. 2.5 30,000 12.5 152,399 10.0 122,399 
1980-81 (estimated) ...................................... 2.5 32,925 17.8 234,596 15.3 201,671 

• Positions are expressed as personnel-year equivalents. 
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Solar and Energy Conservation Training Program 
We recommend that the solar training and energy conservation program be reduced by 

$6!0,(J()() ($520,(J()() from Item 334-(){)1..()19 and $9O,(J()() in reimbursements scheduled in Item 
334..(}(}!-(){)1} and that corpsmembersbe assigned to the program from within the existing 
authorized corpsmember strength. 

The 1980 Budget Act provided $505,081 to support a solar training and energy 
conservation program. This program is training 54 corpsmembers in two separate 
programs: (I) the design, fabrication, installation and maintenance of solar water 
heating systems, and (2) an energy audit program to enhance energy conservation 
within the CCC..The·funding includes (a) $353,881 from the State Energy Re­
SOUl:ces Conservation and Development Special Account in the General Fund for 
10 staff positions and related operating expenses and (b) $151,200 in reimburse­
ments from other state agenCies for the cost of materials to construct solar panels. 
The·54 corpsmembers come from the budgeted strength of the CCC. 

The 1981-82 Governor's Budget requests a total of $1,245,944 for the solar train­
ing and energy conservation program. This includes $1,004,754 from the Energy 
Resources Conservation and Development SpeCial Account, $90,000 from corp­
smember reimbursements for food and housing and $151,200 from reimburse­
ments for the cost of materials. The budget year proposal is an increase of $740,873, 
or 146.6 percent, over current-year expenditures. (At the time this analysis was 
prepared, it was not clear that there would be adequate funds in the. SpeCial 
Account to support all of the programs proposed in the Governor's Budget. For 
further discussion, see our analysis of the Energy Commission, Item 336-oo1-019.) 

The $740,873 increase includes (a) $130,873 for four staff positions and related 
operating expenses and (b) $610,000 to add 6Ocorpsmembers. The four positions 
include two cooks, one business services officer and one conservation administra­
tor I. Addition of the four positions will provide the program with the same staffing 
level as all other CCC residential centers. 

Our analysis indicates that the addition of 60 corpsmembers is not warranted to 
achieve the program's original objective, and is inconsistent with the policy adopt­
ed in the 1980 Budget Act. Last year, in proposing to initiate a new solar and 
energy conservation prograin, CCC requested funds for staff and operating ex­
penses only. CCC offiCials stated that the cost of additional corpsmembers could 
be avoided by transferring 54 selected corpsmembers from existing base centers. 
Now CCC is proposing to reverse that policy by adding 60 new corpsmembers for 
the solar and energy conservation program . 

. Based on the program's experience during the current year, this augmentation 
is not necessary for effective program operation. The center is slowly reaching full 
corpsmember strength. As of January 1981, the program had filled 8 of the 10 staff 
positions and 33 of the 54corpsmembersslots. The CCC antiCipates that a full 
complement of staff and corpsmembers will be attained by March 1981. Even so, 
the program director antiCipates meeting the intended goal of installing solar 
systems at 30 sites in 1980--81. 

We recommend that the program proceed as originally proposed and currently 
operated, and that corpsmember support be. provided from within the existing 
CCC budget. This will reduce total program expenditures by $610,000, including 
reductions of $520,000 from the State Energy Resources Conservation and Devel­
opment Special Account (Item 334-001-009) and $90,000 in corpsmember reim­
bursements (Item 334-oo1-oo1). 

Reduced Energy Consumption 
We defer recommendation on $530,796 proposed For the cost of utilities and recommend 

that the eee repprt to the Fiscal committees at budget hearings on estimated energy con­
sumption For 198fJ....81 and 1981-82. 



454 / RESOURCES Item 334 

CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS-Continued 

The CCC budget includes $530,796 for the estimated cost of utilities in 1981-82. 
According to CCC, this amount was derived by taking the·am0tmt budgeted for 
utilities in the current year plus utility requirements of new facilities proposed for 
the budget year, and increasing the total by7 percent. 

The primary variables in determining utility costs are changes in consumption 
and price. The proposed 7 percent budget year increase would appear to be 
inadequate, based on projected utility rate increases. Nevertheless, while the 
budget may understate the size of utility rate increases expected in 1981-82, it 
appears to overstate CCC energy consumption. . 

In July 1979, the E-Con (energy conservation) program was established to 
reduce energy consumption throughout the CCe. In the current year, 3 of the 10 
staff and 15 of the 54 corpsmember positions in the solar training program are 
reserved for E-Con activities. These activities include (a) performance of energy 
audits at CCC facilities, (b}installation of energy conservation retrofits and (c) 
education of corpsmembers and staff. . 

Based on a report recently completed by the E-Con unit, the program has been 
effective in reducing energy usage. Using 1978-79 as a baseline reference, CCC 
estimates that average consumption per "operational center month" decreased by 
24 percent in 1979-80, resulting in a total savings for all centers of approximately 
$136,400. Similar datais not yet available for the current year but the E-Con report 
indicates that substantial additional savings are achievable. . 

Savings realized as a result of energy conservation should reduce utility budgets. 
As noted above, however, the budget for utilities was prepared by increasing the 
current year budget by 7 percent. Savings from· the E-Con program were not. 
considered. Because the proposed budget has not been adjusted to reflect either 
accurate consumption data or accurate price data, we are unable to justify the 
amount requested. Consequently, we recommend that CCC report to the fiscal 
subcommittees at budget hearings on actual energy consumption for 1979-80 and 
estimated energy consumption for 1980-81 and 1981-82.·Estimates for both years 
should be adjusted to reflect the reduction in energy consumption resulting from 
the E-Con program. If required, the budget can be adjusted at that time. 

Stream Clearance 
We withhold recommendation on the proposed $976,879 reimbursement from the Depart­

ment of Fish and Game, pending clarification of the department's $2,997,000 proposal for 
stream clearance work.·· . . 

The CCC is budgeted to receive $976,879 in reimbursements from the Depart­
ment of Fish and Game in 1981-82 for stream clearance projects in the north coast 
area. The funds are proposed for 11 positions and 60 corpsmembers to continue 
work financed in 1979-80 and 1980-81· by Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 (SB 201) . 
This legislation appropriated $1,850,000 from the Renewable Resources Invest­
ment Fund (RRIF) to the Department of Fish and Game for salmon and steelhead 
habitat restoration projects. 

The budget proposes to continue the project in 1981-82 at essentially the current 
year level. Reimbursements, however, would come from the Energy and Re­
sources Fund (ERF) , rather than from the RRIF. The CCC stream clearance work 
is only one part of a proposed $2,997,000 ERF appropriation to the Department of 
Fish and Game for salmon and steelhead habitat improvements. In our analysis of 
that proposal (Item 360-001-200) we withhold recommendation on the entire 
$2,997,000 pending submittal of information identifying specific locations, estimat­
ed project costs and a schedule for condUcting this work. Because the CCC stream 
clearance project is dependent on reimbursement from the Department ofFish 
and Game, we withhold recommendation on this aspect of the corps' budget, 
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pending clarification ofthe $2,997,000 ERFappropriation to that department. We 
have no programmatic difficulty with the stream cleaning work proposed byeec. 

Base Center Expansion 
We recommend that the $1,701,197 proposed in Item 334·()()J.(}()1 for expansion of six base 

centers be approved. We.furtherrecoinmend that Item 334.f}()1.()(J1 be reduced by $1,132,052 
to delete support for two proposed nonresidential base centers 

The budget proposes the expenditure of $2,833,249 from the General Fund for 
an additional 240 corpsmembers in 1981-82. The increase consists of (a) $1,701,197 
to expand six existing residential base centers from a strength of 60 corpsmembers 
to 80 corpsmembers (120 corpsmembers) and (b) $1,132,052 to establish two new 
nonresidential base ceriters (120 corpsmembers). . 

The eee indicates that the following six centers would be expanded to 80 
corpsmembers: Camarillo, Escondido, San Jacinto, San Luis Obispo, San Pedro and 
Santa Clara. We have reviewed the proposal and believe that expansion at those 
centers is warranted. According to eee, these centers have a backlog of project 
requests. The expansion of existing centers is equivalent to the addition of two new 
centers, but· at considerable lower cost. No· new lease would be required, and 
normal start·up costs for new centers could be avoided. Staffing needs would be 
much less because only 12 staff positions would be added for direct crew supervi· 
sion, while 24 positions would be required for two· new base centers (20i£ the 
centers are nonresidential). Our analysis indicates that the proposal is reasoIlable 
and .we recommend approval. 

The eee has not identified a site for either of the. two new nonresidential 
centers. The proposed $1,132,052 augmentation is based on aphase·in schedule 
whereby one ceriter is proposed to open on October 1, 1981 (9 months operation) 
and the other center would open on April!, 1982 .(3 months operation). We 
estimate that full·year operation of the centers Will require a minimum of $2.0 
million in 1982-83, ail increase of $867,948 over the amount proposed in the Gover· 
nor's Budget. 

We recommend that the funds for these two centers be deleted for the following 
reasons: 

• N~ eee has not identified the location of or justified the need for the two 
new centers. 

• Expense. The full·year cost of the proposal ($2.0 million) is at least $300,000 
. more than the cost of expanding capacity by adding 20 corpsmembers at· six 
existing centers. 

• Additional administrative workload The eee. has. acknowledged serious 
problems in administrative workload and is atternppng to resolve them. Con· 
tinuedprogram expansion will only exacerbate the problems. 

• Zero cost alternative. Adoption of the Budget Billianguage we recommend 
to restrict the use of "special corpsmembers" will effectively add approxi· 
mately 63 regular corpsmembers at no increase to the budget. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the proposed addition of two. new non· 
resideBtial centers be denied, and that Item 334·001·001 be reduced by $1,132,052. 
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CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 334-301 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 20 

Requested 1981-82 ........................................................... : ............. . $300,073 
300,073 Recommended.reduction ........ : ..................... ~ .............................. . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 

1. Minor Capital Outlay. Reduce by $300,073. RecQmmend minor 
capital outlay projects be deleted. 

456 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Minor Capital Outlay 
We recommend that Item 334.:J01-(}()] for minor capital outlay be deleted, a reduction of 

$300,073. 

The budget proposes the expenditure of $300,073 from the General Fund for 24 
minor capital outlay projects ($100,000 or less per project) for the California 
Conservation Corps. The projects are summarized in Table 1 which shows that 10 
are related to basic living unit needs, 12 make improvements to correct health and 
safety deficiencies, 1 is related to training and program support, and' 1 will con­
struct facilities related to a solar energy program at Greenwood. 

Table 1 
California Conservation Corps 

Minor Capital Outlay 
1981-32 

Number of 
Projects 

1. Improvements to .meet basic living unit needs .................................... 10 
2. Improvements to correct health and safety deficiencies .................... 12 
3. Training and program support projects ................................................. : 1 
4. Solar energy program at Greenwood ...................................................... '1 

Totals.............................................................................................................. 24 

Amount 
$124,752 

68,191 
8,690 

98,440 

$300,073 

As stibmitted,these,proPQsals did not contain adequate information to either 
describe or justify the work to be done. In fact, no detail was provided on the solar 
energy project other than a five-line cost estimate. Consequently, no information 
has been given to the Legislature regarding this project's economic feasibility, 
future program costs, or potential fee support. 

In the absence of information justifying the need for these projects, we recom­
mend that funding for them be deleted, for a General Fund savings of$300,073. 

------ ----. ---
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Resources Agency 

ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATiON AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION 

Item 336 from the General 
Fund and various special 
funds Budget p. R 21 

Requested 1981-82 , ......... , .................................................. , ........... . 
Estimated 1980-81 .............. : .•........................................................... 
Actual 1979-80 ........................................... ; ....................... , ............. . 

$29,467,898 
2i,907,088 
22,811,508 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $7,560,810 (+ 34.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... $3,923,137 
Recommendation Pending ............................................... ~ .............. ~25,544,761 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 
336-001'()I9-Support 

Description Fund 
Energy Resources Conserva· 
tion and Development Spe­
cial Account, General 

Amount 
$24,372,617 

336-001-044-Support 

336-OOH88-S0lar Pond Project 
336-001-412-Support 
336-001 :s9O-support 

Motor Vehicle Account, 
State TraIisportation 
Energy Resources 
Transportation Rate 
Federal Trust 

2,470,281 

2,250,000 
375,000 

(12,49~,716) 

Total $29,467,898 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Absence of Justification. We withhold recommendation on $25,-

544,761 in state funds and $12,495,716 in federal funds requested by 
the commission, pending receipt of budget change proposals, sup­
porting documents, and schedules. 

2. Quarterly Contract Reports. We recoriunend that supplemental 
report language again be adopted to require the Energy Commis­
sion to submit quarterly contract progress reports to the· Legisla­
ture. 

3. Transportation Rate Fund Eliminate . Item 336-()(}1-412 
($375,000). Recommend reduction because this source of funding 
is not available to the Energy Commission. . 

4. Electronic Data Processing. Reduce $718,358 from . unSpecified 
sources. Recommend reduction because the commission's re­
quest does not recognize potential savings. 

5. Excessive Power Plant Siting Staff. R.educe Item 331-()(}1-0)9. by 
$371~976. Recommend reduction to balance staff with workload. 

6. Statutory and Fiscal Remedies Needed. Recommend (1) legisla­
tion to clarify the jurisdiction of the Energy Commission, the Public 
Utilities Commission and the Air Resources Board, and (2) budget 
language requiring the Energy Commission to establish a budget­
ing and accounting system to report power plant sitirig costs. 

7. Fuels Assessment Element. Reduce unspecified items by 

Analysis 
page 
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466 

467 

468 

471 

477 
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ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
-Continued . 

$2,451,803; Recommend reduction because the Energy Commis-
sion has not shown how its emergency planning, petroleum infor­
mation and fuel allocation systems will address the requirements of 
existing law, or justified the funding needs for these systems. This 
general recommendation includes two specific reductions, (1) a 
reduction of $205,000 to eliminate six new positions for fuels infor­
mation gathering because the commission has diverted existing 
positions to other purposes and (2) a reduction of $100,000 to elimi­
nate.unnecessaty work to verify countY gasoline consumption data 
compiled by the Board of Equalization. . . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission be­

gan operations in January 1975.The five-member, full-time commission is responsi­
ble forcertifyirig power plant sites, forecasting energy supplies and demands, 
developing energy conservation measures, and carrying out a program of research 
and development in energy supply, consumption, conservation, and power plant 
siting technology. The commission is located in Sacramento. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes four appropriations totaling $29,467,898 from. various state 

funds for the commission in 1981-82. This is an increase of $7,560,810, or 34.5 
percent, over estimated current-year expenditures. This amount will increase by 
the amount of any salary or staff benefit increases approved for the budget year. 
The budget proposes funding for 507 authorized and 44 new positions in 1981-82. 
In addition, the budget requests $2,250,000 from the Energy Resources Fund to 
finance the first year of state participation in the Salton Sea Solar Pond demonstra­
tion project proposed by the Southern California Edison Company. 

The budget proposes total.expenditures of $42,605,233 from all sources. for the 
Energy Commission in 1981-82, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Energy Commission 

Sources of Funda-1981-82 

Funding Source 
Energy Resources . Conservation . and .Development Special Account, General· Fund 

(Item 336-001'()19) ................ , .. , ......................................................................... , ......... ; ........... . 
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Reserve Account, General Fund ... , 
Motor Vehicle AcCoUnt, Transportation Fund (Item 336-001-(44) ......................... , ........... . 
Transportation Rate Fund (Item 336-(01412) ....... ; ................................. ~ ............ : .................. . 
Energy Conservation and Assistance Account ............................................................ ~ .... , ... , ... .. 
Energy and Resources Fund (Item 336-001-188) ............................... : ................................... ::. 
Reimbursements· ......................................... : ......... ; .................... , .. , ..... , ...... ;; ..................... : ....... ; ........ . 
Federal Trust Fund ................................... , ............. ; ................ ; ... , ................ , ..... ;.; .......... , .............. . 

Total Expenditures ........... :.:;L ...... ;~ ............ ; ...... , ....... ; ...... :.: ............ ;; ........... ; ........ : ...... , ...... : ........ . 

Amount 

$24,372,617 
390,475 

2,470,281 
375,000 
98,272 

2,250,000 
152;872 

12,495,716 
$42,605,233 

The total expenditures shown in Tablel are $21,057,698, or 3.3.1 percent, less than 
the $63,662,931 estimated to be spent in the current year. The decrease does not 
reflect a reduction in the commission's ongoing programs. Instead, it rElflects the 
unique funding arrangement for loan and financial incentive progrlID.J,s as well as 
significant one-time expenditures in the current year. Table 2 lists these special 
expeIiditures, and shows that after adjustments are made. to exclude them from the 
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1980-81 expenditure total, the budget proposes to increase support for continuing 
commission programs by $10,341,302 to a total of $40,355,233, which is 34.5 percent 
higher than in 1980-81. 

Table 2 
Energy Commission 

Comparison of 1980-81 and 1981-82 
Estimated and Proposed Expenditures 

Adjusted to Show Increases in Continuing Support Programs 

Deductions Totals 
1980-81 Total Estimated Expenditures ...................................... ,................... $63,662,931 

Deduct one-time expenditures and financial assistance funds 
An 900" energy conservation loans to schools, hospitals, local gov-

ernment and public care facilities-General Fund.................... $9,500,000 
SO 771 b clean coal demonstratioI1S---'Cl.ean Coal Account, General 

Fund .......................................................... ; ......................... ,................. 4,000,000 
SO 771 b assistance for projects to convert agricultural and forestry 

wastes to energy-Agricultural and Forestry Residue Utiliza" 
tion Account, General Fund ............................................................ 10,000,000 

SO 1723c street lighting energy conservation loans to local govern, 
ments-Energy and Resources Fund ............................................ 8,000,000 

SO 1611d Agricultural Solar Design Competition-Energy and Re-. 
sources Fund ........................................................................................ 99,000 

SO 620e Alcohol Fuels Fleet Test-Reimbursement from Transpor- , 
tation Planning and Development Account ................................ ' 2,050,000 

Total deductions ............................................................................................. . 

1980-81 Estimated Continuing Program Expenditures .......................... .. 
1981-82 Total Proposed Expenditures f ....................................................... . 

Less financial assistance in 1981~ for 
Salton Sea Solar Pond Project-Energy and Resources Fund ....... . 

1981-82 Continuing Program Expenditures ............................................... . 

"Chapter 1124, Statutes of 1979 
b chapter 1123, Statutes of i979 
c Chapter 902, Statutes of 1980 
d Chapter 905, Statutes of 1980 
e Chapter 161, Statutes of 1979 
f As shown in Governor's Budget. 

-33,649,000 

$30,013,931 
42,605,233 

-2,250,000 
$40,355,233 

Each of the programs itemized in Table 2 for 1980-81 was funded through a 
statute enacted in 1979 or 1980. The expenditures shown for each program, howev­
er, do not include the commission's cost of administering these programs. The 
administrative costs are included in the commission's other support costs. 

Expenditures Levels Are Uncertain 
The budget assumes that after the. amounts appropriated for energy conserva­

tion loans (AB 900), waste-to-en~rgy and clean coal projects (SB 771), and street­
light conversion loans (SB 1723) are initially loaned or distributed, no further loans 
or distributions will be made. Our analysis indicates that this is not correct. The 
legislation authorizing these programs allows the commission to make additional 
loans using the proceeds from repayments. The commission's staff indicates, 
however, that it does not expect to have significant repayments available for new 
loans or financial assistance until 1982-83. 

On the other hand, some of the loan and assistance money shown as being spent 
during the current year may not be committed until 1981-82. In the case of 
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ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
-Continued 
financial assistance for projects to convert agricultural and forestry wastes to ener­
gy under SB 771, for example, commitments are statutorily limited to $5 million 
in the current year. Commission staff expect. actual commitments under this pro­
gram to be only $3.7 million during 1980-81, although the budget shows the entire 
$10 million being spent in the current year. Also the commission is planning to 
analyze the results of preliminary studies before it decides whether and when to 
spend the $4 million appropriated by SB 771 for clean coal demonstration projects. 
The portion of SB 771 that is for Clean Coal Studies, the SB 1611 Agricultural solar 
Design Competition and the SB 620 Alcohol Fuels Fleet Test are one-time expend­
itures. 

Electricity ·Surcharge 
The Energy Resources Conservation and Development Special Account (the 

Special Account) receives its revenues from a surcharge on the sale of electricity. 
The surcharge has a maximum rate of $.0002 (two-tenths of a mill) per kilowatt­
hour. The rate is set each year by the Board of Equalization, which also collects 
the surcharge from the utilities. 

The law requires the board to set a rate each January that will produce enough 
revenue to fund the expenditures from the. Special Account that. are proposed in 
the Governor's :Budget. The board must adjust the rate again in August, if neces­
sary, to reflect the final appropriations in the Budget Act.Aily surplus remaining 
in the Special Account at the end of each fiscal year is transferred to the Energy 
Resources. Conservation and Development Reserve Account (the Reserve Ac­
count), or if the Reserve .Account balance has reached $3 million, the surplus is 
used to reduce the surcharge rate in the following year. .. .. 

The Reserve Account may be used by the commission, With the approval of the 
Director of Finance, for cash-flow loans to the Special Account, for cost-of-living 
salary increases for Energy Commission employees, and to fund unexpected work~ 
load for power plant siting. 

At its January 1981 meeting, the board increased the rate from sixteen hun­
dredths of a mill to nineteen hundredths of a mill. Due to collection lags the rate 
increase does not result in a revenue increase until 1981-82. The board's staff 
estimates that the new rate will produce revenues of $29,442,799 in 1981-82, which 
is $616,668 less than the 1981-82 revenue projection of $30,059,467 in the Gover­
nor's Budget. At the current rate of nineteen hundredths of Ii mill, the surcharge 
costs·the average residential electricity customer about 11 cents each month. 

Expanding Use of the Special Account 
The Warren-Alquist Act states that the Special Account. may be used. for any 

purpose authorized by the act. Prior to the 1979-80 fiscal year, the Special Account 
has been used solely to fund the Energy Commission and to reimburse the costs 
incurred by the Board of Equalization in collecting the surcllarge.The Budget Act 
of 1979 expanded the use of revenues from the surcharge by appropriating $381,-
809 to the Public Utilities Commissiop. (PUC) and $150,000 to the SolarCal Office 
and Council. Because the Warren-Alquist Act assigns a number of duties to the 
PUC, it is appropriate to cover the costs of carrying out these PUG duties from the 
Special Account. TheSolarqal Office and Council received funds to support their 
programs to promote solar energy, which the Warren-Alquist Act endorses. 

Table 3 ·lists those agencies which received appropria~ons from the Special 
Account in the current year, and the estimated expenditutes of each. It also shows 
the appropriations proposed from the Special Accolint for 1981-82. .. 

Although the Energy Commission still receives most of the funds from the 
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. Special Account, nine other agencies received appropriations from the Special 
Account in 1980-81. For 1981-82, the Governor's Budget proposes appropriations 
from the Special Account to five of these agencies in addition to the Energy 
Commission. 

Table 3 
Estimated and Proposed Expenditures From the 

Energy and Resources Conservation and Development 
. Special Account in 1980-81 and 1981-82 

Organizabon 
Energy Commission-support ................................................................... . 
Board of Equalization-surcharge collection costs and collection of 

county gasoline data in 1981-82 ......... ; .............................................. .. 
Solar Business Office-support. ................................................................. .. 
SolarCal Council-support ......................................................................... . 
Public Utilities Commission-support .................................................... .. 
California Conservation Corps-solar and energy conservation pro-

grams ; ...................................................................................................... . 
Air Resources Board-cogeneration and alternative fuels programs 
Department of Water Resources-photovoltaic project ..................... . 
Alternative Energy Source Financing Authority-start-up loan 
. (Chapter 908, Statutes of 1980) ......................................................... . 
Board of Control-claims ........................................................................... . 

Totals ........................................................................................................ .. 

EStimated 
198fJ..81 

$19,706,273 

49,456 
117,733 
105,119 

2,820,653 

426,881 
138,652 
250,000 

200,000 
25,649 

$23,840,416 

Proposed 
1981--82 

$24,372,617 

291,379 

91,000 
3,968,704 

1,004,754 
290,836 

$30,019,290 

The PUC has become a major recipient of Special Account funds. The PUC 
approves electricity rates charged by utilities which generate the funds needed to 
finance the utilities' energy conservation and alternative energy programs. Rate­
making by the PUC can also discourage excessive energy use through changes in 
rate structures. Most of the Special Account funds appropriated to the PUC have 
been used to establish new energy conservation or alternative energy programs. 
This money has replaced General Fund support of PUC activities because the 
General Fund would have otherwise been the funding source for these new pro­
grams. The Legislature also appropriated $590,000 from the Special Account to the 
PUC in 1980-81 to reduce the amount of salary savings and thereby increase the 
amount available to support personnel in the PUC's General Fund-supported 
programs. 

For 1981-82, the PUC's budget request includes from the Special Account $151,-
903 for additional. PUC staff to process electric and gas utility requests for energy 
cost adjustments, an activity traditionally supported by the General Fund. 
Fund. 

It is reasonable to use revenue from the electricity surcharge to support PUC 
programs related to the.·regulatibn ·of electricity rates. The appropriateness of 
using these revenues to support the assembly of solar water heaters by the Califor­
nia Conservation Corps and installation of the solar units in state facilities, or for 
the Board of Equalization to collect gasoline consumption data is questionable. 
The same is true of some Energy Commission programs, such as gasoline alloca­
tion, which have been funded with surcharge revenues. These activities have no 
connection with electricity use. 

In .effect, the Special Account has become a source of funds· for a· variety of 
energy programs administered by various state agencies. Because of this,· and 
because· the Energy Commission itself has gained access to additional funding 
sources, money from the Special Account is. becoming interchangeable with 
money from the General Fund and several other funds. 
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Potential Deficit in the Special Account 
The fund condition statement for the Special Account that appears in the Gover­

nor's Budget indicates that the account will have a surplus of $1,241,167 as of June 
30, 1981. This surplus would remain after the transfer of $1,955,754 in surplus funds 
to the Reserve Account, which will bring the reserve to its $3 million statutory 
maximum. However, when the budget figures are corrected for several errors and 
orriissions, the projected surplus becomes a deficit, as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4 
Energy Resources Conservation and Development Special Account 

1980-81 Corrections and Potential 1981-82 Adjustments 
to Fund Condition in Governor's Budget a 

Corrections 
Accumulated Surplus, June 30, 1981 as estimated in Governor's 

Budget .................................................................................................... .. 

Corrections: 
1980-81 revenue overestimation ........................................................... . -$2,BOO,OOO 
'Transfer to Fuel Allocation Revenue Account (Chapter 803, Stat-

utes of 1980) ... ; ................................................................................... . -390,000 
Lump sum salary increase (preliminary estimate) ........................ .. -400,000 

Total 1980-81 Correction ..................................................................... . 

1980-81 Potential Deficit ............................................................................ .. 

Total 

$1,241,167 

-3,590,000 

$2,348,833 

Note: The potential deficit reflects necessary program and expenditures reductions rather than the 
creation of an actual deficit. 

• See Statement of Fund Condition on page R 2:l of the Govennor's Budget for source of figures. 

The corrections shown in Table 4 require some elaboration. The budget esti­
mates that surchage revenue during the current year will be $26,424,705. This is 
the same amount that was projected for 1980-81 in last year'sbudget. Thatprojec­
tion, however, assumed a surcharge rate sufficient to cover allof the appropria­
tions from the Special Account requested in the Governor's Budget. However, 
because the Legislature appropriated an amount less than what the Governor 
requested, the' Board of Equalization established a surcharge rate in August 1980 
sufficient to produce only $23.6 million in revenue. (The total amount appropriat­
ed from the Special Account by the 1980 Budget Act). As a result, revenues in the 
current year are overestimated by $2,800,000. 

In addition, the 1980-81 Governor's Budget fails to reflect a transfer of $390,000 
from the Special Account to the Fuel Allocation Revenue Account established by 
Chapter 803, Statutes of 1980. This transfer was made to fund expanded fuel 
allocation activities in the event of a shortage. Finally, the budget makes no 
allowance for the lump sum (retroactive) salary increase provided during the 
current year pur~uant to Chapter 192, Statutes of 1979 (SB 91). This payment will 
add approximately $400,000. 

When these corrections are made, the projected surplus of $1,241,167 on June 
30, 1981, becomes a potential deficit of $2,348,833. To the extent those agencies 
receiving appropriations from the Special Account are not able to spend the full 
amount of the appropriation in 1980-81, the potential deficit will be reduced. Any 
remaining deficit, however, will have to be offset by program reductions or a 
transfer of other funds into the Special Account. One possibility for avoiding a 

---~- - - - - .~-~-~-----



Estimated 
1!JlKJ..81 

$10,135,905 1. Regulatory and Planning Program ........... , .... .. 
a. Sa!ton Sea Solar Pond + $2,250,000 
h. Reduction in power plant siting -$9.15,000 
c. Fuels studies; +$1;080,000 
d. Demand forecasting +$650,000 
e. Energy technolOgies +$1,200,000 

2: 'Energy Conservation............................................ 24,600,592 
a. AB 900 loans and SB 1723 street lighting 

conversion,loans-$17,500,000 
h. Buildings +$1,060,000 
c. Appllimce standards + $540,000 
d. Transportation +$1;500,000 
e. Commercial, industrial +$855,000 
f. Special projects + $32n,000 

'3. Development of New Energy Sources ............ 22,093,316 
a. Residue conversion/clean coal 

-'-$14,250,000 
h. Alcohol f:uels fleet-test -$2,097,136 
c. Solar competition "'$99,000 
d. Synthetic fuels' +$1,060,000 
e. Small power producers' +$1,200,000 
f. Solar prograrncontracts +$1,576,000, 
g. Speci3l projects +$122,000 

4. Policy, Management and AdmiDistration........6,773,118 
a. Eliminate Fuel Allocation Office ' 

-$359,516 ' 
h. Word processing +$152,000 
c.Puhlic Advisor's Office +$163,000 
d. F:ederal fund reduction .,.$608,477 b 

:rotals .: ... , .......................... :........................................... $63,662,931 

Table 5 
Energy Commission 

1981-82 Major Budget Changes by Program 

Chanf{es in 
Motor 

Sj 'al Vehicle Statutory En~T ~ Account and Loan and Federal Net Change 
Proposed Reserve Transportation Assistance Resources Reimburse- trust From 
1981-112 Accounts Rate Fund Account Fund ments Fund 1!J80..81 

$15,755,343 +$1,615,302 +$971,208 N/A +$2,250,000 -$63,083 +$846,011 + $5,619,438 

11,216,305 +618,232 +871,800 ,,' -9,501,471 -8,000,000 N/A +2,567,153 -13,444,287 

9,484,500 + 1,280,023 N/ A -14,250,000 -99,000 -2,097,136 +2,557,317 -12,608,796 

6,159,065" , +454 +7,212 +19,737 N/A , -32,979 ~608,477 -614,053 

~615,233 C +$3,514,011 ,+$1,850,200 -:$23,731,735 -$5,849,000 -$2,193,198 +$5,362,004 -$21,047,698 C 

~ 

ct 
S 

~ 

I g;. 
NIA = Program receives no funds from this source. , " , ....... 

, "The Governor's Budget sho~ $6,l49,065, but ,the ,funding sources for this program add to $6,l59,065. , ' .. 
b Due to 'budgeting of indirectci>sts within other programs for 1981-82 only. Indirect cost recovery from federal funds increases by an additional $893,667 in 1981-82, fI 

, but is distributed among the programS. 
C This figure is$lO,OOO larger than the total programs figure in the Governor's Budget due to the discrepancy cited in footnote (a) above. 



464 / RESOURCES Item 336 

ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
-Continued 

deficit would be to eliminate the $2 million transfer from the Special Account to 
the Reserve Account proposed in the Governor's Budget. Another alternative 
would be to revert the $390,000 transferred to the Fuel Allocation Revenue Ac­
count. 

Shortage of Funds for the 1981-82 Budget Program 
The budget projects a surplus of $1,366,344, for the Special Account at the end 

of 1981-82. However, this assumes that the projected surplus of $1,241,167 is carried 
over from. the current year and that the surcharge will produce $30,059,467 in 
revenue in 1981-82. As we discuss above, there probably will be no surplus in 
1980-81 to carryover and the estimate of 1981-82 revenue by the staff of the Board 
of Equalization is $616,618 less than the estimate of $30,059,467 shown in the 
budget. These two adjustments reduce the funds available in 1981-82 by a total of 
$1,857,835, which eliminates the projected surplus of $1,366,344 and creates a po­
tential deficit of $491,491 for the Special Account in 1981-82. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Table 5 summarizes the commission's proposed program changes for 1981..:.a2, by 

funding source. As the table shows, major increases in funding for new or expand­
ed projects have been proposed for all of the commission's programs. As already 
discussed above, the reduction in expenditures shown by the table reflects the .. 
unique funding arrangement for loans and financial assistance plus special one­
time expenditures in the current year. Because the commission has not provided 
detailed information in support of its budget, the figures shown in the table for 
individual budget changes within each program are approximate and are based on 
the budget approved by the commission in September 1980. 

Absence of Justification and Documentation 
We withhold recommendation on the $29,467,898 in state funds and $12,495,716 in federal 

funds proposed for appropriation in the Budget Bill to support the commission (the entire 
budget request of the commission, less $3,923,137 in specific reductions which we recommend 
below), pending receipt of budget change proposals, supporting documents, and schedules. 

The commission lists 21 "significant program changes" in its budget .. The State 
Administrative Manual requires a budget change proposal (BCP) to be prepared 
for each of these changes to justify the amount requested. The BCPs are normally 
reviewed by the Department of Finance in preparing the Governor's Budget, and 
are then submitted to the Legislature for its review. 

The only documentation· prepared by the commission to justify its 1981-82 
budget request is the preliminary material compiled by the staff in September. 
This material is not adequate to meet the requirements of the State Administrative 
Manual. 

During the week of January 12, after the Governor's Budget had been transmit­
ted to the Legislature, we received some budget change proposals from the com­
missiqn. These BCPs were pn~pared.· after the Department. of· Finance had 
approved the commission's budget, and were submitted too late for us to review 
arid analyze for the preparation of this analysis.·We will submit to the Legislature 
our analysis of these BCPs and our re~ommendations for funding changes based 
on this analysis in the form of a supplementalana1,ysis: 

As we discuss in the section on power plant siting, below, there are areas of 
duplication and overlap between the Energy Commission and the PUC. It has not 
been possible, however, to compare the budgets of the two agencies to determine 
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the extent of duplication because the PUC also failed to submit BCPs until mid­
January. 

Additional Budgeting Problems 
At the time this· analysis was written, the commission had not prepared basic 

schedules to support its budget reque$t. For example, there is no schedule which 
shows the sources and expected availability of the $12.5 million in federal funds 
budgeted for the commission in 1981-82. Commission staff indicate that the com­
bined total for federal funds in 198o.-:B1 and 1981-82 may double~count a $3 million 
cilrryover between the ~o years, but the staff is not certain. 

Another problem With federal funds relates to .indirect cost recoveries. State 
agencies are required to set aside a percentage of the federal funds they receive 
in order to coVer overhead costs. Commission staff irtdicate that these indirect cost 
recoveries will be about $2.1 million in 1981-82. The budgets for 1979-80 and 
1980-81 displayed· the expenditure of federal funds derived from indirect cost 
recovery Within the Policy Management and Administration program. In contrast, 
the budget for 1981-82 distributes most of these funds to the individual programs 
areas. Therefore, estimated current year expenditures and proposed expenditUl:es 
for the budget year are not comparable, and the indirect costs for 1981-82 are 
probably budgeted improperly. 

The method used by the commission to budget its administI"ative and manage­
mentcosts is not .clear. The budget proposes expenditures of $6,1 million for the 
Policy Management and Administration program in 1981-82. According to cOIIl~ 
mission staff, the budget for the Policy Management and Administration program 
was prepared by taking estimated expenditures in the current year and adjusting 
them for price increases. The commission appears to have made no effort to relate 
the budget request for this program to workload estimates. For example, no at­
tempt was made to estimate the number of hearings next year or the need for 
outside legal services. Instead, funding for transcripts, legal notices and contracted 
legal services (which totals more than $600,(00) was simply carried over from the 
current year and inflated for price increases. The commission's $12.5 million fed­
eral fund request for 1981-82 is 76 percent greater than the $7.1 million estimated 
current year expenditure. The budget, however, does not propose to add or redi­
rect administrative positions to process and administer these additional grant 
funds. 

Although we Withhold recommendation on the bulk of the commission's budget 
request, our preliminary analysis has enabled us to make specific recommenda­
tions on a number of individual expenditure items in the budget. We were able 
to analyze these items Without detailed budget supporting documents, on the basis 
of information already available or developed through discussions With commis­
sion staff. Becaus~ the commission's budget presentation is so incomplete, howev­
er, even these recommendations may require modification in our forthcoming 
supplemental analysis. 

Contract· Reports 
We recommend the adoption of supplemental report language adopted by the Legislature 

in previous years which requires the Energy Commission to submitquarferlyconlract reports 
to the Legislature. 

The commission's budget request includes $18.4 million for contracts, primarily 
for research studies and consultant services. This is an increase of $8,920,052, or 93.9 
percent, over current-year estimated contract expenditures of $9,501,986. Section 
15604 of the Public Resources Code requires the commission to submit an "inte­
grated program of proposed research and development and technical assessment 
projects set forth on an item-by-item basis" to the Governor for inclusion in the 
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state budget. This report must include any information which is "necessary to 
describe the project adequately." The report must also describe the progress of the 
commission's research programs to date. At the time this analysis was prepared, 
this report was not completed. 

In addition to the annual report, the Legislature has also adopted supplemental 
report language requiring the commission to make quarterly reports. describing 
contracts to be let. during the upcoming quarter and evaluating the results of 
contracts completed during the preceding quarter. The purpose of these reports 
is to advise the Legislature of the commission's plans, and to provide a way of 
comparing plans with actual accomplishments. The Legislature haS received the 
first quarterly contract report for 1980-81; the second report is due in January 1981. 
There are still deficiencies in the commission's quarterly contract reports, but the 
reports have improved considerably over the past year. 

The supplemental report also reqliires the commission to ·submit an· annual 
reconciliation of budgeted contracts with actual expenditUres and contracts 
awarded. The commission, however, has not submitted a reconciliation of budget­
ed and actual contracts for 1979-80. The commission should prepare this report 
prior to budget hearings. 

The quarterly contract reports have. been helpful in monitoring the commis­
sion's many programs involving research projects and studies. They also provide 
the commission with a management and evaluation tool to use in administering 
its contracting activities. 

We therefore recommend continuation of the quarterly reports by adopting the 
following supplemental report language: 

"The commission shall continue to submit quarterly reports to the Legislature 
on its research; development and other consultant contracts in excess of $10,000. 
Reports shall be submitted before the end of the first month in each quarter. For 
contracts to be let that quarter, the reports shall include (a) a summary of the 
work to be accomplished and how it will be used, (b) how the contract relates 
to previous contract work,and (c) the estimated cost and source of funds. For 
completed contracts, the report shall include (a) results and successor failure 
in meeting contract objectives, (b) how the results will be used, and . ( c) cost and 
source of funds. By November 1, of each fiscal year the commission shall submit 

;;areconci1iationofcontmotsbudgetedjn'ihepre¥ious fiscal year with the actual 
.c,expenditnEesandmntracts awarded;~' 
The Supplemental Report to the 1900 BUdget- Act also directed the Auditor 

General to conduct an audit of the contracts let by the Energy Commission during 
the 1979-80 fiscal year. This audit is to cover contract procedures, selection of 
contractor, contract supervision, control of progress payments and the utilization 
of contract results. The supplemental report provides that the final audit report 
and recommendations shall be submitted to the Legislature by March 1, 1981. The 
staff of the Auditor General has recently begun work on this audit. 

Inappropriate Use of Transportation Rate Fund 
We recommend deletion of Item 336-001-412 which proposes an appropriationof$315,()(}(j 

from the Transportation Rate Fund, because the Energy Commission is not authorized to use 
money from that fund 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $375,000 from the Transportation Rate 
Fund to the commission. This·money is incuded in the commission's conservation 
program, presumably as part of the proposed $2:5 million transportation energy 
conservation element. . 
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The Transportation· Rate Fund receives revenue from fees paid to the Public 
Utilities Commission by the trucking industry. Section 5005 of the Public Utilities 
Code states that "the money in the fund shall be in augmentation of the current 
appropriation for support of the [Public Utilities] commission, and shall be expend­
ed by the commission for the purpose of administering and enforcing the Highway 
Carriers Act ... and other acts conferring upon the [Public Utilities] commission 
jurisdiction over the rates, charges and classifications and the rules and practices 
relating thereto of intrastate motor carriers of property for compensation~" Be­
cause the Legislature has limited the use of money in this fund to support of the 
Public Utilities Commission, we recommend elimination of Item 336-001-412. 

S8 771 and S8 620 Reports 
Chapter 1123, Statutes of 1977 (SB 771) requires the commission to include in 

its annual budget request a report on (1) the progress and results of projects to 
convert agricultural and forestry wastes to energy and (2) projects which demon­
strate clean coal. Commission staff indicate that they are now preparing this 
report. The 1980 Budget Act, Item 33, requires the Business, Transportation, and 
Housing Agency to submit a progress report by December 1, of each year on the 
alcohol fuels program funded by SB 620. The agency plans to complete this report 
in January 1981. 

Reduction in Electronic Data Processing 
We recommend a reduction of$718,358 requested for data processing because the commis­

sion 's request does not recognize the potential for savings due to (1) the installation of a new 
computer at the commission and (2) the potential for more cost-effective scheduling of its 
use of the Teale Data Center. 

The commission is requesting $1,765,358 for data processing in 1981:-82. This is 
an increase of $718,358, or 69 percent, over the estimated current-year expenditure 
of $1,047,000. Based on our discussions with commission staff, it appears that the 
budget request was produced by compiling the individual data processing requests 
from each of the comission's divisions. These division requests, in turn, were 
prepared by extrapolating past data processing costs and augmenting the resulting 
amount to reflect division managers' estimates of the needs of new or expanded 
programs. We cannot identify the use of any specific guidelines in the preparation 
of these requests. 

The commission has been using the Teale Center for its data processing needs, 
but will soon be installing a computer of its own. Even so, the commission will 
continue to use Teale for programs requiring very large data files. Teale charges 
are based on the amount of computer time used by the commission and the type 
of services provided. The cost of maintaining the commission's new computer, 
however, will be essentially fixed. The only additional cost will be for those pro­
grams which must be run at Teale. 

The commission should examine its data processing needs and determine the 
extent they can be satisfied by the new computer. The new computer should be 
able to cover these needs without an increase in costs. Additional data processing 
funds will be necessary for those programs which must be processed by Teale or 
by an outside contractor. Before requesting an increase in funds for this purpose, 
however, the commission should estimate how much of its data processing needs 
at Teale can be satisfied during off-peak hours at lower rates. The commission 
should also establish a data processing committee to periodically review its data 
processing needs and to establish guidelines for the use of the commission's. com­
puter and the Teale Data Center. 

We recommend a reduction of $718,358 to.eliminate the increase in funds for 
data processing, due to the absence of an analysis or justification for the increased 
costs. 
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POWER PLANT CERTIFICATiON PROGRAM 

Excessive Staffing Requested 
We recommend a reduction of$371,.976 (9;7 personnel-years and associated operating'COsts 

and contracts) from Item 336-001-019 to reflect a reduction in power plant certification 
activity. 

The Warren-Alquist Act created a comprehensive process for the siting of new 
power plants in California. The primary objective of this regulatory process is to 
ensure that a reliable supply of electrical energy is provided in sufficient quantities 
to meet the state's needs, and in a manner consistent with the state's interest in 
(1) protecting health and safety, (2) preservation of environmental quality, (3) 
maintaining a sound economy, and (4) conserving natural resources. The process 
has three principal components-the biennial report (BR), the notice of intention 
(NOI)and the application for certification (AFC). 

Biennial Report. The biennial report, is a comprehensive planning document 
designed to: (1) identify emerging trends related to energy demand, supply; 
conservation and public health and safety factors, and (2) specify the level of 
statewide and service area electrical demand and associated problems and uncer­
tainties for each year in the forthcoming 5-, 12-, and 2O-year periods. The report 
provides the basis for state policy and for the approval of alternative sites for new 
electric power generating facilities. In addition, the BR provides an informational 
base and generic assessment of the commercial availability and cost of alternative 
generation and nongeneration (load redUCing) technologies. 

Notice of Intention. The notice of intention (NOI) is the first stage in the 
certification of an application submitted by a utility to build an electric power 
plant. It con:sists of a series of workshops plus nonadjudicatoryand adjudicatory 
hearings which provide for an "open planning" process. The purpose of the NOI 
is to determine (1) the need for the proposed power plant, (2) the safety, health, 
environmental, land use and economic impacts of the proposed facility at three 
or more alternative sites, (3) whether there are preferable alternatives to the 
proposed project and sites, (4) the likelihood of compliance of each project site 
with applicable, local, regional, state and federal laws, regulations and ordinances, 
and (5) the general acceptability and suitability of the proposed facility at each 
alternative site. During the NOI, the commission must request the comments and 
recommendations of the Public Utilities Commission on the economic, financial, 
rate, system reliability, and service implications of the sites. 

The commission may not approve ail NOI unless it finds atleast one site to be 
acceptable for the proposed facility. In approving the notice, the commission may 
specify conditions or criteria which must be addressed in the next stage of the 
certification process. . . 

Application for Certification. The application for certification (AFC), the sec­
ond· stage, consists of a series of commission reviews and evidentiary hearings 
which provide a "common forum" to verify that a proposed power plant, located 
at the site approved in the NOI, will (1) be economically feasible and energy 
efficient,(2) reduce or eliminate all adverse health and safety effects of the 
facility, (3) mitigate to the extent possible the adverse environmental impacts of 
the facility and (4) comply with all applicable govemmentallaws, standards and 
permits. The enviroiunental impact report (EIR), or its functional equivalant, IS 
prepared by the commission at this time. In effect, the AFC provides a "one-stop" 
licensing process which consolidates· the regulatory functions of state and local 

.~-- --- - ~---------~ .. 
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agencies iilvolved iil the sitiilg of a power plant The cominission may impose 
conditions iil the AFC on the design, construction and operation of the· plant. 

Following approval of the AFC, municipally-owned facilities may proceed with 
financiilg and construction. Investor-owned utilities, however, must submit ap­
plications to the Public Utilities Cominission for determiilation of reliability, finan­
cial and rate settiilg implications. Before such a utility may proceed with a project, 
it must secure a certificate of public convenience and necessity. In some iilstances 
the project must also. secure 'approval by federal regulatory agencies. 

Geothermal power plants ate subject to either a 9-month NOI plus a 9-month 
AFC, or a 12-month combiiled NOli AFG. Thermal power plants ate subject to a 
12-month NOI and an 18-month AFG. 

Transition to Alternative Energy Sources When the commission began full­
scale operations, iil the late 1970's, it anticipated that the utilities would proceed 
with applications for all (nonexempt) power plants that were then under consider­
ation. This has not happened. Instead, the electric utilities have changed their 
plans and have started a long-term transition from usiilg large centralized generat­
iilg plants to various alternative energy sources such as wind, fuel cells, biomass, 
solar, geothermal, coal gasification and iildustrial congeneration. 

The utilities have also announced the shelving of many thermal power plants 
because they expect to meet their electrical needs during the 1980's with fewer 
new power plants than previously forecast. The state's largest utilities are relyiilg 
heavily on the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant, the San Onofre Nuclear 
Power Plant, several out-of-state coal, nuclear and geothermal projects such as the 
Allen/Warner Valley Energy System iil Nevada (coal-fired), the Palo Verde Nu­
clear Plant iil Arizona, and the Cerro Prieto geothermal power plant complex iil 
Mexico. 

Declining Workload Our continuiilg review of the corhmission's power plant 
sitiilg workload iildicates that the cominission has consistently overestimated this 
workload. The 1980-81 budget request raised a clear issue. of how much staff was 
needed. We recommended a major reduction of $1,938,063 (35.5 personnel-years) 
because of the decliniilg workload for sitiilg power plants. The Legislature gener­
ally agreed with our analysis and reduced the power plant sitiilg budget by $1,457,-
336 (30 personnel-years). The cominission itself agreed that it did not need all of 
the funds origiilally requested. 

On September 24, 1980, the commission forecast that its power plant siting 
workload iil 1981-82 would be still lower and would iilclude three AFCs for geo­
thermal power plants and two AFCs for thermal power plants (see Chart 1). In 
order to handle that workload, the cominission is requestiilg $1,823,415 for 47.4 
personnel-years and consultiilg contracts amountiilg to $120,000. This would be 7 
personnel-years, or 13 percent, less than the current year budget. 

Our analysis iildicates that the cominission's reduced forecast of powerplant 
sitiilg cases for 1981-82 is still overstated, and that the cominission's budget request 
is excessive. Thestate's major utilities have recently announced that the three 
large thermal power plant projects iil the cominission's workload forecaSt will 
either be delayed or dropped. Specifically, the AFC for the Montezuma 1 and 2 
coal plant has been dropped, the AFC for the Pittsburg 8 and 9 combiiled cycle 
plant has been dropped and the AFC for the California Coal plant has been 
rescheduled to start iillate 1981. It is probable that the California Coal plant will 
actually be delayed beyond the budget year while major air quality problems are 
beiilg resolved. In addition, the AFC for the Lucerne. Valley turbine plant has 
slipped six months and may be delayed further until the need for this project is 
determiiled. 
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California Energy Commission' 
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As a consequence, we reco~end a reduction of9.7persoI11lel"years and $24, 
480 in consulting contracts for power plant siting. The reduction is for technical 
and administrative staff for siting oflarge.thermal power plants plus 1 personnel­
year for enforcement of certification conditions. The personnel reductions are 
based on the commission's staffing formulas for a thermal or geothermal siting. 
Contracts have been reduced in proportion to the reduction in staff. 

The remaining siting workload consists of three geothermal projects and One 
possihle cogeneration project; The geothermal projects are now routine in nature 
and the commission has an extensive generic information base for thistechnology 
and its associated environmental problems. Cogeneration projects are Iiewto the 
commission's siting program, but they are smallprojects,norIIially located at 
existing industrial sites. . . 

In the event there is an increase in workload duringthebudgetyear due to 
changed circumstances, the' Director of FinaI1.ce has. the authority to authorize 
expenditures from the Energy Commission's Reserve Account to increase the staff 
available for power plant certification. Such an increase appears unlikely, howev­
er. 

Statutory and Fiscal Remedies Needed 
We recommend that legislation be enacted which clearlydeJines and limits thejurisdiction 

of the Energy Commission, the Public UtiJities.Commission and the Air Resources lJoajyJ for 
the certification of new. electrical pow.er plants and transmission lines. . 

We also recommend Budget Bill language be adopted requiring the Energy Comnlission 
to establish a budgeting and cost-accounting system that will report all cOsts for itspow.er 
plant Siting program. . 

in the foregOing discussion on the commission's power plantsiting workload~ we 
addressed only the element of the commissio~'s budget which can be directly 
linked with the siting process. However; there are much broaderfi~cal and policy 
issues involving the siting process which warrant further review by the Legislature 
and formulation of fiscal and statutory remedies. . .' 

Five years of experience with the power plant certification process have clearly 
demonstrated that the "one-stop" siting approachhas beeIipartially effective in 
consolidating routine permlts but has not worked well in resohjIig major con­
troversial issues. In addition, .areas of Uncertain jurisdiction,confusion, overlap 
and, iIi some circumstances, serious conflict exist between the Energy Commis­
sion, the Public Utilities Co~ssion and the Air Resources Board which impos~ 
heavy workloads, high costs and excessive schedule delays on the utilities, the 
interested public and .the regUlatory agencies. 

Lack of Explicit Statutory GuidanCE!. The Warren-AlquistAct provides orily 
general guidance to .the commission and other agenciesinyolved in the siting of 
power plants. In some areas, iUs silent about procedural and substantive matters. 
In addition, the act does not adequately define all of the interagency relationships 
necessary to minimize jurisdictional conflicts. Lacking explicit statutory ~rection, 
the commission has largely relied on implied authority. In so doing, the.commis­
sion has failed to fully rationalize the siting process and has not estab~hed priori-

. ties for the more important decisions that need to beIJlade. . 
ManagementDeficiencies. The commission has introduced a publicforuminto 

the siting process, but it has not adequately set limits on what is to be addressed 
in the. biennial report, the NO! and the AFC. As a consequence, the issueshrought 
into the cases tend to go beyond the commissi()n's mandates, and issues han~ed 
in the NOI are, sometimes reopened in the AFC. IIiacldition, thecommissiorihEis 
failed to quickly identify issues in the siting caSes which could be adequately 
addressed by separate generic studies and Proceedings. This has resulted in redune 
dant investigations of the saine matters in many siting cases. The comrilissionand 
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the Resources Agency have also been unable as yet to make the AFC functionally 
equivalent to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), even though the 
Legislature mandated that this be done no later than January 1979. As a result, 
separate EIRs are still being prepared at added cost for each project. 

Regulatory Overlap and Conflict. The cities and counties have insisted that 
projects being sited must conform to their land use plans, and the Air Resources 
Board and the local air pollution control districts have maintained that they have 
ultimate jurisdiction over air quality matters consistent with their authority under 
the Federal Clean Air Act. In addition, the Public Utilities Commission has also 
maintained that it has (1) final authority over reliability, financial and rate implica­
tions of new power plant projects, and (2) sole responsibility for out-of-state power 
plants proposed by California utilities, contracts for out-of-state power, transmis­
sion lines beyond the first point of plant interconnection, conservation programs, 
and ,electrical load management. These areas of overlapping jurisdiction with the 
Energy Commission have burdened the utilities, the public and the regulatory 
agencies with excessive information and analytical requirements. 

Mandated Conservation and Supply Plans. Despite a provision in the act 
which prohibits the commission from mandating a supply plan for any utility, the 
commission has exerted considerable pressure on the utilities in siting hearings to 
give priority to certain alternative technologies which were not originally includ­
ed:m the utilities' proposals. The commission's staff has also pushed to have conser­
vation considered as ail alternative to proposed power plants. This does not appear 
to be consistent with a provision in the act which prohibits conservation from 
being considered as an alternative to a proposed facility in the. siting process. 

Control of StaR and Reporting of Cost. The commission has not provided 
adequate direction for its staff in the certification process. As a consequence, the 
sblffhasbeen free to devote considerable time investigating alternative.technolo­
gies which are of questionable value in deciding whether a proposed power plant 
should be built. It is also evident that technical staff, in other units of the commis­
sion not directly involved in power plant siting, are assigned to work on siting cases 
without all. the costs of such participation being either. budgeted or reported. In 
view 'of this practice, we believe that the costs of the commission's siting program 
may be substantially understated. The commissiori agrees that its budgetary and 
cost r~porting systems are notidentifyirlg and reporting all costs for its siting 

"Sp1'qgram;-'~>1aCk"Of;'~':C0~~;is'~;a~ ,example' of the overall fiscal 
;;;:probiems:discussed'.above',mthis analysis. 

:Exanwles,ofPrdbJenisinthe Siting.Proces& 7l'lJ.e following examples illustrate 
?wne:!or more of the problems desciibed above: 

(1) California Coal Project. On December 28, 1979, the Southern. California 
Edison (SCE) Company rued an NO! with the commission for its 1,500megawatt 
California Coal project which is estimated to cost $3 billion. In December 1980, 
after several months of workshops and controversial hearings on this project, the 
commission's committee on the project recommended to the commission that the 
NOI be approved for the Ivanpah site in the Mojave Desert subject to certain 
conditions. ' 

Thecbnditions require SCE to: (1) participate in a one-year demonstration 
project to determine if selective catalytic reduction (SCR) will bethe best avail­
able control technology (BACT) for the control of NO. emissions, (2) provide a 
cooling water pipeline from the Colorado River to Ivanpah in order to preserve 
local groundwater supplies for the habitat of the desert tortoise, (3) implement 
conservation measures specified by the commission Which may reduce growth in 
electrical demand and the need for the plant, and (4) undertake "parallel techni-
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cal assessments (for evaluation in theAFC) to bringpreconstruction engineering 
and design of coal gasification, residential and industrial conservation, and pre­
ferred energy technologies (photovoltaic fuel cells, wind, hydro-electric,. cogener­
ation, solar and geothermal). to the same level of development in the AFC as the 
direct-fired coal option." The commission's final approval of the California Coal 
NOI is not expected until late January 198!. 

At issue in this case is the commission's authority to require a utility (1) to 
undertake a high risk and costly demonstration test which may take two or·more 
years to complete, (2) to advance the state of the art with respect to air pollution 
control equipment which the CEC, ARB and the San Bernardino County Air 
Pollution Control District do not agree on as being best available control technol­
ogy . (BACf), (3) to require a utility to accelerate conservation as an alternative 
to building the proposed plant, and (4) to mandate a supply plan that requires a 
utility to develop specified alternative energy sources. 

(2) AJJen/Warner VaJJey Energy System. The Pacific Gas & Electric Com­
pany (PG&E), Southern California Edison Company (SCE), Nevada Power Com­
pany and the City of St. George, Utah, are proposing to build the $4 billion 
Allen/Warner Valley Energy System. This system calls for two coal"firedpower 
plants generating 2,500 megawatts of electricity, 83 percent of which is intended 
for use in California. Two coal slurry lines with a combined length of 256 miles 

. would pipe coal from the Alton Coal fields in Utah to the 500 megawattWarrter 
. Valley project near St. George, Utah and the 2,000 megawatt Harry Allen plant 
northeast of Las Vegas. 

Although the power plants are to be built outside of California, the Public 
Utilities Commission has conducted 100 days of hearing into the reliability, eco­
noInic. and financial aspects o£the,p:17()~tandis.exp',ected to makeits.decisionon;. 
issuance of a certiRcate of C'IIIIII (lbi • eant.f;'~~inJatec~I9&t~". 
The California Energy CoIh"iiMjBm.~~~.dfrecommendi;: 
ed: (1) that the planning critti!ria"iDliIS~198(fBiemilid]leponbensecf4a&ia,basiS;for,:, 
evaluating the need for the p0Wertian~;/X2¥thestartnp.;'Of~the:i[)iabloO@an~Q 
San Onofre Nuclear plants and (3) more:emphasis;on'conservationmeasuresand 

specified preferred energy sources, including coal gasificatiGl'l····beforethe state 
licenses the direct-fired coal plant;" 

As in the case of the California. Coal project, the primary issues in the Allen/ 
Warner Valley project are the commission's authority to recommend that: (1) 
conservation not inchlded in the application be considered during the siting proc­
essas an alternative to a facility, and (2) a utility be required to follow a' state­
mandated supply plan and undertake high risk preferred technology projects. Also 
in question in the Allen/Warner Valley project is the Energy Commission's juris-
diction over out~of-state power projects. . 

(3) Geysers #16Geot~ermaIProject. Since February 1980, the Pacific Gas & 
Electric Company has had an application for construction (AFC) pending before 
the commission to construct the 110 megawatt Geysers :fI: 16 geothermal plant in 
the southwest portion of Lake County. The AFC also provides for coilstruction of 
a 230 kilowatt transmission line along one of four alternative corridors. Mter 11 
months of hearings the commission's committee dealing with the project has 
extended the AFCsix months until May 1981, in order to hold override hearings 
on transInission line issues. .. 

At issue in this siting case is a jurisdictional dispute between the Energy Com­
Inission, the Public Utilities Commission, Lake County and Sonoma County on the 
licensing of (1) the connecting transmission line from the plant to Lakeville (the 
first point of interconnection) and (2) the main transInission and distribution line 
from Lakeville to EI Sobrante. the CEC insists that it has jurisdiction over all 
transmission lines to a functional point of delivery of the power from the new 
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plant. The PUG maintains it has jurisdiction over all lines beyond the plant's first 
point of interconnecbon, and the counties insist that all lines must conform to their 
land use plails. . 

It is possible that the override hearings may reopen previous controversies on 
the transmission lines which were decided after 13 months of NO I hearings. There 
is concern that if the hearings are reopened, jurisdictional disputes between the 
Energy Commission, the Public Utilities Commission, the Air Resources Board and 
the Lake County Air Pollution Control District overcontrol of hydrogen sulfide 
(H2S) emissions will also be reopened. These disputes have already consumed 
several months of hearing time and have appeared to be nearing settlement. 
Normally, a geothermal NOI takes no more than nine months. 

(4) Pittsburg 8 and 9 Combined Cycle Plant. In March 1980, the commission 
approved an NOI for the Pacific Gas and Electric Company's 1,600 megawatt 
Pittsburg 8 and.9 thermal power plant. The location of the plant would be at 
Pittsburg in Contra Costa County. The project was dropped by PG&E in Decem­
ber 1980, just before the AFC was to be submitted to the commission. However, 
a. major dispute over transmission line corridors erupted in the NOI which was 
taken to the courts and remains unsettled. 

As in the Geysers :IF 16 AFC, the dispute in this case centers around jurisdictional 
conflicts between the Energy Commission and the Public Utilities Commission on 
licensing of new transmission lines in Contra Costa County which are beyond the 
plant's first point of interconnection. In order to resolve this dispute, the PG&E 
and the PUC initiated litigation in the San Francisco County Superior Court 
against the CEC. In March 1980, the court decided that the CEC does not have 
jurisdiction over transmission line corridors beyond the plant'sfirst point of inter­
connection. Subsequently, the CEC has requested the Attorney General to file an 
appeal with the Appeals Court which is currently pending; 

Legislation and Budget Bill Language Needed. These examples show that new 
power plants are subjected to overregulation and high licensing costs, aU of which 
must ultimately be paid by the t~payers and ratepayers. To remedy this situation, 
clarification is needed by the Legislature to make the power plant certification 
process more effective and reasonable. In particular, the decision-making process 
should be defined in more precise terms, and the responsibilities and limits of 
jurisdiction specified for all of the regulatory agencies involved in· the process. 

In order to ensure that the commission provides the Legislature with valid cost 
data and a complete budget estimate. for its power plant siting program, we 
:recommend the following Budget Bill language: 

"The Energy Commission shall implement, beginning July 1, 1981, a budgeting 
and cost reportmg system to budget, control and report all direct, indirect and 
contract costs associated with its power phmt siting process." 

. PETROLEUM INFORMATION, EMERGENCY PLANNING 
. AND FUEL ALLOCATION 

The Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act directed the Energy Commis­
sion to report on itS petroleUm fuels inforIilation program and its implementation 
of Chapter 105.5. Statutes of198O (SB 1444), which expands that program. It further 
directed the Legislative Analyst to cominent on the commission's report in the 
1981 Budget Analysis. . 

In November, the commission's staff issued a report on the commission's fuel 
analysis and monitoring work. Much of the report addressed tangential,long-range 
ftiel issues, such as studies of the potential for modifying refineries and producing 
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heavy oil, rather than addressing the information system. The staff report indicat­
ed that the commission will not begin to implement the requirements of SB 1444 
for a comprehensive and timely information system until March 1981, although 
some planning work and consultant studies for the program were begun in 1980. 
Meanwhile, the commission continues to use its existing petroleum information 
system . 

. In order to comment meaningfully on the commission's report, it is ,necessary 
first to discuss the entire subject of petroleum information systems, emergency 
planning and fuel allocation. This background discussion is necessary for evalua­
tion of the commission's report. We have also expanded the scope of our analysis 
to include all of the commission's work related to the fuel information system, the 
adoption of a new energy emergency contingency plan in 1981, the operatiori of 
the Fuel Allocation Office and the administration of county gasoline consumption 
targets. 

Overview 
The commission's fuel related activities should constitute an integrated, overall 

effort that has been planned and designed to function smoothly and effectively. 
The commission's current efforts are, however, disjointed. In part, this reflects the 
fact that separate pieces of legislation authorize them. The primary finding of this 
analysis is that the commission does not have a clear delineation of its fuel informa­
tion system, emergency planning and fuel allocation activities and the relation­
ships betWeen them. 

Our recommendations on the 1981-82 budget request for petroleum informa­
tion, emergency planning and fuel allocation are interspersed in the text with the 
appropriate subject matter. 

Framework of Federal Law 
Present Federa/Price Controls and State Allocations. The state's options for 

dealing with a petroleum shortage are determined.in large measure by federal 
law. The principal federal law forpast and present state actions is the Emergency 
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 (EP AA), which established the existing frame~ 
work for oil price controls and the allocation of petroleum products .. Experience 
under federal price controls has shown that even a relatively small shortfall in 
supply can cause lines to form at gasoline service stations. The decisions of purcp,as­
ers and suppliers that normally balance supply and demand become ineffective 
under price controls when fuel users desire to buy more fuel at the ceiling price 
than. is available. The federal allocation system has attempted to spread the avail­
able supply equally among bulk fuel users and retail service stations in proportion 
to their past fuel purchases. 

Federal regulations require the oil companies to set aside fuel each month for 
state allocation. The state's role has been to allocate this "set-aside" fuel to users 
with hardship and emergency needs, and to supply fuel to those users awaiting 
assignment of, or an increase in, their allocation from the federal Q~partmeIit of 
Energy (DOE). . '. 

The authority in the EP AA for federal price controls and allocation, along with 
the authority for the state set-aside program, will expire on $eptember30, 1~81. 
In the absence of a federal program, the state probably could not reimpose priCe 
controls by itself because· the controls (1) would probably be an interference with 
interstate commerce and (2) would be counterproductive because fuel suppliers 
would divert fuel to states with uncontrolled prices. . 

Prospective Federal Role in a Future Emergency. A sudden, substantial reduc­
tion in fuel supplies eould quickly drive prices up to the point that essential 
services could not pay the price and widespread economic disruption would occur. 
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The current frameworkforfederal action under such circumstances is the Emer­
gency Energy Conservation Act of 1979 (EECA), rather than the price control and 
allocation authority which expires on September 30, 1981. The EECA authorizes 
the President to. establish fuel conservation targets for each state. In an emer­
gency, the Governor of each state could then implement a state emergency con­
servation plan using delegated federal authority, provided that the state plan 
receives approval from the Department of Energy (DOE). The Energy Commis­
sion is preparing its new energy emergency plan for implementation under the 
EECA as well as Wider state law. 

A state's emergency plan can contain any measure which does not violate state 
or federal law, impose a tax or fee not authorized by state law, or unduly burden 
interstate commerce. State fuel allocation measures are not explicitly prohibited, 
but as a practical matter they would not be effective unless incorporated in a 
national allocation scheme managed and developed by the federal govermrient. 
There are two reasons for this. First, allocations of crude oil or refinery products 
by states with major refining, producing and oil importing facilities, such as Cali­
fornia, would ~ecessarily affect the fuel supplies of other states. The federal gov­
ernment could not pElnilit California to retain a disproportionate share of western 
fuel supplies merely because it has major fuel facilities within its borders. 

Second, fuel allocation would continue to be ineffective without price controls 
and price controls could not effectively be imposed by California alone. Because 
EECA does notauthorize price controls, Congress would have to enact additional 
legislation before pricecontr61s and allocations could be imposed at the federal 
level or could be made effective at the state level. . 

If the shortage equals or exceeds 20 percent of normal fuel supplies, the Presi­
dent may impose .gasoline rationing, under EECA, provided that neither house of 
Congress vetoes his action. The President may also implement rationing in a less 
severe shortage with Congressional approval. Under existing federal law and regu­
lations, local boards would administer a state reserve of ration coupons for emer­
gency and hardship needs. 

The States Limited Role in a Future Emergency. After September 1981, the 
state will not have the authority to allocate or ration petroleum supplies, except 
under a reimposed federal authority and a delegation of authority to the state in 
the case of a severe national shortage under EECA.· The federal government 
would necessarily play the leading role in allocating crude oil and refined products 
among the states, in controlling prices, in establishing policies for fuel distribution 
and in determining state actions. 

One of the few relatively certain features of any future federal fuel emergency 
program. is that it will include a provision for the states to distribute some or all 
of their portion of the national fuel supply to fuel users. This has been a consistent 
feature of federal rationing and allocation programs; beginning in World War II 
and continuing through the current state set-asid.e program. Only state and local 
governments are close enough to the fuel users to understand and respond to the 
critical needs of police and fire departments, hospitals, schools, transit systems, 
farms and businesses. -

After September 1981, the Governor and the Energy Commission will need to 
monitor major developIl).ents in the fuel markets which might affect the state and 
need to understand national fuel policies in order to advise the federal authorities 
on California's needs. Presumably this means that the primary effort of the state 
should be to understand California's critical fuel needs at the user level, and to 
develop the mechanisms to measure and supply those needs to the extent possible 
in an emergency. Thisobjective is substantially different from the commiSsion's 
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emphasis on the "big-picture" of petroleum supplies. 

Energy Commission Emergency Planning 
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The California Emergency Services Act allows the' Governor to declarea,state 
of emergency and act to mitigate a "sudden and severe energy shortage." In 
addition, Chapter 8 of the Warren-Alquist Act requires the Energy Commission 
to recommend to the Governor and the Legislature an emergency energy supply 
distribution plan for use during a sudden and serious fuel shortage. Chapter 8 
clearly puts the emphasis of emergency planning on selecting priority fuel users 
and supplying them with fueL In particular, the plan must provide for (1) identifi­
cation bf priority fuel users, (2) continuation of essential services and the protec­
tion of public health, safety and welfare, (3) maintenance of a sound, basic state 
economy, (4) elimination of wasteful, uneconomic and unnecessary energy use 
during a shortage, and (5) reduction of energy use by those most able to accommo-
date such reductions. ' 

" The commission's existing energy emergency plan was adopted in 1976. It estab­
lished general priorities for fuel users, but did not specify a mechanism for allocat­
ing amounts or distributing fuel. An update of the plan is required now by the 
Warren-Alquist Act, and the commission expects to release a draft of the new plan 
in February. As of early January 1981, the commission had not yet released arty 
proposals for the new contingency plan or held hearings on the plan. This plan 
presumably will serve as the state's emergency energy conservation plan Under 
EECA, to the extent that it is approved by DOE. 

Reduction in Fuels Assessment Element 
We recommend a reduction of $2,457,803 and 25.8 personnel-years for the Fuels Assess­

ment Element of the commission:S- Regulatory and Planning Program, pending an explana­
tion by the commission of its emergency planning, and petroleum information imd fuel 
allocation systems and a justification of the funds and positions requested. 

Work on emergency planning artd the petroleum information system is iiicluded 
in the Fuels Assessment Element of the commission's Regulatory and Planning 
Program, although there may be some additional resources for this work in other 
commission programs, such as Policy Management and Administration. The 
budget requests $2,457,803 for the Fuels Assessment Element in 1981~2. This is 
an increase of $1,417,787, or 136 percent, over the estimated expenditure of $1,040,-
016 in the current year. The ,commission is also requesting an increase of 5.4 
personnel-years, from 20.4. personnel-years in 198Q.;...81 to 25.8personriel-yearsin 
1981~2; No budget change proposal has been made' available to explain how the 
commission intends to use the additional funds and staff, what it intends to accom­
plish with these resources, or whether state or federal funds will be used. 

The budget proposal presented by the Assessments Division staff to the commis­
sion in Septemer 1980 indicated, that the Fuels Assessment element in 1981~2 
would "shift more toward working on specific fuels problems," but the staff docu­
ment noted that "currently these directions have not' been set."The staff did, 
however, propose a range of issues for study, including modifying refineries to 
process California heavy crude oil, incentives for iiicreased production of heavy 
crude oil, studies of natural gas production and resources in the state and contin­
gency planning. With respect to emergency contingency planning, the staff 
proposed to "carry out actions for long-term vulnerability reductions." 

, Report Pursuant to Supplemental Report Language. The report describing its 
petroleum fuels information program and the implementation of SB 1444 pre~ 
pared by the commission in response to the supplemental report directive, indicat­
ed that the budget proposes contracts in the follOwing general areasfor funding 
within the fuel analysis and monitoring program during 1981~2: 
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Feasibility tests of infield oil upgrading ....................................................................................... . 
Major oil company profit and expenditure accounting practices ....................................... ... 
Development of unconventional crude oil resources in California ....................................... . 
Low BTU natural gas resources in California ............................................................................. . 
Potential conventional gas resources in California ................................................................... . 
Gasoline consumption verification ................................................................................................. . 
Strategic security planning ................................... ; ........................................................................... . 
R~finely production model ........ , ............................................................................ , ....................... . 
Energy .emergency simulation workshops with local governments ..................................... . 
Expert witnesses for federal· proceedings ..................................................................................... . 

Total ......................................... : ...................................................................................................... . 

$200,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
100,000 
300,000 
120,000 
50,000 
50,000 

$1,220,000 

Of the total $1,220,000 proposed for these contracts, only $150,000 (for gasoline 
consumption verification and local government workshops) is directly related to 
the immediate problems of emergency planning and fuel allocation. The commis­
sion will focus little attention and resources on the immediate task of determining 
the state's critical fuel needs and how to provide fuel to meet them in a shortage. 
Instead, it is concentrating its efforts on long-term supply issues through studies 
of fundamental changes in the oil production, refining and marketing industries, 
over which it has no jurisdiction. The projects related to gathering information 
about current oil supply and distribution concentrate on monitoring the state's 
import, refining and export of petroleum, which are important, but over which the 
federal government, rather than the state, will have primary jurisdiction during 
a shortage. In addition, the commission has not provided satisfactory information 
describing the assignment of staff within the Fuels Assessment Element. 

According to staff, the commission also expects to receive about $1.3 milion from 
the DOE to plan for gasoline rationing and other emergency actions. The budget 
does not indicate where or how this money will be used. Inthe absence of a specific 
proposal from the commission showing that the emergency planning of its Fuels 
Assessment Element will address fuel allocation in periods of shortage, as provided 
under federal or state law, we must recommend deletion of the requested funds 
and positions. If the commission develops such a proposal prior to budget hearings; 
we will reconsider our recommendation. 

The petroleum information system should provide information that permits the 
commission and the state to track developments in petroleum supply and use, to 
select appropriate responses to those developments, and to administer equitably 
and effectively any fuel allocation or rationing system. 

Statutory Authority for Petroleum Information. Sections 25320-25323 of the 
Public Resources Code (Warren-Alquist Act) require major oil producers, market­
ers and refiners to submit quarterly reports to the Energy Commission containing 
the following data: 

• Sources and amounts of oil supplies 
• Refinery output and capacity for each product 
• Crude oil and petroleum product stocks 
• Potential for adjusting refinery output-
• Crude oil and products distributed within the state and exported 
Quarterly reports are also required from electric and gas utilities and from major 

natural gas producers or marketers. The commission must publish a summary of 
the submitted information within 30 days. 

The commission now publishes three regular reports which contain information 
about petroleum fuel supplies. The Quarterly Fuel and Energy Summary (QFES) 
is the required summary of information from the quarterly reports submitted by 
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the petroleum; natural· gas and utilities industries. The Monthly Oil Report is a 
compilation of data from the federal government, various state agencies and other 
public sources. The report presents national and California information on crude 
oil production, on imports and stocks and on the consumption of petroleum fuels, 
especially gasoline and diesel fuel. It also sumillarizes recent oil and fuel price 
trends. Energy Watch is another monthly publication. It deals primariy with 
electricity and natural gas supplies, although it does contain some information 
about petroleum. . 

Section 25320 of the Public Resoprces Code directs the commission to use the 
data it collects for three purPoses: 

1. To assess the nature and extent of any energy shortage. 
2. To assess the economic and environmental impacts of any energy shortage. 
3. To enable the state to take actions to meet and mitigate any energy shortage. 
Although the commission conducts some studies in the three areas above, the 

commission's report did not discuss how it uses the data from the quarterly reports. 
Commission staff has indicated to us that it has developed an energy supply 
"index" which compares recent supply data and demand trends with those of 
comparable past periods. Staff of the Fuel Allocation Office indicate that it has not 
used the quarterly fuels information collected by the commission in making gaso­
line and diesel allocations. 

Enactment of SB 1444. . Chapter 1055, Statutes of1980 (SB 1444), increases the 
scope and frequency of the reports which the petroleum industry must submit to 
the Energy Commission. It also requires the commission to analyze and interpret 
the fuel supply information it receives, and to make quarterly and annual reports 
to the Legislature and the Governor. 

More specifically, SB 1444 requires major oil marketers and refiners.to submit 
monthly, rather than quarterly, reports within 30 days after the end of the report­
ing monJ;h. California oil· produCers are:no longer required. to file monthly. or 
quarterly reports with the commission. Instead, the commission will rely on 
monthly production statistics published by the state Oil and Gas Supervisor. Under 
the quarterly reporting system, which is still in effect, producers, refiners and 
marketers must also include a foreast of their supplies and operations for the 
following year. Commission staff indicate that these forecasts have not been very 
useful or accurate because they often are not comparable between companies and 
use a. variety of forecasting techniques. Under SB 1444, the monthly reports by 
refiners and marketers must include quarterly forecasts rather than annual fore­
casts. The commission must publish a quarterly report summarizing, analyzing and 
interpreting the data it has received within 70 days after the end of each quarter. 
The first of these reports is due on March 10. 1981. 

The new law also requires annual reports by major refiners and marketers on 
their capacity, utilization and methods of transportation. Major petroleum produc­
ers and transporters, and major petroleum storers must report their capacity, 
inventories, amounts of products handled during the year, and methods or trans­
portation. A.dditionally, integrated refiners (companies that· produce, refine and 
transport petroleum and have more than 500 branded retail outlets in California) 
must submit an annual forecast of all industry operations that will eventually be 
included in the industries' monthly reports covering the states of Arizona, Nevada, 
Washington, Oregon, California, Alaska, and Hawaii. Beginning in 1983, these 
forecasts must bE! for California alone. By April 15 of each year, the commission 
must publish a report which describes petroleum supply, .demand and pricing 

. trends, and discusses industry investment practices. The report must also .contain 
specificrE!conunendations for legislative or administrative action to. stabilize de-

. mand ,or increase supplies. 
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SB 1444 places new responsibilities on the Energy Commission for the analysis 
and interpretation of the information submitted by the petroleum industry. The 
commission's new tasks include analyzing the forecasting methodolOgies used by 
the petroleuril. industry in California, monitoring fuel prices and the reasons for 

. any changes in them, analyzing profits and related financial factors for the petro­
leum industry and determining what efforts the industry is ~aking to expand 
refinery capacity or increase petroleum supplies. SB 1444 specifically mandates the 
development of a petroleum information system that will enable the state to 
"meet and mitigate" shortages. 

Progress in ImplementirigSB 1444. Our analysis of the staff report plus discus­
sions with staff in January lead us to the following findings on the commission;s 
efforts to implement SB 1444: 

(1) The commission continues to use its old fuels information system because 
a program to meet the mandate of SB 1444 has not been implemented. 

(2) The specific data which the industry must report and the frequency of 
comprehensive reports under SB 1444 has not been determined. 

(3) No data analysis system has been developed. 
(4) The commission does not know how it will use the data which it will collect. 
(5) The commission has not indicated how it would use the data it has been 

collecting in order to mitigate· fuel shortages if any occur. 
The program mandated by SB 1444 poses'difficult~ perhaps insoluble, problems 

for the commission at this time. The statute lays out detailed information which 
the commission must collect from the oil· industry and other sources, but it does 
riot tell the commission how to use their information. Until the commission, the 
state and the federal government make further progress in formulating emer­
gency plans, it is not possible to determine whether all of the information to be 
collected is needed; whether other types of data are needed (such as the fuel needs 
of priority users) ,and what the precise form and frequency for the collectioriof 
data should be. Until more· refinement occurs or decisions are made, the petro­
leuminformation program will do little more than compile data of historical 
interest. 

Prediction is an Unrealistic Coal. Several decisions must be made in designing 
a petroleum information system and an emergency action plan. One is the level 
or point in the fuel supply and distribution network to collect informaHon or 
initiate contro~ actions. Another is whether the information system seeks to predict 
emergencies or to measure and mitigate them after they occur. 

Prediction probably is not a realistic goal for an information system. Gradual 
trends in fuel supply and demand should not require emergeIicy action. The 
market will·generally make its own adjustments, unless federal price controls or 
allocations intervene. Critical fuel shortages are likely to be caused by acts of war 
or political upheaval in major oil-producing nations, or by physical disasters affect­
ing oil facilities such~ the Alaska Pipeline. Neither type of event can be predicted 
reliably by a fuels wormation system. Even if predictions were possible, there 
probably would not be any action which California could take to prevent a short­
age. 

For example, in October 1978, commission staff noticed trends in the QFES 
infoqnation which indicated a developing shortage in the supply of diesel fuel. In 
response, the commission authorized the oil companies to release dieseLfuel at the 
begihningof the month which the companies normally have held in storage under 
the state set-aside program until the end of the month. This one-time eXpedited 
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releaSe may have delayed the developing shortage somewhat, but it did not pre­
vent it. 

Suggested Fuel Information System. As we noted earlier, a state petroleum 
information system and allocation actions taken pursuant to the information sys­
tem would be most effective if the system were designed to ensure that the 
available fuel supplies are distributed to those priority users who contribute most 
to the health, safety and critical economic well-being of California. The distribu­
tion of crude oil supplies, th~ adjustment of refinery output, and the allocation of 
fuel supplies among the major oil companies must be primarily a federal responsi­
bility because of the interstate and international implications of this control. 

The state's petroleum information system would apparently be most useful if it 
concentrated on the following tasks: 

1. Determining thefu~l consumption and needs of high priority users. 
2. Understanding the fuel distribution system within California so that state 

officials would know where fuel is located and how to move it to priority users. 
3. Maintaining an overview of the operations and capabilities of the state's 

refineries to respond to emergencies. 
4. Compiling a data-base on state fuel consumption, oil production, imports and 

exports for use in policy studies, decision-making and prOviding advice to the 
federal government. 

Flow Chart Needed 
We recommend that the Energy Commission present to the fiscal subcommittees a flow 

chart which will show the specific sources ofinformation to be gathered under the Wmen­
Alquist Act and SB 1444, the type of analysis to be given the Information, the specific 
information produced and its intended uses. ' ' 

The Energy Commission has prepared working documents which show long lists 
of data that the commission will collect and analyze for the petroleum information 
and the fuelall()cation systems. We are Ullable to judge the value of collecting 
much of this information because it is not apparent what will be. done with it or 
what can be done with it. It is not clear whether portions of the informati()n will 
be duplicative, or whether there are gaps in the infomiation gathering and analysis 

Under these circumstances one of the best tools available is a flow chartto show 
the information collected, how it will be used and what the end products are: Such 
a chart would assist in organizing the flow of data, help to evaluate the need for 
data and assist the Legislature in evaluating what the commission can accomplish. 
The flow chart must' be sufficiently specific to make clear how' the petroleum 
information system will work.' , 

In order to aSsist both the commission and the Legislature, we recommend that 
the commission prepare a flow chart for budget hearings which will diagram its 
information flow, decision-making and fuels allocation work. 

Reduce Funding for,SB 1444 
We recommend elimination of $205,000 proposed to continue Six new positions for the 

implementation of SB 1444 because the commission. appears to have diverted existing pOsi­
tions to other purposeS. 

The 1981-82 budget requests six new positions for SB 1444. The"commission's 
proposed budget for 1979-80 included eight positions to compile information and 
publish QFES and Energy Watch (described above ). At the time gasoline'lines 
became a problem in the spring of1979, publication of QFESwas more than a year 
behind. During hearings on the 1979-80 budget, the commission indicated that it 
had diverted these eight positions to fuel allocation and forecasting functions. 

In order to bring the publications up to date, the' Legislature auginented the 
commission's budget for 1979-80'by $410,000 and 10 positions. Additionally, the 

19-81685 
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Legislature added six positions for short-term oil and gas forecasting and emer­
gency planning, as requested by the commission. According to Assessments Divi­
sion staff, however, some of these new positions were also diverted to the Fuel 
Allocation Office. Moreover, iri 1!)8Q-.81, the commission received 18 additional 
positions for the Fuel Allocation Office, but it is usirig only six of these positions 
at present. In this confused situation, the Assessments DiVision claims that an 
unknown number of borrowed positlonswere never returned to it. 

Given the above, we see nojustifldlifi"6h<to approve six new positions for SB 1444 
activities; If the commission is able iWbiplairi what it has done with the positions 
provided for these types of activities in previous years and can justify the need for 
the six additional positions requested in the budget, we will reconsider this recom­
mendation. 

Fuel Allocation 
Current federal regulations goveroirig the sale and· distribution of petroleum 

products authorize the state acting through the Fuel Allocation Office (FAO) to 
require oil companies to withhold up to 5 percent of their gasolirieand 4 percent 
of their diesel fuel supplies from the market each month. Chapter 803, Statutes of 
1980, (AB 26(4), provides statutory authority, guidance and funds for the FAO iri 
the Energy Commission to admiriister the set-aside. Previously, the F AO operated 
under the authority of an executive order issued by the . Governor during the fuel 
emergency iri April 1979. 

AB 2604 gives agriculture, truckirig, and emergency and essential services first 
priority for set-aside fuel and streamliries the application procedure for agriculture 
and certairi oUter fuel users. The legislation also appropriated $640,727 (irieluding 
an emergency reserve of $390,(00) to support the office. In addition, the 1980 
Budget Act provided $427,251 for the office, so that the total available funding iri 
198().:..81 is $1,067,978. 

For 1981-82,the commission ~s requesting $68,000 from the Special Account to 
fund the F AO through September 1981 when federal authority for the set-aside 
termiriates. This is consistent with AB 2604, which termiriates the F AO when 
federal authority for theset~aside ends (or January 1, 1982, at the latest). 

Federal allocation rules also determine how much gasolirie from the amount 
that is not under set-aside may be purchased by wholesale buyers from· their 
"assigned supplier." Each supplier down to the wholesale level must allocate his 
available supply among his established customers iri proportion to the customers' 
purchases during a base period. Some purchasers, such as farmers, are guaranteed 
at least the amount they purchased iri the base p~riod. Establishment of a base 
period amount, changes iri a base period amount, designation of a supplier for new 
busiriesses, and clarification and enforcement of the allocation rules require action 
by DOE, which can take many months. The state set-aside provides some emer­
gency r~lief from this cumbersome system. The state set-aside program, however, 
does not iricrease the available fuel supply or provide special prices to anyone. Its 
prlInary function is to make the federal allocation system more flexible. 

Sirice mid-1979, gasolirie supplies have exceeded demand, and the price of gaso­
lirie has moved below current federal ceilirig prices. During this time, DOE has 
liberalized its allocation and pricirig rules. The result lS that market prices have 
been keepirig supply and demand iri balance duririg 1980. Consequently, applica­
tions to the F AO for set-aside fuel have decreased from a peak of 5,600 iri S~t~m­
ber 1979 to 150iri November of 1980 (for both gasolirie and diesel fUel) . 

The 1979 Shortage. Duririg the fuel emergency,ill 1979, the allocation of gaso~ 
lirie by the FAO to those with emergency and hardship needs was necessary for 
two reasons: . 
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1. Gasoline prices rose to their maximum amounts under federal regulations, so 
that the market place was no longer effective in allocating gasoline. 

2. The federal allocation system could not make rapid adjustments in the distri­
bution of supplies to meet changes in demand. 

On the other hand, diesel fuel was not subject to price controls or general 
allocation during the 1979 fuel shortage. The only control was the 4 percent state 
set-aside which was allocated by the FAO. Itshouldbe noted that when 4 percent 
of the diesel fuel supply was set aside, the set-aside action itself tightened an 
already tight market. As a consequence pf the shortage and the set-aside, there 
were many applications to FAO for set-~i4ediesel fuel. 

Even though the price of diesel fuel wa¥"pot controlled and it should have been 
available at market-clearing prices, some:; users were unable to obtain it and went 
to the F AO for an allocation from the diesel fuel set aside. This occurred because 
some distributors had difficulty obtainitig additional diesel fuel from their normal 
suppliers, because of contract limitations, and because the oil companies decided 
to allocate the diesel that was not in the 4 percent set-aside among their customers 
under a voluntary allocation program. Thus, there was an incentive for distributors 
to encourage their customers to seek fuel from the set-aside because an allocation 
from the set-aside would increase the distributor's total sales volume. Suppliers 
may also have been concerned that if they voluntarily served new customers, they 
woUld have to supply those customers if federal controls were imposed on all diesel 
fuel. . 

In the past, the commission's fuels information program has not provided infor-· 
mation which the commission could use to mitigate a shortage. During the 1979 
fuel emergency, the FAO's general operating procedure was to allocate less gaso­
line and diesel fuel than the amount requested by most applicants. It attempted 
to provide some fuel for each applicant. This strategy did not succeed because 
there were months when the set-aside was entirely allocated and many applica­
tions were not even examined by the FAO. 

Compared to the· 20. percent shortage which would trigger federal gasoline 
rationing under EECA, the 1979 fuel emergency involved little, or perhaps, no 
actual shortage of fuel. During the second quarter, middle distillate (including 
diesel) sales in 1979 were only 2.3 percent Jess than in 1980, and gasoline sales were 
actually 2.9 percent higher in 1979 than in 1980, according to Energy Commission 
reports. Thus, the 1979 shortage provides no indication of the problems that would 
arise in the event of a significant and sudden drop in fuel supplies of more than 
20 percent. Obviously, adequate emergency actions will require better knowledge 
of both fuel supplies and needs than was available in 1979 as well as a better plan 
of action. 

Eliminate 51 1390 Funding 
We recommend (1) a reduction of $1()(),OOO to eliminate contract funds for verifiCiltion of 

data on gasoline consumption· by counties and (2) elimination of additional staR to audit 
priCes charged by gasoline stations. 

Chapter 1326, Statutes of 1980 (SB 1390), ended the emergency requirements 
imposed by the Governor on gasoline sales (odd-even restrictions and require­
ments for stations to maintain specified hours of operation). In place of these 
requirements, SB 1390 established the goal of limiting future per-capita gasoline 
consumption in each county during each month to no more than 95 percent of the 
average consumption for that month during the base period July 1, 1977 through 
June 30, 1980. It permitted counties to impose odd-even and other sales restrictions 
in order to meet this goal. If gasoline consumption in any county exceeds the 
county goal for three consecutive months or more, SB 1390 authorizes the Gover-
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nor to impose odd-even or other sales restrictions, as well as any measures in a state 
energy emergency conservation plan approved by the federal government. 

The legislation requires gasoline stations and fleet operators to include the 
amount of gasoline they sell (or use) each month in their sales tax reports to the 
Board of Equalization. This information will be used by the Energy Commission 
to determine whether gasoline use in any county exceeds the 95 percent limit. The 
board is requesting nine positions and $240,286 from the Special Account in 1981-
82 to collect and process this inforn;tati6ri. In addition, the commission's budget 
includes $100,000 for contract work to peiform spot checks in order to verify the 
accuracy of the information submitted to the board. 

The county gasoline sales information will not provide a basis for timely action 
to allocate gasoline. By the time the board compiles the reports and transmits the 
data to the Energy Commission, the data will be two to three months old. Also, 
there is no data to establish the base period for each county to determine whether 
the 95 percent limitation is exceeded. 

Even if these technical problems could be solved, two fundamental concerns 
remain. First, the procedures in SB 1390 authorize the Governor to impose odd­
even (or other measures ,to reduce demand) only when the sales exceed 95 per­
cent of the base, even though supplies may be plentiful. Experience during 1979 
and ~980 has shown that motorists and gasoline stations do not observe odd-even 
restrictions unles's they perceive a shortage. Consequently, odd-even is not a useful 
means of reducing long-term demand. Shortages can occur when sales figures are 
high (because stocks are being suddenly drained) or low (because stocks are 
already depleted). Gasoline lines and closed stations are simplier and more im­
mediate indicators of a problem than the calculated 95 percent of base sales. 

Second, there is no compelling need forcounty-by-county data. Trends or short­
ages in gasoline use are unlikely to be confined to single counties. The Energy 
Commission now collects comprehensive petroleum supply and distribution infor­
mation from refiners and major fuel marketers. The commission's data could be 
disaggregated to show some supply data for the major regions of the state. We 
therefore recommend the elimination of the $100,000 budgeted for verification of 
the data submitted by gasoline stations to the Board of Equalization; 

Gasoline Station Price Audits. The Energy Commission plans to audit gasoline 
stations to determine whether they are violating federal price control regulations 
or are unnecessarily withholding supplies. These audits are to' be conducted in 
cooperation with the Hoard of Equalization, and are mandated by SB 1444. The 
commission indicates that it does not plan any audits until late spring of 1981. 
However, authority for federal gasoline price controls expires on September 31, 
1981. This expiration would eliminate the basis for the audit program only a few 
months after it begins. Because several months are usually needed to train person­
nel and resolve initial problems in a new program, we recommend that the com­
mission perform this task to the extent possible with existing personnel. The 
commission's request for six new positions to implement SB 1444 includes half a 
personnel-year for the audits. Our recommendation above for the elimination of 
funds for the comniission's Fuels Assessment Element include all six of these 
positions. 

Salton Sea Solar Pond Demonstration Project. 
The budget requests $2,250,000 for the Energy Commission to participate in a 

5 megawatt solar salt pond project at the Salton Sea for generation· of electric 
energy. The commission estimates that the total project cost will be approximately 
$20 million. Costs will be shared by the Southern California Edison Company, the 
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federal Department of Energy and other participants; A feasibility study is under­
way, and construction is proposed to start in 1982. 

The solar salt pond concept has been developed in Israel. It requires a large, 
shallow body of water consisting of fresh water on top of heavy, salt water: The 
fresh water serves as an insulation layer so that sunlight heats the heavy salt water 
almost to the boiling point. The hot saltwater is piped to the generatirig plant 
where it is used to heat a.secondary fluid which has a lower boiling temperature 
than water. The resulting vapor is piped to a turbine which turns an electric 
generator. The salt water is then returned to the pond. The Salton Sea appears to 
be a promising location for such a proJ~<rt.,; • :. . 

The . project may have merit. Howe\j'Eir.#ie .commission's justification for the 
$2,250,000 request consists of one page of general material: No effort was made to 
evaluate the technical feasibility of the project, to explain its current status, the 
financial arrangements proposed or who will direct the project, or to discuss the 
commission's interest in the project. (We note that the commission gives some 
priority to the project because 5 megawatts of electric generation from solar ponds 
was included in the commission's Preliminary Report on Electricity Tomorrow.) 
If the commission submits justification for the $2,250,000 budget request, we plan 
to review the material and report to the Legislature on it. 

Resources Agency 

STATE SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Item 338 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 31 

Requested 1981--82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 .......................................................................... .. 
Actual 1979--80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $6~7,213 (+5.3 percent) 

$13,772,828 
13,075,615 
12,386,999 

Total recommend~d reduction ................................................... . $2,028,570 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
338-001-OO1-General Support 
338-001-389-Grants, Loans, and Administrative 

Support 
338-001-890-Hazardous Waste Management and 

Miscellaneous Support 

Fund 
General 
Solid Waste Management 

Federal Trust 

Amount 
$1,581,735 
12,191,093 

(2,521,044) 

Total $13,772,828 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Elimination of Solid Waste Management Fund. Recommend 

enactment of legislation eliminating the Solid Waste Management 
Fund and substituting a direct appropriation from the General 
Fund. 

2 .. General Expense. ·Reduce Item 338-001-001 by $69,955 and Item 
338 .. 001-389. by· $100,818. Recommend deletion of overbudgeted 
general expenses. 

Analysis 
page 

487 

489 
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3. New Positions. Reduce Item 338-001-389 by $207,400. Recom- 489 

mend deletion of six proposed new positions. 
4. Planning. Reduce Item 338-001-389 by $138,617. Recommend 490 

deletion of four planning positions proposed to be transferred from 
federal to state funding. . . 

5. Grants. Reduce Item 338-001-001 by $1,511,780. Recommend re- 491 
duction in board grant expenditures, to be implemented by elimi­
nating General Fund appropriation to board. 

6. Hazardous Waste. Recommend legislation repealing statutory 492 
ban on Solid Waste Management Board participation in hazardous 
waste management. 

7. Budget Bill Language. Reco:rnmend deletion of unnecessary 493 
Budget Bill control language. 

GENERAL· PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The State Solid Waste Management Board is responsible for (1) ensuring that 

nonhazardous wastes are handled and disposed in an environmentally sound man­
ner, (2) reducing the amount of waste produced, and (3) encouraging the recov­
ery of materials and energy from the waste stream. Under existing law the primary 
responsibility for solid waste management and associated planning is assigned to 
local government. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes total appropriations of $13,772,828 from state funds for 

support of the Solid Waste Management Board in 1981-82. This is an increase of 
$697,213, or 5.3 percent, over estimated current year expenditures. This amount 
will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increases approv~d for 
the budget year. A net increase of 8.6 positions is requested, which would provide 
for a total of 102.3 personnel-years in 1981-82. 

In addition to $13,772,828 in state funds, the board proposes to spend $848,069 
from federal funds (excluding a pass-through of $1,672,975 to the Department of 
Health Services). Thus, total proposed expenditures in 1981-82 are $14,620,897, 
which is a decrease of $611,265, or 4.2 percent below total expenditures in the 
current year. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Staff for the board indicate that payment of the lump sum salary increase author­

ized by Chapter 192, Statutes of 1979 (SB 91), will necessitate a reduction of 
approximately $95,000 in the amount available for grants in 1980-81. . 

Table 1 summarizes the major changes in the board's 1981-82 budget. These 
changes fall into three categories: 

(1) Replacement of Federal Funding. Federal funding in 1981-82 is expected 
to be $789,200 less than the amount needed to continue those activities that were 
federally-funded in the current year. Staff for the board have determined that loss 
of these funds would require a reduction of 19.9 positions and associated expenses. 
The budget proposes to eliminate 5.4 of these positions, for a savings of $216,600. 
The remaining 14.5 positions are proposed to be continued and funded out of the 
state Solid Waste Management Fund, at a cost of $572,600. 

(2) Transfer of Contract Work to New State Positions. The budget proposes 
to perform certain functions "in-house" that currently are performed under con­
tract. FoUr new positions are requested for public relations activities. These posi­
tions are needed because the State Personnel Board has determined that some 
activities now performed by the board's public relations consultant can be, and 
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therefore must be, performed by civil service personnel. The Personnel Board has 
stated that, as a result of this finding, it will not approve the renewal of this contract 
in its current form. 

Three new positions are requested to implement the Solid Waste Environmen­
tal Education Program (SWEEP). Staff for the board indicate that the total cost 
for the program can be reduced if the program is implemented by the board's staff 
rather. than by outside consultants. 

These new positions result in a shiftof.$247,700 from contracts to salaries and 
wages, with no net increase in board expenditures. A public awareness program 
is important to the success of the solid waste ,program and the increase in state staff 
is nominal. We therefore recommend tha:~ the board's proposal be approved. 

(3) Program Expansion. The budget proposes the addition of six new posi­
tions, at a cost of $207,400 from the Solid Waste Management Fund. The positions 
are to augmentthe board's staff in the areas of market development, legal services, 
and administration of litter, recycling and resource recovery grants. 

Table 1 
State Solid Waste Management Board 

Proposed Budget Adjustments 
1981-82 

General Special Federal 
Fund Fundsa,b Funds c 

1980-81 Base Budget (Revised) ................ $1,596,945 $11,478,670 $2,156,547 
1. Changes Due to Budgeted Reduction 

iIi Federal RCRAGrant 
a. Activities transferred from federal 

to state funding ................ , ........ ~ .......... 572,600 -572,600 
b. Activities eliminated .......................... -216,600 

2. Program Expansion 
a. Adm:inistration of SB 650 grants ...... 96,000 
b. Legal Staff .... ; ....................................... 41,000 
c. Market Development .......................... 70,400 

3. mtemalization of Contract Work ........ 
4. Baseline Changes 

a. Salary and operating expense price 
changes .................................................. -4,460 -3,457 

b. Reduction in SB 650 grants ...... , ....... -67,577 
c. Removal of one-time federal grant 

from baseline .: ...................................... -515,821 
d. Special Adjustment Reduction ........ -10,750 

Total 1981-82 Budget Changes .................. -15,210 712,423 -.1,308,478 
Totals, 1981-82 Proposed Budget .............. $1,581,735 $12,191,093 $848,069 

a Solid Waste Management Fund. . 
b Excludes General Fund loan repayments of $2,500,000 in 1980-81 and 1~1-82. 

. Total 
$15,232,162 

-216,600 

96,000 
41,000 
70,400 

-7,917 
-67,577 

-515,821 
"':10,750 

-611,265 
$14,620,897 

C Excludes pass-through to Department of Health Services of $1,616,042 in 1980-81 and $1,672,975 in 
1981-82. . . 

Eliminate Solid Waste Management Fund 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to elimina,te the Solid Waste Management 

Fund and substitute a direct appropriation from the General Fund to the board as the source 
of funding for the board's activities. . . . 

The board receives state funding from the General Fund and the Solid Waste 
Management Fund.l When the Solid Waste Management Fund was initially estab-

1 Prior to the passage of Chapter 364, Statutes of 1980 (SB 261), the Solid Waste Management Fund was 
designated as the Litter Control, Recycling, and Resource Recovery Fund. This analysis uses "Solid 
Waste Management Fund" throughout to refer to both funds. 
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lished, it received revenue from an assessment on retailers, wholesalers and manu­
facturers of specifi~d products which· contribute to the generation of waste and 
litter. These revenues could be used only to support the state litter control, recy­
cling, and resource recovery program and directly related overhead and adminis­
trative expenses. The General Fund financed the board's initial statewide 
planning and overhead costs. Thus, at one time, there were some fiscal and pro­
grammatic distinctions between the board's activities financed from the General 
Fund and those financed from the Soliel Waste Management Fund. 

Subsequent legislation removed :these distinctions. Chapter 1150, Statutes of 
1979{AB 66), repealed the litter tax alia source of revenue to the Solid Waste 
Management Fund, and substituted in its place a specified transfer from the 
General Fund. Now all state support for the board comes directly from the Gen­
eral Fund or indirectly from the General Fund through the Solid Waste Manage­
ment Fund. Therefore, the board is in every sense· a General Fund-financed 
agency. 

Chapter 364, Statutes of 1980 (SB 261), authorized the Solid Waste Management 
Fund to support all of the board's programs. The 1981-82 Governor's Budget, 
therefore, proposes to support planning activities from the Solid Waste Manage­
ment Fund. This was not possible in prior years. 

Problems with Cun-ent Funding. Our review of the board's budget and activi­
ties has identified several problems with the current funding arrangement. First, 
the budgetary distinction between the General Fund anel the Solid Waste Manage­
ment Fund is an unnecessary complication which serves no purpose. This distinc­
tion has required the board to include, in its cost accounting system (instituted in 
the current year) the capability to separate General Fund, Solid Waste Manage­
ment Fund, and Federal Trust Fund activities. However, the way in which the 
board has differEmtiated General Fund from Solid Waste Management Fund ac~ 
tivities is arbitrary, and the accounts chosen by the board will have to be revised 
to reflect funding shifts proposed in the Governor's Budget. As a practical matter 
the only accounting differentiation needed is between federal funds and state 
General Fund money. 

Second, provisions of existing law that require a specific amount to be trans­
ferred to the fund tend to limit the Legislature's flexibility. AB 66 requires that an 
amount equal to 3 percent of the estimated reimbursement to local. governments 
for business inventories, as shown in the Governor's Budget for the upcoming fiscal 
year, be transferred from the General Fund to the Solid Waste Management Fund 
each year. This provision of existing law would have to be amended· if the Legisla­
ture wished to vary the amount transferred from the General Fund to the Solid 
Waste Management Fund. Conversely, policy or budgetarY decisions concerning 
the amount or distribution of the business inventory reimbursement could signifi­
cantly affect the amount transferred to the Solid Waste Management Fund. 

Third, under current statutes the amount expended by the board as grants, after 
administratiye costs are paid, is not based on any analysis of need, antiCipated 
program accomplishments or relative priority. It is simply a residual of funds 
which the board distributes. 

To overcome these problems and increaselegislativeflexibility, we recommend 
that legislation be enacted which eliminates the Solid Waste Management Fund, 
and specifies that allstate support for the board come directly from the General 
Fund. Supporting the board directly from the General Fund would also improve 
the Legislature's ability to monitor and control the size and scope of the board's 
activities. . 



Item 338 RESOURCES / 489 

If the Legislature decided that some policjrwas needed to ·guide the board in 
doing its fiscal planning, the proposed legislation could retain the percentage link 
to the bu,siness inventory tax reimbursement as a planning guideline for the 
board's budgets. 

Overbudgeted General Expense 
We recommend a re4uction of $69,955 From Item 338-001-001 8nd $100,818 From Item 

338-001-389 to deiete ovemut/geted general expense. 
The Governor's Budget requests $349,718 for "general expense". Actual expend­

itures for this category were $99,178 in Hi79-80, and $39,229 in the first six months 
of 1980-81. The board has not preparedadetailed justification for the amount 
requested. Our analysis concludes that there is no basis for the proposed 252 
percent increase over actual 1979-80 expenditures. 

We recommend that the amount budgeted for general expense in 1981-82 be 
based on actual 1979-80 expenditures, adjllsted for inflation and staff increases, as 
follows: . 

1. Adjust the actual 1979-80 expenditures for inflation by using the 7 percent 
price increase factor in the Department of Finance's price letters for 1980-81 and 
1981-82. This would make the $99,178 in 1979-80 expenditures equivalent to $113,-
548 in 1981-82. 

2. Add $30,420 for 18 new positions. This equals $1,690 per position, which is the 
average amount budgeted by the board for general expense for positions added 
or continued in 1981-82. 

This calculation results in a general expense amount of $143,968 ($113,548 + 
$30,420). We therefore recommend that the amount budgeted for.general expense 
be reduced to $143,968, for a savings of $205,750. This reduction should be distribut­
ed approximately 34 percent to the General Fund ($69,955 from Item 338-001-001), 
49 percent to the Solid Waste Management Fund ($100,818 from Item 338-001-
389), .and 17 percent to federal funds ($34,977). 

Proposed New POiitions 
We recommend a reduction of $207,400 in Item 338-001-389 to delete six proposed new 

positions. 
The board's request includes $70,400 for two positions to investigate markets for 

recycled paper and metals, $96,000 for three positions to >administer resource 
recovery, recycling, and litter grants, and $41,000 for one legal position. Our analy~ 
sis indicates that these new positions are not justified. 

(1) Market Investigation (2 positions) It is clear that increased demand for 
recycled materials is the key to increased levels of recycling in the state. However, 
despite the fact that the board and private recyclers have been seeking ways to 
increase demand for recycled materials for a number of years, very few well­
defined, specific suggestions have been developed. The problem, thus, has been 
a lack of sound proposals. to implement, rather than a lack of staff to do the work. 

The 1980 Budget Act directed the board to contract for a study of the economics 
of recycling and resource recovery, and to develop proposals for specific actions 
which the board or other public agencies could take. As of January 1, 1981, the 
board had not issued a Request for Proposals for the study. As a result, the study 
will not be complete until late in 1981-82. If, based on.the study's findings, the 
board can justify additional staff, the staff should be requested in the 1982-83 
budget. The board's request for two additional positions in the budget year is 
premature. We recommend that the positions be deleted, for a savings of $70,400 
in IteIll 338-00l~389. , 

(2) AdminislrationofGrants (3 positions). The board requests $96,000 for 
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three, additional positions to administer resource recovery, recycling, and litter 
grants. The board indicates that these positions are necessary to handle increased 
workload due to new procedures established by Chapter 364, Statutes of 1980 (SB 
261). We recommend that these positions be deleted, for the, folloWing reasons: 

First, improve data processing capability will increase the efficiency of the 
board's grant management effort. The board's Solid Waste Information System 
currently is being expanded to track the status of individual grants. This change 
will reduce staff workload for the litter grants program, which involves annual 
processing of over 400 grants. 

Second, the board's efforts to better define the priorities for resource recovery 
grants will reduce demands on existing staff. In the first two years of the resource 
recovery grant program, the board funded 36 projects in 18 subject areas and the 
staff was required to familiarize itself with a variety of projects and tecluiologies. 
Rather than continue to investigate all options, the board enumerated in 1980-81 
specific options which are of greatest statewide significance. This will reduce the 
staff time needed to review and process grant applications. As the board continues 
to focus on' particular subject areas, the ability of the existing staff positions to 
manage the grant program will improve. 

Accordingly, we see insufficient justification for the proposed increase in staff­
ing, and recommend'that three positions be eliminated, for a savings of $96,000 in 

, Item 338-001-389. ' 
Attorney. The board requests $41,000 to increase legal staffing from one to two 

positions. Our review of the board's programs and activities fails to justify the need 
for two legal positions. To date, the board has functioned with only one lawyer, 
and no significant problems have been identified that can be traced to inadequate 
legal staff time. The, board is a relatively small agency, and typically does not 
produce a large number of rules and regulations. Much of the legal workload 
involves routine review of contracts, permits, and minor changes to county plans. 
We, therefore, recommend that the proposed new legal position be deleted, for 
a savings of $41,000 in Item 338-001-389. 

State and County Planning 
We recommend that four of seven planning positions proposed to be transfen'ed from 

federal to state funding be eliminated, for a reduction of $138,617 in Item :J38..001-38!J. 

The state's solid waste management planning efforts expanded considerably 
when federal planning funds became available pursuant to the Resource Conser­
vation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA). For the past several years, seven of the 
nine staff positions in the board's state and county planning section have been 
federally funded. During that time, solid waste management,plans were drafted 
by the counties and approved by the board, and the state solid waste management 
plan required under RCRA was substantially completed. 

As Ii result ofreductions in federal RCRA funding to the board, the Governor's 
Budget proposes to transfer seven planning positions and $261,900 from federal 
funding to state support; Our analysis of the board's proposal concludes that in­
creasing state funding to replace federal funding is not warranted in this case, for 
several reasons. 

l. Declining workload Federal funding for solid waste management planning 
is declining because the state solid waste management plans are complete. Staff 
for the board indicate that California's draft state plan will be completed early in 
1981. Of the five positions currently devoted to state plan development, no more 
than tWo will be needed to update the state plan and ensure compliance with 
federal requirements. All county solid waste management plans likewise are com­
plete. Under state law, the county plans must be reviewed every three years, and 
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revised, if necessary. State staffing required to review triennial county plan revi­
sions should· be substantially less than that required to review the initial county 
submissions. 

2. Funding problems at county level. Under state law, the primary responsibil­
ity for solid waste management planning is assigned to local governments. Accord­
ing to the counties, the major problem in revising and improving their solid waste 
management plans is lack of funds. The board has not directly addressed the issue 
of funding for county plan revisions. The positions requested by the board for 
review of county revisions will have little impact if the counties are not able to 
undertake the work. 

3. Planning not integrated with other board and local programs. 1'he county 
plans describe in great detail the current solid waste management systems in the 
state. However, the plans have not significantly affected local decision-making, nor 
have the board's various local grants been used to assist counties in their planning 
work. For instance, the plans require counties to perform detailed cost-effective­
ness evaluations of landfill versus other alternatives for disposing of solid wastes, 
yet ~e board's grants are not producing generic information that will help county 
officials perform such determinations. 

4. No regional planning. Much transport and disposal of solid wastes crosses 
county lines. However, little progress has been made .in planning solid waste 
management on a regional basis. The board believes that the current emphasis on 
county planning is adequate. Nevertheless, regional considerations continue to 
arise, particularly in resource recovery and hazardous waste management. There 
is no adequate way to address these considerations in the current planning struc­
ture. 

Some planning staff at the state level is necessary to ensure state plan consisten- . 
cy, provide assistance to those counties that request it, and review ongoing county 
work performed pursuant to state law. However, the board has not demonstrated 
that continuation of significant state staffing at current levels, using state funds to 
replace federal funds, is justified. If the funding problem at the county level is 
resolved, or if the board is. able to relate the county planning process to other local 
and board programs, additional staff might be justified. Under current circum­
stances, however, we do not believe the additional staff is warranted. Accordingly, 
we recommend that four planning positions be deleted, for a savings of $138,617 
in Item 338-001-389. This would leave a total of six staff positions and a supervisor 
mthe planning area, which in our judgment is adequat~ to meet anticipated 
workload. 

Reduce Amount Available for Grants 
We recommend a reduction of$1,511,180 in the amount available to the board for distribu­

tio~ as grants, by eliminating the General Fund appropriation in Item :J38.OO1-OO1. 

The Solid Waste Management Board distributes grants for litter control, recy­
cling, and resource recovery. The Governor's Budget proposes appropriations to 
the board that will result in 1981-82 grant expenditures of approximately $9.8 
million. Our review of the board's programs indicates that a reduction in the 
amount available to the board for distribution as grants is warranted. 

If our recommended General Fund reduction of $69,955 to correct overbudget­
ed general expense.is approved, the General Fund appropriation to the board will 
be reduced to $1,511,780. We recommend that the positions and activities which 
the Governor's Budget proposes to fund from this appropriation be funded instead 
from the Solid Waste Management Fund. Shifting this $1,511,780 in board support 
expenses to the Solid Waste Management Fund would result ina corresponding 
decrease of $1,511,780 in the amount available to the board for distribution as 
grants. We recommend this reduction for three reasons: 
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(1) Amount requested not based on need. The amount requested for grants 
in the Governor's Budget was not derived. by analyzing the need for specific 
awards or the result of the board's grants to date. Rather, it continues the grants 
program at the Cl,lrreilt year level-a level that simply reflects the amount remain­
ing in the Solid Waste Management Fund after administrative expenses are paid. 

The recommended reduction would provide the board with about $8.3 million 
for grants. Our review indicates that this amount should be sufficient to demon­
strate a nUmber of innovative approaches to solid waste management problems. 

To date, portions of the grant awards have gone. to fund routine local litter 
clean-up operations and to purchase off-the-shelf equipment for recycling centers. 
Other expenditures have duplicated efforts by sevenu state agencies to encourage 
the recovery of energy froin crop wastes. If the board limits. its programs to 
innovative activities rather than routine programs or programs already funded by 
local government, the private sector, or other state agencies, $8.3 million would 
be sufficient to fund a variety of projects. . . 

(2) Lack of program results to date. Chapter 1161, Statutes· of 1977 (SB 650), 
provides the statutory basis for the board's grants program. SB 650 directed the 
Legislative Analyst to evaluate the program and report annually to the Legislature 
on the effectiveness of the Solid Waste Management Board in implementing the 
program. Our First Annual Report on Litter Control, Recycling and Resource 
Recovery (Report No. 80-11; March 1980) concluded that in 1975-79 the board 
funded a wide range of activities with no clear goal or focus. We recommended 
that the board clarify its objectives and develop a program plan in the areas of 
public education and markets for recovered materials. Our Second Annual Report 
(Report No. 80-24, December 1980) concluded that some projects funded inJ97S-
79 and 1979-;80 have had a beneficial impact in limited areas, but the program as 
a whole was not producing knowledge helpful to local decisionmakers in com­
munities that have not received grants. The state's expenditures have done little 
to improve local litter control efforts or increase the net amount·of recycling in 
the state. Moreover, various portions of the program have resulted in competition 
with private recycling efforts and overlap with other state agencies~ 

(3) Elimination of Ceneral Fund appropriation will simplify funding arrange­
ments. The recommended reduction would result in the elimination of Item 
338-001-001. As a result, the board would be funded through a transfer from the 
General FunClto the Solid Waste Management Fund, with the support appropria­
tion made from that fund. This action is a step in the direction of implementing 
the recommendation made earlier that the board eventually be funded by a single 
direct General Fund appropriation. Use of a direct General Fund appropriation 
to the board would also eliminate unnecessary complexity in the board's cost­
accounting system. 

Hazardous Waste 
We recommend that the statutory ban on participation by the. Solid Waste Management 

Board in hazardous waste management efforts be repealed, so that the Legislature can assign 
appropriate specific duties to the board. . 

The Department of Health Services is responsible for hazardous waste manage­
ment in the state. Section66796:83 of the Government Code prohibits involvement 
by the Solid Waste Management Board in any aspect of hazardous waste manage­
ment, and limits the board to solid waste management. This ban was established 
in part because the prime respc:msibility was not fixed between the department 
and the board. It has become apparent that in some instances this rigid statutory 
distinction between hazardous and solid (nonhazardous) waste management is 
not practical. For example: . . 

----~~-- ---------
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• The use of nonhazardous waste is necessary at some hazardous waste facilities 
as a "sponge" to soak up hazardous liquids; 

• Hazardous and nonhazardous waste planning are integrated at the county 
level and the federal level, but not at the· state level; 

• Many technical and institutional aspects of facility siting are the same for both 
types of waste; and 

• Many technical issues involving waste reduction and resource recovery are 
similar for both types of waste. 

We are not recommending any specific hazardous waste role for the Solid Waste 
Management Board. However, in order tha~ the Legislature can in the future 
assign appropriate, specific, nonduplicating duties to· the board by budget action 
or concurrent resolution, we recommend that the statutory ban on board involve­
ment with hazardous waste be repealed. 

Budget Bill Language 
We recOmmend deletion of all Budget Bill control language applicable to Items 338-(J()1-

(J()l through 338-(J()1-8!JO. 

The Budget Bill retains control language from previous Budget Acts pertaining 
to allowable expenditures for program management and administrative· costs. 
Chapter 364, Statutes of 1980 (SB 261) , contained provisions removing the need 
for this language. We therefore recommend deletion of all budget control lan­
guage applicable to Items 338-001-001 through 338-001~890. 

Resources Agency 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Item 340 from the General 
Fund and special funds Budget p. R 38 

Requested 1981~ ......................................................................... . 
Estiffiated: 1980-81 ............................. ; ............................................. . 
Actual 197~ ................................. : ............................................... . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,018,803 (+6.1 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................•.................. 
Recommendation Pending ........................................................... . 

1981..,82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description Fund 
34().()()I-OOI-Support and control of stationary General 

sources 
34().()()1-044-Support and control of mobile sources Motor Vehicle Account, 

34().()()1-128--Regulation of licensed smog stations 
by Bureau of Automotive Repair 

34().()()1-I40-Air Pollution Research Program 

34().()()I-OI9-Cogeneration, Resource Recovery, 
lind Synfuel Development 

34().()()l-II5-Miscellaneous Support 
34().()()1-420-0peration and S1!pervision of Motor 

Vehicle Inspection Program in the South Coast 
Air Basin 

State Transportation 
Automotive Repair 

California Environmental Li­
cense Plate 
Energy Resources Conserva­
tion and Development Spe­
cial Account, General 
Air Pollution Control 
Vehicle Inspection 

$52,580,300 
49,561,497 
43;218,874 

$920,662 
$443,020 

Amount 
$4,928,423 

21,435,258 

1,489,165 

1,443,450 

290,836 

701,594 
14,947,154 
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AIR RESOURCES BOARD-Continued 
340-10l-001-Subventions to Local Air Pollution General 

Control Districts 
340-10l~ubventions to Local Air Pollution Motor Vehicle Account 

Control Districts 

4,033,000 

3,311,420 

34O-OO1-890-Miscellaneous Support Federal Trust 

Total 

(2,004,609) 

$52,580,300 

,l,: 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR, ISSUES AND" RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Control of Toxic Emissions. ReduCe Item 340-001-(101 by $122,231, 

Item 34fJ..001..fJ19 by $147,517, Item 340-001-044 by $256,548 and Item 
340-001-140 by $141,818. Recommend reduction of 11.2 proposed 
new positions for toxic emissions control because existing law as­
signs responsibility for stationary source control to local districts. ' 

2. Characterization of Diesel Exhaust. Reduce Item 34f).(}(}1-044 by 
$104,558. Recommend reduction of2.3 proposed new positions for 
the evaluation of particulat!'ls from diesel light-duty vehicles be­
cause the proposed work partially duplicates EPA research. Fur­
ther recommend that the Legislature specifically determine 
whether the ARB should undertake research which could contrib­
ute to a continuation of the dual EPA! ARB new vehicle certifica­
tion programs if it approves funding for staff to follow the EPA 
research work on particulates and to develop information on alde­
hydes. 

3. Air Monitoring Contracts. Reduce Item 34(J.001·001 by $30,241 and 
Item 340-001-044 by $87,749. Recommend termination of four air 
monitoring contracts with local districts on the same basis that 
budget recommends termination of a fifth contract. 

4. Equipment Purchases. Increase 'Air Pollution Control Fund Item 
340-001-115 by $1;OfJO,OOO; Reduce Motor Vehicle Account Item 340-
001..fJ44 by $800,000; Reduce General Fund Item 340-001-001 by 
$200,000. Recommend that, $1,000,000 in equipment purchases 
budgeted from the General Fund and the Motor Vehicle Account, 
State Transportation Fund, be funded from the Air Pollution Con­
trol Fund. 

5. Vehicle Inspection Program. Recommend amo~t appropriated 
from Vehicle Inspection Fund to ARB reflect other legislative ac~ 
tions and contract requirements. , 

6. Attorney General Legal Services. Withhold recommendation on 
$443,020 budgeted for Attorney General services pending recon­
ciliation of budget discrepancies. 

7. Air Pollution Research. Recommend that representatives of the 
ARB, Energy Commission, Department of Finance and Resources 
Agency explain at budget hearings their inability to coordinate 
research requests. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 
496 

498 

499 

499 

500 

500 

500 

The Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for achieving and maintaining 
satisfactory air quality in California. The board is composed of five part~time 
members who are appointed by the Governor and serve at his pleasure. The 
board's staff is under the director of an executive officer. The administrative 
functions are carried out, and most of the board's staff are located, in Sacramento. 
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Vehicle emissions testing, new vehicle emissions certification and air pollution 
laboratory work are conducted at EI Monte. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes expenditures of $52,580,300 from the General Fund and 

various special funds for support of Air Resources Board activities in 1981-82. This 
is an increase of $3,018,803, or 6.1 percent, over estimated current year expendi­
tures. This amount will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefits 
increases approved for the budget year. 

In addition to $52,580,300 in state funds, the board proposes to spend $2,004,609 
in federal funds and $725,161 in reimbursements, bringing total expenditures from 
all sources to $55,310,070. This is an increase of $2,364,070, or 4.5 percent, over total 
estimated expenditures in the current year. 

The board has budgeted 561 net personnel-years for 1981-82. This is a decrease 
of 19 positions from the authorized level for 1980-81. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Table 1 summarizes the ARB's proposed budget adjustments for 1981-82. Signifi-

cant changes are as follows: 
1. $147,517 and 3.4 positions to study air pollution aspects of synthetic fuels. 
2. $266,468 and 4.3 positions to evaluate hazardous emissions from light-duty 

... ··.diesel vehicles. 
3. $175,981 and 4.6 positions for enforcement of regulations concerning hazard­

ous pollutants. Page A-23 of the Governor's Budget indicates that this pro­
posal has been reduced by a General Fund "special adjustment" of $53,750 
(1.6 positions), leaving $122,231 and 3 new positions. 

4. $129,902 and 4.8 positions to increase staffing for oversight of toxics-related 
research. 

5. .$298,464 for increased contract research. 
6. $100,000 to expand the state's particulate monitoring network. 
7. Reappropriation of $309,000 appropriated in 1979-80 to improve the state's 

emissions inventory data management system. 
8 .. Cancellation of an air monitoring contract with the South Coast Air Quality 

Management District, for a savings of $103,500. 

SCR 32 Study Completed 
Resolution Chapter 100, Statutes of 1979 (SCR 32), directed the Legislative 

Analyst to contract for a study of the problems, costs and benefits, and duplications 
involved in federal, state and local air quality management activities in California. 
The completed· report was transmitted to the Legislature on January 5, 1981. 

The SCR 32 study was prompted, in part, by legislative concern over the direc­
tion of the ARB's new vehicle certification program as well as over the ARB's 
increasing involvement in the statiopary source control activities oflocal air pollu-
tion control districts. . 

The SCR 32 report contains many recommendations on the new car certification 
work of the· ARB and on the duplication. and competition between the ARB and 
local air pollution control districts in areas of stationary source control. The report 
documents the trend of increasing ARB intrusion into, or assumption of the dis­
tricts' responsibilities for, stationary source control. In past years, we have called 
attention in our budget Analyses to requests. by the ARB for funds to undertake 
work that falls within the stationary source responsibilities of the districts. The 
Legislature generally has provided. these funds because the air quality work had 
a high priority; However, in the absence of policy legislation that refines the 
statutes covering the changing roles of the ARB and the districts with respect to 
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Table 1 
Air Resources Board 

Proposed Budget Adjustments 
1981-82 

1980-81 Base Budget (Revised) .......... .. 

1. Program Expansion " 
a. Toxic Emissions ControL ............ . 

Special Adjustment Reduction ... . 
(Subtotals) ....................................... . 

b. Diesel Emissions ........................... . 
c. Particulate MOnitoring ................. . 

2. Program ,Reduction 
a. Termination of Air Monitoring 

Contract ........................................... . 
3. Reappropriation of Unexpended 

Funds 
a. Emission Data System ................. . 

4. Baseline Changes 
a. Price and Salary Increases ........... . 

Total, 1981-82 Budget Changes ........... . 
Totals, 1981-82 Proposed Budget ........ ,. 

General 
Fund 

$8\709,67~ 

175,981 
-53,750 
(122,231) 

-26,527 

156,046 
$251,750 

$8,961,423 

Motor 
Vehicle 
Account 

$23,297,594 

286,548 

(286,548) 
201,468 
100,000 

-76,f173 

938,041 
$1,449,084 

$24,746,678 

Other 

$20,038,510 • 

289,335 b 

(289,335) 
65,000· 

309,000· 

174,963 

$838,298 
$20,876,808 

Item 340 

Total 
$52,045,777 

751,864 
. -:-53,750 

(698,114) 
266,468 
100,000 

-'100,500 

309,000 

1,269,050 

$2;539,132 
$54,584,909 

• $1,459,598 from the Automotive Repair Fund, $1,216,478 from the California Environmental Ucense 
Plate Fund, $607,594 from the Air Pollution Control Fund, $14,131,908 from the ' Vehicle Inspection 
Fund, $2,484,280 from the Federal Trust Fund and $138,652 from the State Energy Resources Conser­
vation and Development Special Account-General Fund. 

b $147,517 from the Energy'Resources Conservation and Development Special Account; $141,818 from the 
California Environmental Ucense Plate Fund. 

• Air Pollution Control Fund. 

emissions inventories, stationary source enforcement, and new federal regulations, 
it has been difficult to determine that funds are used effectively and that the ARB 
and the districts do not d,uplicate each other's efforts. 

In this Analysis we' are recommending, that all requests for additional funds 
which would alter the existing relationships among federal, state and local' air 
quality control efforts be the subject of a determination by the Legislature on the 
issue of the federal, state and local relationships, as well as on the fiscal merits of 
the proposal. We do so because, given the Legislature's concern as expressed in 
SCR 32, such changes in the existing responsibilities should be highlighted so that 
the Legislature will have an opportunity to consider the policy implications at 
stake. It may be that rather than funding these requests in the Budget Bill, the 
Legislature would prefer to consider' the funding in connection with legislation 
clarifying the roles of ARB and the districts. 

C~n.rol of Toxic Emissions 
We recommend a reducbon of $698,114 to delete 11.2 proposed new posibons for control­

ling emissions of toxic substances, because existing law assigns responsibility for stati()nary 
source control to,locsl districts. (Reduce Item 340-00UJ01 by $122,231, Item 340-001-019 by 
$147,517, Item34lJ..()()1~ by$2l16,548, and Item 340-001-140 by $141,818.) 

The Governor's Budget requests $698,114 and 11.2 positions to increll$ethe 
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state's capability for controlling airborne toxic substances. The individual projects 
for which funding is requested are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Air Resources Board 

Proposed Increases in Toxic Emissions Control Program 
. 1981-82 

Personnel-
Project 

Air Pollution Aspects of Synthetic Fuels .................................................................... . 
Enforcement of Regulations concerning Toxic ana Carcinogenic Pollutants .. 
Research Program on Toxicological Assessment ............................ ; ........................ . 
Contract Research .......................................................................................................... .. 

Totals ............................................................................................................................. ; 

Years 
3.4 
3.0 
4.8 

11.2 

Cost 
$147,517 
122,231 
129,902 
298,464 

$698,114 

Most toxic air pollutants are emitted from stationary sources. Under currentlaw, 
local districts have the primary responsibility for controlling air pollution from 
stationary sources. The ARB, however, has the authority to undertak~ control 
activities in any area where it determines, after a public hearing, that local authori­
ties have failed to meet the responsibilities given them under state law. No such 
determinations have been made by the board concerning toxic substances control. 
Consequently, neither the board's current level of expenditures nor the projects 
proposed for funding in the budget year have been justified on the basis of failure 
by local districts to discharge their responsibilities. 

The control of toxic emissions is complex, and requires highly sophisticated 
control techniques. There are many reasons why increased state involvement in 
toxic emissions control may be warranted. Nevertheless, the Legislature has clear­
ly assigned in law the responsibility for controlling such emissions from stationary 
sources to local districts,and some local district control efforts are getting under­
way. For example: 

• The Sacramento CountY Air Pollution Control District is currently reviewing 
an application for a proposed test of PCB incineration at McClellan Air Force 
Base. 

• The Bay Area Air Quality Management District has reviewed toxic aspects of 
a proposed waste-to-energy plant. 

• The South Coast Air Quality Management District has participated with the 
ARB in joint air monitoring efforts, and is considering the establishment of a 
separate unit which would be assigned solely to toxic emissions control. 

The ARB already is involved in toxic emissions control as the result of the 1980 
Budget Act, which prOvided 18.5 positions and $900,000 for such activity in the 

. current year. The $698,114 increase requested in the budget for 1981--82 would 
provide additional state capability in the areas of project review, permit process­
ing, and enforcement. 

If the Legislature wishes to have the ARB become more involved in the control 
of toxic emissions from stationary sources, we recommend the enactment oflegis­
lation clarifying the responsibilities ofthe state and the local districts. The present 
approach, in which augmentations to the ARB's efforts with respect to stationary 
sources are approved through the budget, but no change is made in the statutory 
distribution of responsibility between the ARB and the local level, will continue 
to result in duplication, overlap, and conflict with local efforts-.:..-the same factors 
that gave rise to the SCR 32 study. Accordingly, and without prejudice to the 
importance of controlling emissions of toxic substances, we recommend that the 
proposed increase of $698,114 and 11.2 positions be deleted. 

--_ .. _. __ .... 
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Characterization of Diesel Exhaust 
We recommend a reduction of$l04,558in Item 341J.(}()1-044 and 2.3 proposed new positions 

for the evaluation of particulates from diesellight-duty vehicles because the proposed work 
partially dupliCates EPA research. We further recommend that the Legislature specifically 
determine whether the ARB should undertake research which could contribute to a con· 
tinuation of the dual EPA/ARB new vehiclecertilication programs if the Legislature ap­
proves funding for staff to fo.Jlow the EPA research work on particulates and to develop 
information on aldehydes. 

The Governor's Budget requestS'$266;468 to evaluate hazardous pollutants from 
light·duty diesel vehicles. The reque&t~d amount consists of· (1) $65,000 to pur· 
chase equipment for the ARB's Haageri·Smit laboratory that will allow it to sepa· 

brate.andquantifythe co~tsd' diesel exhaust, and (2) $201,468 for 4.3 staff 
.c;,;aIld.nperatlng:expenses. 

Equipment. The ARBiWillineetIfhe technical capability to analyze the compo· 
meIitsof exhaustfromlight4utydiesel vehicles as part ofits ongoing in·use vehicle 
'survEilllance-e.fforts..Accoidingly. we recommend approval of $65,000 for the reo 
questedeqliipmentattheHaagen,&nit laboratory. This request does not affect the 
ARB's.new-car certification program. 

StaH and Operating.Exptmses.The board requests $201,468 for 4.3 staff and 
,'operating e~s.The boarapmposes to (1) collect samples of diesel exhaust, 

(2) test the particrilatesand'aldehydes in diesel exhaust for carcinogenic and 
'mutagenic properties, and:, ~3) develop "emission . factors"· for particulates and 
aldehydes~ (Anemission.factor is.an estimate of the amount of a pollutant pro· 

)ducedbya vehicle asthe'·vehide.accumulates mileage and age.) 
The EPAhasinformcilus thatit-eurrently has several major research programs 

,underway wbiclr addressemiSsioDs from diesel·fueled vehicles. These ongoing 
EPAprograms liavenot"toWite, addressed aJdehydeemissions from diesels (one 

c;portionof,theARBrequest) . Research into this area does not duplicate work being 
done by EPA and ,addresses a problem that may be unique in California. We 
therefore· recommend.'approv.al.of this portion of the board's .request. 

However, the EPA programs will provide the same information onparticuiate 
emission factors and carcinogenic properties that the ARB's proposal seeks to 
develop. We see no reason for the state to duplicate EPA's work in this area, and 
therefore recommend deletion of this proposed work. 

Based on information supplied by board staff, we conclude that two additional 
staff would be sufficient for the ARB to keep abreast of EPA's work on particulates 
and to do a modest amount of research on aldehyde emissions. Accordingly, we 
recommend approval in the reduced amount of $96,910. This amount is sufficient 
to fund two associate air pollution specialists plus operating expenses, for those 
portions of the request that do not duplicate EPA efforts. 

Expansion olNew·Car Certification. The proposed program is intended to 
provide a technical base for future decisions whether additional control of emis­
sions from diesel vehicles is warranted. H the Legislature does not wish to provide 
the potential for further separation of the California and federal new vehicle 
certification programs, it should not approve the requested positions. We there· 
fore recommend that the Legislature specifically determine whether the ARB 
should undertake research which could contribute to a continuation of the dual 
EP AI ARB new vehicle certification program before approving all or a portion of 
the requested funding for staff and operating expenses. 
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Terminate Remaining Air Monitoring Contracts 
We recommend a reduction of $30,241 from Item 340-001.JJ01 ,and $81,149 from Item 

340-001-044 to terminate funding for four sir mom7:oringcontracts ,wlth local dlstncts on the 
S8I1ie basis that the budget recommends ten1Hnation of a fifth contract 

The ARB currently contracts with five local air pollution control districts for 
ambient air quality monitoring. The budget proposes to terminate the contract 
with the South Coast Air QUality Management District, for a savings of $103,500, 
because (1) the subvention program provides funds which can be used for air 
quality monitoring, and (2) the original purpose of state funding (to upgrade the 
qUality of air monitoring data) has be,en ~~perseded by federal quality control 
requirements.'·".' 

We agree with the board's finding tha.ttemiination of the South Coast contract 
is warranted. The board's reasoning, however, also applies to the four remaining 
air monitoring contracts. Yet, the budget contains $117,990 for contracts with the 
Bay Area Air QUality Management District, the Monterey Bay-Santa Cruz Unified 
Air Pollution Control District (APCD),the Ventura County APCD, and theSan 
Diego County APCD. We recommend that these contracts also be terminated, for 
a savings of $30,241 in Item 340-001-001and $87,749 in Item 340-001-044; 

Equipment Purchases 
We recommend that $1,000,000 in equipment purchsses budgeted from the General Fund 

and the Motor Vehicle Account, State Transportation Fund, be financed from the AU Pollu~ 
tion Control Fund. (Reduce Item 340-001.JJ01 by $200,000; Recluce Item 340-001-044 by $800,-
000; Incresse Item 340-001-115 by $1,000,000.) , 

The Air Pollution Control Fund receives revenue from fees, fines, and interest 
on the investment of the fund's surplus. The ARB traditionally has used the Air 
Pollution Control Fund for one-time expenditures, on the basis that using fines to 
support ongoing programs would encourage the board to generate apredeter­
mined level of fines each year. 

The Governor's Budget shows $1,523,433 available ,for, appropriation from the 
Air Pollution Control Fund in 1981-82. Our analySis indicates that this amount is 
understated by at least $290,224, because . 

(1) $93,990 in civil penalties and enforcement settlements already collected 
during the first six months of 1980-81 is not included as revenue to the fund. 

(2) $196,234 in fees for gasoline tank truck certification is not shown as revenue 
to the fund, due to a technical error. One"half of this amount will be collect­
ed in 1980-81 and one-half will be collected in 1981-82. The entire amount 
can be considered as revenue available for expenditure in 1981-82; 

The amount available for appropriation from the Air Pollution Control Fund in 
1981-82 will be at least $1,813,657 ($1,523,433 + $93,990 + $196,234). This amount 
will increase by (1) the amount of any additional civil penalties or enforcement 
settlements collected during the current or budget years, and' (2) interest income 
earned during 1980-81 and 1981-82. ' 

Of the $1,813,657 available for 1981-82, the budget proposes to appropriate only 
$701,594. This would result in an unappropriated balance of $1,112,063 remaining 
in the fund. 

There is no reason to maintain such a substantial surplus' in the Air Pollution 
Control Fund. On this basis, we recommend that $1,000,000 in 1981-82 equipment 
expenditures budgeted from the General"Fund and the Motor Vehicle Account, 
State Transportation Fund, be shifted to the Air Pollution Control Fund. This 
action would make $1,000,000 of General Fund and :Motor Vehicle Account funds 
available for other state activities. It would also be consistent with the b()ard's 
policy of funding, only one-time expenditures from this source. 

Staff of the board indicate that state-funded equipment purchases, are ,split on 
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; a ratio of approximately 20 perceilt General Fund and 80 percent Motor Vehicle 
Account. We therefore recomniendth'atItem 340-001-001 be reduced by $200,000 
and Item 340-001-044 be reduced bf$8O(XOOO, to eliminate the budgeted equip­
ment pUrchases, and that Item 34O.:oc:i1-~0 be increased by $1,000,000. 

Vehicle Inspection Program ,', 
We recommend that the amount appJiiiprfated from the Vehicle Inspection Fund to the 

ARB by Item 340-001-420 (1) reflect the:Legislature's action on the Bureau of Automotive 
R.epair budget and (2) provide suffitJieiJli:igJlI(JeY to pay the contract costs for the vehicle 
inspection and maintenance progrllD!i~:'f!ft §quth COllSt Air Basin. 

The budget requests $14,947,154 from the VehiCle Inspection Fund forsupervi-
,sion and operation of the vehicle inspec,tion program in the South Coast Air Basin. 
This request consists of (1) $11,870,903 to pay Hamilton Test Systems to operate 
the, 17 stations for emission testing of in-use vehicles in the South Coast Air Basin 
when ownership of a vehicle is changed, and (2) $3,076,251 for a contract with the 
Bureau of Automotive Repair (BAR) to monitor Hamilton's change,;of-ownership 
inspections and check the emissions repair work done by the vehicular repair 
industry in the South Coast Air Basin. . 

Our analysis of the BAR budget (Item 115-008-128) indicates that a reduction of 
,$200;679 in the amount requested by BAR for supervision of the inspection pro­
gramfu the South Coast Air Basin is warranted. If that recommendation is ap­
proved by the Legislature, the appropriation to the ARB could be reduced by a 
corresponding amount. Further adjustments to the ARBappropriatlon might, 
however, be necessary in order to ensure that sufficient funds are appropriated to 
meet the state's contractual obligation to pay Hamilton Test Systems. We there­
fore recommend that the amoUnt appropriated from the Vehicle Inspection Fund 
to the ARB be reviewed prior to enactment of the Budget Bill, in light of legislative 
action on BAR's budget request. We will advise the Legislature on what, if any, 
adjilstmentis warranted at that time. 

_ .. , .. ~ . .' 'c .. 

Attorney General Legal Services . 
We withhold recommendation on $443,020 budgeted for legal services by the Attomey 

General, pending reconciliation ~f budget discrepancies. 

Our analysis of the budget reveals a discrepancy between the amount of legal 
services the ARB is budgeted to obtain from the Attorney General and the amount 
of legal services the Attorney General is budgeted to provide., Specifically, the 
ARB has budgeted $443,020 for Attorney General services. However, the Depart­

, ment of Justice's budget includes only 5,500 hours; or approximately $270,875, of 
attorney services for the ARB. . ' 

Wehave identified similar problems in other budgets, and have requested the 
deparhneilt of Finance tore~PIlcile these discrepancies by April 1, 1981. This 
request is discussed in the analysis of the Department ofJustice (Item082-001-001) . 

,We plan to evaluate the board's proposed expenditures for Attorney General 
.~services after we receive thereconcilation data from the Department of Finance. 

Coordination of Air Pollution Research ' 
We recommend that representatives of the ARB, the Energy Commission, the Department 

of Finance and the Resources Agency explain, at bridget hearings the rellSons for their 
inability to coordinate their resear{)h requests. ' 

Over the past several years we have pointed out the need for interagency 
'coordination of air, pollution research, especially with regard to the control of 
emissions from power plants. In July of 197~, a "Power Plant Air Emissions Techni­
cal Assessment Coordination Committee" was formed, with representatives from 

,----~~--~~-,-----' --------
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the Resources Agency, Energy Commission,. Air ResourcesBoard, and the Depart­
ment of Water Resources. This committee has met quarterly to review existing and 
planned power plant-related researchstu~es. . . . 

Our review indicates that problems in this area remain. We understand that a 
planned joint ARB-Energy Commission study of air pollution crop damage that 
might be caused by a coal-fired power plant ill the Delta was dropped because the 
agencies were unable to agree on which agency should have the lead role .. The 
ARB insisted on having the lead on all .air pollution research; consistent with 
Health and Safety Code Section 39703 wl!ich states "The state board shall adminis­
ter and coordinate all air pollution resemrcb funded, in whole or in part, with state 
funds .... " On the other hand, the Publii: Resources Code givespriroary authority 
on siting of power plants to the Energy Gommission. Under these circumstances, 
the coordinating council did not make a management decision and was unable to 
resolve the conflicts. . . . 

More importantly, the research projects and contract proposals of the Energy 
Commission were not prepared in detail prior to submission of the Governor's 
Budget to the Legislature. Although the ARB's proposed research projects are 
reasonably well developed, they could not be coordinated with the Energy Com­
mission's research. Because the administration has· been unable to comply with the 
Legislature's directive, we recommend that representatives of the ARB,Energy 
Commission, Department of Finance, and Resources Agency appear before the 

. 'fiscal subcommittees when the ARB budget is heard to explain their difficulties. 

Resources Agency 

COLORADO RIVER BOARD 

Item 346 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 47 

'Requested 1981--82 ................................................................. , ...... .. 
\:·:Estirnated 1980--81 .......................................................................... .. 
Actual 1979--80 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $2,467 (+1.4 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ""'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$173,666 
171,199 
151,519 

None 

The Colorado River Board is responsible for.protecting the state's interest in the 
water and power resources of the Colorado River. This is accomplished through 
the analysis of engineering, legal and economic matters concerning Colorado 
River resources, through negotiations and administrative action, and sometimes 
through litigation. The board develops a single position among the California 
agencies having established water rights on the Colorado River. 

The board has 11 members appointed by the Governor. Six members are ap­
pointed from agencies with entitlements to Colorado River water. These agendes 
are: 

1. Palo Verde Irrigation District 
2: Iniperial Irrigation District 
3. Coa,chella Valley County Water District 
4. Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
5. San Diego County Water Authority 
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6. City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
The other board members are the directors of the Departments of Water Re­
sources and FiSh and Game; and three· public representatives. 

The board is located in Los Angeles and has a staff of 10.7 positions. The Colorado 
River Board is supported two-thfrds by the siX water agencies listed above and 
one-third by the state. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. ) .'" 
The Governor's Budget proposes;i~i'~ppropriation of $173,666 from the General 

Fund for support of the Colorado River Board in 1981-82. This is an increase of 
$2,467, or 1.4 percent, over the estimated current year expenditure. 

The total 1981-82 budget for the board (all funds) is $520,635, consisting of the 
General Fund amount and $346,969 in reiInbtirsements from the siX water agen­
cies. This is $7,039, or 1.4 percent, more thanis estimated to be spent during the 
current year. No program changes have been budgeted for 1981-82. Our analysis 
indicates that the budget is reasonable, and we recommend approval . 

. Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

Item 348 from the General . 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 49 

·Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
·Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase·· (excludirig amoUnt for salary 
increases) $26,319 (+0.2 percent) 

Total recoIIlIIlended reduction ................................................... . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description Fund 
348-OO1'()()I-Deparbnent of Conservation Primary 

. Fund Source 
General 

348-oo1-005-Surface Mining and Reclamation Pro· Surface Mining and Recla-
gram mati on Account, General 

348-OO1-042-State Share of California Institute of State Highway Account, 
Technology Seismograph Network State Transportation 

348-OO1-14()...:...Special Services for Resources Protec- California Environmental Li: 
tion . cense Plate Program 

348-OOH44-State Share of Califonria InstituteofCalifonria Water 
Technology Seismograph Network 

348-OO1-188-Deparbnent of Conservation, Miscel-
laileous . 

348-OO1-398-Division of Mines and Geology 

348-OO1-890-Various Programs 
Total 

Energy and Resources 

Strong·Motion Instrumenta­
tion Program 
Federal Trust 

$12,674,035 
12,647,716 
9,324,144 

$149,102 

Amount 
$9,1&'3,19'1 

1,100,000 

11,400 

145,000 

11,400 

752,678 

1,470,360 

(420,598) 

$12,674,035 



Item 348 RESOURCES /503 

SUMMARY OF M,AJOR ISSUES AND'RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Restore "Special Adjustment': Increase Item 348-001-001 by $50,-

000. Recommend augmentation to restore contract funds for geo­
dometer project deleted pursuant to a "special adjustment". 

2. Surface Mining and Reclamation Act Funding. Recommend add­
ing language to Item 348-001-035 to assure that any salary and staff 
benefit increases are financed from the Surface Mining and Recla-
mation Account. .,.' " ; . 

3. Contract Funds Overbudgeted Red;;Cle item 348-001-001 by $90,-
000. Recommend reduction iIi excess contract funds budgeted for 
abandonment and corrective worI88d'qiP~dgas wells. 

4. Soil Resource Planning.Reduce~Itein 348-001-188 by $109,102. 
Recommend deletion of amoimtffom Energy and Resources Fund 
budgeted to continue soil mapping arid coordination activities. 

5. California Automated Resource Inventory (CARl) System. Defer 
recommendation on $534,475 requested from the Energy and Re­
sources Fund for continuation of CARl pending receipt of addition­
al information concerning budget year work projects. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 
506 

507 

508 

508 

The Department of Conservation consists of two divisions-( 1) Mines and Geol­
ogy and (2) Oil and Gas. In addition the director's office administers the Special 
Services for Resource Protection Program. The department has a total of approxi­
mately 318 employees authorized in the current year. 

The Division of Mines and Geology is the state's geologic agent. It also conducts 
a strong-motion instrumentation program to measure and evaluate the large-scale 
destructive motion of earthquakes. The' State Geologist is responsible for the 
classification of certain urban and other lands according to mineraI content. The 
division has 172 authorized positions. Policy direction to the division is provided 
by the State Mining and Geology Board, whose members are appointed by the 
Governor . 
..• ;The Division of Oil and Gas regulates the development, operation, maintenance 
and abandonment of oil, gas and geothermal wells. This division has 131 authorized 
positions. 

The Special Services for Resource Protection program consists of an open-space 
subvention program whichjs administered on behalf of the Resources Secretary, 
and a minor soil resource ~d. planning program. There are 15 authorized positions 
assigned to Special Services for Resource Protection. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes appropriations of $12,674,035 from various state funds for 

support of the Department of Conservation in 1981~2. This is an increase of 
$26,319, or less than 1 percent, over estimated current year expenditures. This 
amount Will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved 
for the budget year. 

Sources of Funding 
The department estimates that it Will spend $14,107,808 from all sources for 

support programs in 1981-82. This amount would be financed from the following 
sources: 
The proposed expenditure level is $27,030, or 0.2 percent, higher than: total· es-
timated expenditures in the current year. . 
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1. General Fund (Item 348-001-001) ............. ; .... ; .................................................................... . 
2. Surface Mining and Reclamation Account, General Fund (Item 348-001-035) ....... . 
3. Special funds (Iterils 348-001-042 through 348-001-398) ................................................. . 
4. Reimbursements ...................................................................................................................... .. 
5. Federal Trust Funds Otem 348-001-890) .................................................................... ; ....... . 

Total .......................................................................... , .............................................................. . 

Item 348 

$9,183,197 
1,100,000 
2,390,838 
1,013,175 

420,598 
$14,107,808 

The Surface Mining and Reclamation Account was created pursuant to Chapter 
BOO, Statutes of 1980, and finances Division of Mines and Geology activities in (1) 
designating mineral lands and (2) m-onitoring reclamation of mined land which 
is regulated by local government. nus new special account receives the first $1.1 
million in federal mining revenues provided to the state each year . 
. Reimbursements of $1,013,175 come. primarily from (1) stafe and public agen­
cies receiving contract services from the department, (2) fees paid for preparation 
of environmental impact reports covering proposedgeotherm:al power projects, 
and (3) publication sales (geologic maps and reports). 

The budget·. indicates the department expects to receive $410,598 in federal 
funds. Most of these funds are provided by the (1) u.S. Geological Survey and (2) 
U.S. Pepartment of Energy, for support of research and projects carried out by the 
Division of Mines and Geology. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Although the department's total support request shows only a minor increase 

above the current year level, the budget includes new expenditure for the follow-
ing: . 

• Demonstration projects to develop practical methods for controlling wind 
erosion in Kern, Solano and Monterey Counties-$I45,OOO, from the Environ­
mental License Plate Fund. 

• Development of. an improved capability to process strong-motion photo­
graphic records of earthquakes-$I26,155, from the Strong-Motion Instrumen­
tationProgram Fund . 

. Other programs establiShed in 1980-81 through an appropriation from the Ener­
gy and Resources Fund (ERF), are proposed for continuation in the budget year, 
at a cost of $752,678. This is an increase of $37,960 over estimated current expendi­
tures from this source. Ongoing activities financed from this funding source consiSt 

. of (1) contracts for data collection by gradUate students to update the Regional 
Geologic Map Series ($109,101); (2) preparation ofadditional general soils maps 
and .support of other soils information activities ($109,102); and (3) continued 
development and operation of the California Automated Resource Information 
(CARl) system ($534,475). . 

Proposed increases in budget year expenditures for new projects and ongoing 
programs are offset by the following: . . . 

1. A $224,000 reduction .due to one-time equipment purchases. in the current 
year that were financed through the Strong~Motion Instrumentation Fund. 

2. Completion of a one-year project to map agricultural farmlands, using $319,~ 
516 from the Environmental License Plate Fund. 

3. Completion of an $85,000 slope stability study by the Division of Mines and 
Geology· in the Baldwin Hills area in southern California, pursuant to provisions 
of Chapter 39, Statutes of1980. . . 

4. A "special adjustment" in the department's General Fund support request, 
consisting of a $SO,OOO decrease in contract services. The adjustment would result 
in termination of an ongoing geodometerproject to measure movement along the 
San Andreas Fault. 



.Table, 
Department of Conservation 

Program Changes by. Funding Source 

. Program and $elected Significant Chailges 
Geologic Hazards and .Mineral Resource Conservation (In· 

crease of $126,155 from the Strong·Motion Instrumenta· 
tion Fund' for engineering tests and to process 
photographicstrong·motion records, offset by a $224,000 
reduction from this funding source due to other one-time 
equipment costs; an additional $109,101 from the Energy 
and Resources Fund t() finaneethe seond·year of a five· 
year project to revise regional geologic maps; special Gen· 
eral Fund reduction' of $50,000 to eliminate geodometer 
contract) ....................... ;; .......... , ................................................... . 

Oil, Gas and Geothermal Protection (Minor. increase to fi· 
nance the relocation of Long Beach Geothermal District 
Office to El Centro due to ImPerial Valley workload in· 
crease) ........................... ; .... ; ....................... : ...•............................... 

Special Services for Resource Protection (An additional $643,-
577 from the Energy and Resources Fund to continue (1) 
development and operation of t1te California Automated 
Resource Inventory System (CARl) established in the cur· 
rent year, and (2) Soils Information activities; reduction of 
$319,516 from the Envivonmental License Plate Fund 
(ELPF) reflecting completion of one·year agriculture 
lands mapping project; increase of $145,000 from ELPF for 
first year of a two-year project to evaluate methods for 
controlling wind erosion at three test sites) .............. , ........ . 

Administration 
Undistributed •................................................................. < ••••••••••••••• 

Distributed ....................................................................................... . 
Totals ......................................................................................... . 

Estimated 
19tJ0-81 . 

fl ,7!11 ,5'}}}. 

5,147,803 

1,100,353 

35,100 
( 1,!113,558) 

$14,080,778 

Proposed 
1981~ 

fl,789,845 

5,328,136 

952,327 

37,500 
(2,Q68,865) 

$14,107,808 

General 
Fund 

+$64,709 

+174,595 

-6,048 

+$233,256 

Ch. 
Special 
Funds" 

+$64,959 

-141,!118 

-$206,937 

+$16,781 ~m,208 ., 

::.4' ~~r 

-16,~~ ,:~ t'~,327 

F 
;t~!~ .,<,.' 
~ 

+$1~ &~P~~W 

Changes 
·/rom 

tfJ80-81 

-p,6-n 

+180,333 

-148,026 

+2.400 
( +95,3IJ7) 
+$27,030 

• Includes Energy and Resources Fund (+$37,960), Enviroilmental License Plate'Fund (_$174,516), and Strong.MotionInstrumen~~oIlJr!IDd (-flO,381) . . :",: /.;~.~\:. ~:~~1t·;:· 

-~ 
~ 

~ 
rn 

~ 
...... 
~ en 
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Table 1 summarizes the departmen.fs total expenditures, including reimburse­
ments, by funding source, and identifies significant changes proposed for 1981-82. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARDS AND MINERAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION 
The objective of the geologic haz~d and mineral resources conservation pro­

gram is to (1) identify and map geoJqgic hazards, (2) conduct geologic investiga­
tions, (3) identify mineral resoUJ:5!e~,j!IPd (4) assist in the conservation and 
development of mineral resources, T~~E»l~tivities are conducted by the Division 
of Mines and Geology. Budget year expenditures are estimated at $7,839,845, 
which is an increase of $42,323, or les/i tpari 0.5 percent, over the estimated current 
year expenditure. 

"Special Adjustment" Deletes Fault' M"nitoring Funds 
We recommend that Item 348-001-001 be increased by $50,()()() to restore contract funds for 

earthquake fault monitoring work which Would have to be terminated pursuant to a "special 
adjustment" reduction in the department's General Fund support budget. 

The budget includes a "special acljustment" reduction of $50,000 in General 
Fund support for the department. The money has been supporting an ongoing 
Division of Mines and Geology contract to measure fixed points along the San 
AndreaS Fault in northern and southern California through the use of geodome­
ters. These instruments use laser beams to measure small crustal movements along 
the fault. The increasing strains measured by these instruments may provide early 
warning of potential earthquakes. (Sirililar instruments are in use to monitor 
crustal movement on the surface and within the crater of Mount St. Helens in the 
State of Washington.) , 

Item 069-001-001 contains a proposal to augment the General Fund budget of 
the Office of Emergency SerVices (OES) by $4,653,000 to finance a new multi­
departmental program of earthquake preparedness and response. At the time this 
analysis was prepared, few details were available from OES concerning this 
proposed augmentation. However, we have been advised that some portion of this 
money will be spent by other state agencies through interdepartmental contracts 
With OES. " , 

The Division of Mines and Geology (DMG) functions as the state's chief geolog­
ic agent, and as such has responsibility for several earthquake safety and fault 
mapping programs. These include: (1) the Strong-Motion Instrumentation Pro­
gram, which finances the operation of equipment and processing of data measur­
ing the response of buildings and critical structures to earthquakes, (2) mapping 
the location of active faults and (3) measuring fault movements. 

We believe it is illogical to fimmce new, inadequately defined initiatives by OES 
in the area of earthquake preparedness and response, while at the same time the 
ability of the state's chief geologic agent to conduct basic research on the San 
Andreas Fault is diminished. For this reason, we recommend that the $50,000 in 
contract funds be restored. In'theevent that the Legislature approves all or part 
of the $4.5 million proposed for earthquake preparedness work by OES, these 
funds would be a potential source of funding for the DMG geodometer project. 
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Surface Mining and Reclamation Act (SMARA) Funding Deficit 
We recommend that language be added to Item 348-001-035 of the Budget Bill as follows: 
':S; PrOvided further that any salary and staff benefitincreases which apply to the Surface 

Mining and Reclamation Act shall be paid from the Surface Mining and Reclamation 
Account." 

The budget contains $1.1 million to support 23 Division of Mines and Geology 
positions that administer provisions of the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 
1975 (SMARA). This amount is equal to estimated expenditures in the current 
year. The funds budgeted include $855,156 to support of 17.5 positions in the 
SMARA land classification unit, and $2«,844 to support of 5.5 positions in the 
mined land reclamation unit. IX:) " 

Chapter BOO, Statutes of 1980, made major pollcy revisions and funding changes 
in the SMARA statute. These changes: -

1; Require the Mining and Geology Board to review and certify local mining 
ordinances for their conformance with state policy. Mter November 1, 1981, 
persons would be prohibited froriliilitiating a surface mining operation in arty 
local jurisdiction which does not have a certified ordinance in effect, unless 
a reclamation plan has been submitted to and approved by the board. 

2. Authorize the State Geologist to classify the significance of mineral deposits 
within any area designated by the Mining and Geology Board, including areas 
where classification has been specifically requested through a petition to the 
board. Previously such classification work was limited to areas subject to 
urbanization and other irreversible land uses. . 

3. Shift the department's support costs for. administering SMARA from the Gen­
eral Fund to revenues received each year by the state as aresult of mining 
activities conducted on federal lands in California. The legislation established 
the Surface Mining and Reclamation Account in the' General Fqitd, and 
requires that the first $1.1 million in such federalrevenues received by the 
state each year be deposited in it. Any unappropriated portion of the $1.1 
million must be transferred to the General Fund on June 30 of each year. 

Chapter BOO appropriated the full $1.1 million to the department. to support 
5MbRA activities in 1980-81. This amount provides for a $639,317 increase in 
expenditures to SMARA above the 1979-80 fiscal year level. Most of the increase 
($429,005) is being used to fund additional land classification projects conducted 
by the division. The remainder of the increase ($210,312) was allocated to mined 
land reclamation work. The budget indicates that the full $1.1 million provided by 
Chapter BOO will be spent during the current year, and.that no carry-over funds 
will be available for appropriation from the special account in 1981-82. 

The budget proposes an appropriation of the same amount, $1.1 million, from 
the special account for 1981-82. Thus,. no allowance for any cost increases that 
might occur during the budget year is made by the hudget. Consequently, it is not 
clear how the department intends to finance any salary or staff benefit increases 
which might be authorized by the Legislature. 

To assure that these costs do not impose an additional burden on the General 
Fund, we recommend that control language be added which would require that 
any approved salary and staff benefit increases are. paid from the surface Mining 
and Reclamation Fund. 

In order to permit funding any salary or benefit increases, the department 
should plan for an administrative reserve within the $1.1 million appropriation 
requested for SMARA. This may require some reduction in. program activities. 
Due to the statutory requirement that all local mining ordinances be reviewed for 
certification by the Mining and Geology Board prior to November 1, 1981, funds 
for mined land reclamation work should not be reduced. Since the department has 
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not submitted information concerning the cost of individual land classification 
projects planned for in 1981.;..g2, the reduction should be made in the SMARA land 
classification element. , 

To avoid the problem of increasing costs and fixed revenues for SMARA in 
future years, the department may wish to seek legislation to change the funding 
mechanism for the program. 

, OIL, GAS AND GEOTHERMAL PROTECTION 
The Oil,' Gas and Geothermal Prot~ctibn program is administered by the Divi­

sion of Oil and Gas (DOG). The div1sfdiNs a regulatory agency which supervises 
the drilling, operation, maintenance aria abandonment of petroleum and geother­
mal wells. 

Budget' year expenditures are estimated at $5,328,136, which is an increase of 
$180;333, or 3.5 percent, above ,the estimated current year expenditure. Fees 
charged OPerators of oil, gas and geothermal wells, plus reimbursements and 
money frOIll the sale of publications, are depositep. in the General Fund. These 
revenues fully finance the division's operations. 

Well Abandonment FundsOvel'budgeted 
W~ recommend that Item 348-OOJ.lJ01 be reduced by $90,(){}{) to correct overbudgeting in 

eon'tractfunds for ablllidonment and corrective work on hazardous, idle and deserted oil and 
gas wells. 

The budget includes a request for $280,000 in contract funds to finance abandon­
ment and corrective work by the Division of Oil and Gas on hazardous, idle and 
deserted oil and gas wells, This compares to $120,000 in estimated expenditures for 
work on 13 such wells during ,the current year. 

Budget expenditure detail submitted by the department indicates that a total 
of $190,000 in contract funds will acfually be needed to finance abandonment and 
corrective work on an estimated 20 wells in 1981.;..g2. This is $90,000 less than the 
amount requested. We recommend that contract funds be reduced by this amount 
to correct for o\;'erbudgeting in this expenditure category. This will still provide 
$190;OOO'for abandonIilent and corrective. work, which is an increase of approxi­
mately 58 percent over estiniated current year expenditures, and at the same time 
result in a $90,000 savings to the General Fund., 

SPECIAL SERVICES FOR RESOURCES PROTECTION 
The Special Services for Resources Protection program has three components: 

(1) administration of subventions to cities and counties for open~space lands (2) 
mappmg and demonstration projects aimed at identification and preservation of 
the state's oil resource, and (3) development of the California Automated Re­
source InvEmtory (CARl) System. 

Budget year expenditures are estimated at $925,327, a decrease of $148,026, or 
13.5 Percent, from the $1,100,353 estimated to be spent in the current year. The 
decrease reflects completion 'of an agrIcultural lands mapping project conducted 
through a contract with the U.S. Soil Conservation Service. Most of the expEmdi­
tures proposed for the budget year by the Special Services unit are financed 
through the Energy and Resources Fund. 

Soil Resoul'cesPlanning 
We'recommend a reduction of $10!J,102 from Item 348-001-188 to delete funds for ongoing 

soils data gathering and planning acti~itiesconducted by the department's Special Services 
Unit. ,,' 

The department has requested $109,102 from the Energy and Resources Fund 



Item 348 RESOURCES / 509 

(ERF) and $70,000 from the General'Rtindto continue soils inventory, mapping 
and coordination activities conducted J:>Yith;e,Special Services Unit. Budget detail 
indicates that the $109,102 will be usedjt9 (1) continue support of staff positions 
added last year, (2) finance compilation and printing of 10 additional general soils 
maps by the University of California,Davis, and (3) support several unspecified 
demonstration projects covering a va.p.~ty lorsoil related issues. 

Four years ago the Legislature appropriated funds to the department for plan­
ning a limited soils program. The department spent $42,600 for this purpose . in 
Hl77-78. During 1978-79, additional ~<ii:J.P..~,~reprovided to continue this plan­
ning effort and to enable the departm~,:Sht!?'.M~ume certain responsbilities previ­
ously performed by the Resources C0I?:s~~ql?e .Commission. 

The department's two-year planningoeff,ort culminated with preparation of a 
report (California Soils: An Assessment)" wlUch' was submitted to the Legislaq,tre 
in April 1979. During hearings on the 197~ B\ld~et Bill, the department indicfl!ed. 
that legislation would be sponsored duririg,l97g.,..go to· (1) implement the repolt's 
recommendations, and (2) establish statutory authority and departmental pro­
grams relative to soil resource protection. However, legislation providing a specif­
ic program and departmental role in soil resource protection has not been enacted. 

Last yeat, the department requested a total of$400,OOO from the Energy and 
Resources Fund to finance new soils inventory and mapping activities, to be 
conducted both independently and in cooperation with the federal government, 
th~"California Association of Resource Cons~rvationDistricts, the California Soil 
Survey Committee, and the University of California, Davis. The Legislature re­
ducedthis amount to $100,000, which thedElpartment.indicated would be utilized 
to finance publication of 10 General Soils~aps by the University of California, 
Davis. . ',.,' 

Continued ERF support in 1981-82 of thl;) departm~nt' s activities in soil resource 
pro~ection does not appear justified for several rElaspns: . 

•. ' The ongoing soils program is somewhat open~ended and lacks specific direc­
tion and purpose. This is due, in prot, toth'e department's inability to develop 

, "enabling legislation defining a role for the department in soil resource protec-
,'tion. . .' , , 
.:The department .has not submitted adequate, information. concerning the 

location, nature or cost of demonstration projects proposed for the budget 
year. Also, it appears premature to finance publication of additional,. soil maps 
by the University of California, Davis, when it iS,not clear (1) who will utilize 
these products, and (2) whether <suchwor-llduplicates other soil mapping 
programs by the Department of Forestry and US. Soil Conservation Service. 

• Most of the funds requested from ERF for soils work in the budget year would 
,be used to support existing positions and, continue ongoing activities. Legisla­
tion establishing the Energy and Resources Fund (Chapter 899, Statutes of 
1980) provides that expenditures from this source are to be used only for 
short-term projects and not for ongoing. programs. 

For these reasons, we recommend that. the $109;102 requested from ERF be 
deleted. . 

Work Program for CARl Uncertain . 
We deFer recommendation on $534,475 requested to cOntinue development of the CaliFor­

nia Automated Resource Inventory (CARI) System, pending submittal of additional inFor­
mation covering work projects and activities to be conducted by this program in 1981-82. 

The department has requested an additional $534,475 from the Energy and 
Resources Fund (ERF) to support 6 positions' and continue development of the 
California Automated Resource Inventory (CARl) System. This program was es­
tablished in the current year through a $500,000 appropriation from the same 
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funding sOurce. Budget detail indicates that the objectives of the CARl program 
are: 

1. To identify, automate, store and provide information on California's re­
sources. 

2. To develop the necessary computer software for providing CARl data to 
other systems and programs. 

3. To increase awareness of the benefits of automated technology by providing 
leadership and expertise to. all users of earth resources data. 

According to the department, the CARl System is the only. centralized com­
puter information base in Califorrua·that provides earth resources data on a state­
wide basis. During the current year, program staff are working closely with several 
other projects conducted by other state agencies, to ensure that CARl information 
is compatible with other data bases. These other projects include: 

.• The Forest Resources Assessment Program (FRAP), conducted by the De­
partment of Forestry . 

• The California National Diversity Data Base, conducted jointly by the Depart­
ment of Fish and Game and Nature Conservancy (a nonprofit organization), 
pursuant to a cooperative agreement. 

• Emergency Disaster Planning, conducted by the California National Guard. 
The CARl program is also integrating data being developed in conjunction with 

preparation of agricultural and farmland maps. These maps are being published 
in.the current year by the u.S. Soil Conservation Service, pursuant to a contract 
with the department and supported with an appropriation from the Environmen­
tal License Plate Fund. This mapping effort is a one-year project and no funds are 
requested to continue it in 1981-82. 

Budget detail indicates that the $534;475 requested from ERF for support of 
CARl in 1981-82, will continue work begun in the current year. Under Item 
354-001-001, we discuss the Forest Resources Assessment Program (FRAP) con­
ducted by the Department of Forestry. For the reasons discussed there, we have 
recommended that General Fund support for the FRAP program during the 
budget year be eliminated. Under Item 360-001-140, we discuss the California 
Natural Diversity DataBase, which has been proposed for funding through the 
Department of Fish and Game (DFG) Natural Areas Program. Because the Legis­
latUre has directed DFG to seek legislation establishing a statutory basis for this 
program, we have recommended that the program's 1981-82 funding needs be 
considered in conjunction with such legislation and not be prOvided in the Budget 
Bill. 

Much of the work proposed for continued funding as part of CARl assumes that 
the related programs carried on by other state agencies will continue in 1981-82. 
The department has not provided any information concerning other CARl work 
projects which might justify continued support of the program at the level budget­
ed. Also, it is not clear whether continued support of CARl through the Energy 
and Resources Fund (ERF) is appropriate. Chapter 899, Statutes of 1980, provides 
that expenditures from this funding source are to be used only for short-term 
projects and not ongoing programs. The funds budgeted for CARl would be util­
ized to support existing staff and a continuing program. 

For these reasons, we withhold recommendation pending receipt of additional 
information concerning work projects proposed for CARl during the budget year. 
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Requested 1981-82 ................................. ' .. ' .. ' .• ;' ................................ .. 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 .......................................... , .. : ..... ~ ................................ . 

$127,417,350 
132,482,798 
106,038,683 

Requested decrease ( excluding amount .'for salary 
increases) $5,065,448 (-3.8 perc.ent), ' 

Total recommended reduction ........ ;; .. }~.;.;.il', ............................. . 7,626,717 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
354001-OO1-Department of Forestry Primary Sup- General 

Fund Amount 
$114,121,103 

port 
354001-140-S0il Erosion Study 

354001-188,-Wildfue and Chaparral Management, 
Urban Forestry Nurseries 

354001-300-Department of Forestry Registration 
of Foresters 

354001~Various 
354001-~Forest hnprovement, Urban Forestry, 

Timber Harvest Plan Review 
354001-~Department of Forestry 
354011-~tate Forest System, Support 

California Environmental Li­
cense Plate 
Energy and Resources 

Professional Forester 

Federal Trust 
Forest Resources 

Timber Tax 
Forest' Resources hnprove­
ment 

157,104 

6,248,660 

75,263 

(1,595,019) 
6,797,259 

17,961 
(1,453,047) 

Total $127,417,350 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Equipment Costs. Reduce Item 354-OOUJ01 by $588,0tJ6. Rec­

ommend reductions to correct overbudgeting for replacement of 
equipment. 

2. Adjustments in State Responsibility Area Fire Protection. Rec­
ommend Department of Forestry report to the Legislature by 
November 1, 1981, on the impact of adjustments made by Board 
of Forestry. to state responsibility areas which are provided fire 
protection at General Fund expense. Further recommend De­
partment of Finance identify changes in the level of funding for 
1982-83 that will result from these adjustments. 

3. Billing Procedures Deficient. Reduce Item 354-001-001 by 
$3,453,620. Recommend reduction to require prompt and accu­
rate billing for Emergency Fund fire protection expenses incurred 
in providing reimbursable assistance to federal' agenCies in prior 
years. Further recommend department (1) prepare and submit 
bills for recovery of such costs within 120 days after control of th~ 
fire, and (2) report quarterly to the Legislature on all Emergency 
Fund expenditures incurred in providing assistance to federal 
agencies. 

4. Ceiling on Paid Overtime. Recommend department revise its 
4O-hourceiling on paid overtime to permit hilling the federal 

Analysis 
page 
515 

517 

519 

521 
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agencies for all overtime accumulated by fire suppression em­
ployees who provide them reimbursable assistance. 

Item 354 

5. Wildfire and Chaparral Management. Reduce Item 354-001-188 522 
by $991,493. Recommend reduction to· delete excessive funds 
budgeted for prescribed burning and vegetation management 
program. 

6. Timber Harvest Plan Positions. Reduce Item 354-001-928 by 525 
$253,537; increase Item·354-OO1~14f) by[the same amount. Recom­
mend support of timber harvest plan review positions be shifted 
from Energy and Resources Fund to Environmental License Plate 
Fund because this activity is ongoing. 

7. Backlog of Timber Harvest Plan Inspections .. Recommend de- 525 
partment report to the Legislature at the time of budget neanngs 
on how it intends to handle existing workload for administration 
of the Forest Practice Act without additional positions. 

8. Forest Practice Act Corrective Actions. Increase Item 354-001- 526 
001 by $100,000. Recommend (1) augmentation to permit de­
partment to finance corrective work for violations of the Forest 
Practice Act, and (2) enactment oflegjslation to require indemni-
ty bonds for timber harvest operations. . 

9. Soil Erosion Study. Reduce Item 354-001-140 by $157,104. Rec- 528 
ommend reduction because study has been terminated. 

10. Forest Resources Assessment. Reduce Item 354-001-001 by $326,-528 
789. Recommend deletion of General· Fund support for Forest 
Resources Assessment Program because the amount requested 
has not been justified. 

11, Urban Forestry Training and Nurseries. Reduce Item 354-001-188 529 
by $2,209,625. Recommend deletion of support for new urban 
forestry trainee and urban tree nurseries program because the 
proposal is not well-defined and would commit the state to pro-
vide continuing support from the Energy and Resources Fund. 

12. Affirmative Action. Recommend the department report to the 531 
Legislature at the time of budget hearings on how it plaIls to 
comply with the State· Personnel Board's directive to improve its 
Affirmative Action Program. 

GENERAl, PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Department of Forestry provides fire protection services for approximately 

33 million acres of privately-owned timber, range and brushland.1t also contracts 
with 29 counties to provide fire protection services in 37 areas which are a local 
responsibility. The, department also (1) regulates logging activities on private 
forestland, (2) provides advisory and financial assistance to landowners on forest 
and range management, (3) regulates controlled burning ofbrushlands, and (4) 
manages seven state forests. 

The nine-member Board of Forestry provides policy guidance to the depart­
ment. Jt establishes forest practice rules and classifies private wildlands as state 
responsil?w,ty lands for fire protection purposes. The members of the board are 
appointe~ by the Governor. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes seven appropriations totaling $127,417,350 from the Gen­

eral Fund and various funds for support of Department of Forestry activities in 
1981-82. This is $5,065,448, or 3.8 percent less than estimated current-year expendi­
tures. However, the current-year amount includes expenditures from the Emer­
gency Fund that are estimated at $10 million. The budget request makes no 
allowance for such expenditures in the budget year, and as a consequence, the 
amounts shown in the budget for the two years are not comparable. If the Emer­
gency Fund expenditures are excluded from the total for the current year, the 
budget shows an increase of 4 percent in 1981-82. Budget-year expenditures will 
increase further by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increases approved 
for 1981-82. 

Funding Sources 
The department estimates that total expenditures from all sources for support 

programs will be $163,668,642 in 1981-82, which is $3,920,862, or 2.3 percent, below 
the comparable amount for the current year. This amount will be financed from 
the following sources: . 

1. Items 354-001-001 through 354-011-928 ............................................ $127,417,350 
2. Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 (wood energy project) .............. 138,380 
3. Federal Trust funds.............................................................................. 1,595,019 
4. Reimbursements..................................................................................... 34,517,893 

Total ......... ,...................................................................................... $163,668,642 
The reimbursements are for: 
Local fire protection services provided to counties, cities, and spe- . 
cial districts, using department fire fighters .................................... .. 
Supervision and training of California Conservation Corpsmem-· 
bers .............. i ................................................................................................ . 
Conservation Center Instructors and camp support (funded by 
the Department of Corrections) .......................................................... .. 
Subsistence and other services provided to employees ................ .. 

. Tahoe Basin forest improvement (financed by the State Water .. 
Resources Control Board ....................................................................... ; 
Licensing timber operators .......................................................... , ....... .. 
Miscellaneous ...... .' ....................................................................................... . 

Total ......................................................................................................... . 

$26,777,223 

3,736,740 

2,494,969 . 
612,957 

164,980 . 
73,000 

658,024 

$34,517,893 

Budget Changes ,. . 
Table 1 suriunarizes the department's budget byfunding sources and identifies 

significant changes proposed for 1981-82. These changes are disc.ussed below. 
Current-Year Expenditures Not Continued· The department's support request 

for 1981-82 reflects a decrease in expenditures because the current-year amount 
includes several one-time expenditures: 

• $10 million in estimated Emergency Fund experidlttiresfor em~rgency fire 
suppression :work. Similar expenditures from the EmergencY Fund are not 
estimated for 1981-82. Such expenditures will depend on theQ\liriber and cost 
·of wildland· fire during the budget year which caDhotbe' ~sfunated. 

• $1.3 millionin General Fund expenditures for a one-tlmeincrease in lrlr attack 
and fire crews in southern California. The increase was provided in anticipa-' 
tion of a severe fire season during the summer of 1980 because of problems 
resulting from the winter storms. . . 

• $1 million in General Fund expenditures for employee relocation and other 
administrative costs associated with termination ofthe department's local fire 
protection contract with Orange County during 1980. . . . 

2Q...i:0i.81685 



Table 1 CI en 
m ... 

Department .of Forestry ." ~ 

Program Changes by Funding Source l> ...... 
:Ill ... = Changes/n ~ t"l 

CIl 
Changes m 0 

&timated Proposed General Special Federal BeimblJlYe- from Z c::: ... = Program and Significant Changes 1!JtKJ-81 1!J81~ Fund funds" Trust Fund ments 1!JtKJ-81 0 C1 
Fire Protection, State Responsibility Lands .............. $117,301,148 $108,108,216 -$10,319,248 -$100,000 -$833,191 +$2,059,507 -$9,192,932 "'1'1 t"l 

CIl 
1. . Reduction of $1,306,431 and 33.5 personnel-years "'1'1 

0 for one-time severe weather augmentation 
:Ill 2. Increase of $2,252,372 in reimbUrsements from m 
en Department of Corrections for 7 existing conser- ... 
:Ill vation camps and activation of 2 new camps. 

~ 3. Increase of $308,195 in contract services for air 
attack program. 

4. Reduction of $833,191 in federal funds for support 0 
:::I of special wildfue projects. .. 
:i" 5. Reduction of $373,000 for "special adjustment" in c 

General Fund Support. III a. Fire Protection, Local Government Contracts ........ 24,364,760 24,472,131 +107,371 +107,371 
Resource Management .................................................... 16,093,562 21,360,1ll +181,496 +5,215,719 -178,512 +47,846 +5,266,549 
1. Increase of $4,039,035 (ERF) for 6 military-sur-

plus helicopters to establish Wildfue and Chapar-
ral Management Program. 

2. Increase of $2,209,625 (Energy and Resources 
Fund) and 17.7 new positions for urban forestry 
nursery trainee program; 

Civil Defense and Other Emergencies ......... , ............ 187,411 191,908 +4,497 4,497 
Administration .............................. ; ................................... 9,642,623 9;536,276 -23,523 +113,991 -63,289 -133,526 -106,347 
1. Reduction of $263,400 for "special adjustment" in 

General Fund Support. 

Totals .............................................................................. $167,589,504 $163,668,642 -$10,156,778 +$5,229,710 -$1;074,992 +$2,081,198 -$3,920,962 -I"'i' CTl 
" Includes Forest Resources Invesbnent Fund (+$974), Energy and Resources Fund (+$5,224,190), Environmental Lic~nse Plate Fund (+$2,412), Renewable 3 

Resources Invesbnent Fund (no change), Professional Foresters ·Registration Fund (+$2,104), and Timber Tax Fund (+$30). "" Of 

"'" 
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"Special Adjustment" Reductions. The budget proposes a $636,400 reduction 
as a "special adjustment" in the department's General Fund support request for 
the budget year. This adjustment deletes support funds for (1) six fire captain 
positions, (2) nine personnel-years of fire prevention assistants, and (3) five re­
gional conservation camp manager positions. Funds for these positions ~ere pro­
vided for in the current year budget. 

Budget Year Reductions in Federal Funds. As shown in Table 1, federal funds 
in 1981-82 will decrease $1,074,992 from the current year level of $2,670,011. Most 
of the decrease is due to elimination ,of $590,147 in U.S. Forest Service funding 
previously available to the state pursuant to the Cooperative Forestry Assistance 
Act. These funds have been used in the past to cover the operating costs of the 
department's wildland fire fighting system. Other budget year reductions in fed­
eral funds reflect completion of one-time projects budgeted in the current year 
and not continued. 

Budget Increases. The budget proposes increased or new funding as follows: 
1. $4,039,035 from the Energy and Resources Fund for 52 new positions ($1,454,-

873), one-time conversion costs for 3 military surplus helicopters ($801,550), 
and operating expenses for six military helicopters ($1,782,612) ,which will be 
utilized for fire fighting and prescribed burning work under the Wildfire and 
Chaparral Management Program. 

2. $2,209,625 from the Energy and Resources Fund for 17.7 new positions to 
establish 10 inner city community urban forestry nurseries and a nursery 
trainee program. 

3. $308,195 from the General Fund to finance unanticipated increases in con­
tract services for the air attack program. 

4. $64,098 to add seasonal forestry aide positions (3 personnel-years) at the 
Jackson, Boggs Mountain, Latour and Mt. Home State Forests. 

Although not specifically identified as a funding increase, the department also 
proposes to redirect savings of $100,338 to finance the addition of seasonal dis­
patcher clerks (2.5 personnel-years) at 12 Ranger Unit emergency commandcen­
ters. The savings result from (1) closing three lookouts (Copper Peak, Guadalupe 
and Lorna Prieta), (2) reducing staffing at three others (Pacheco Peak, Shade­
quarter, and Allen Peak), and (3) a reduction in the amount the department pays 
Marin County for providing fire protection to certain state responsibility lands. 
The reduction in Marin County occurred because the department revised its 
contract with the county to exclude lands acquired by the federal government for 
the Point Reyes National Seashore and Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 

Equipment Expenditures Overbudgeted 
We recommend a reduction of $588,086 in Item 354-001-001 to correct Dverbudgeting for 

replacement of equipment. . 

The budget requests $6,854,172 for acquisition and replacement of equipment 
during 1981-82. This amount reflects an increase of $2,093,767, or 44 percent, above 
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estimated current year expenditures of $4,760,405. 
In the Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill. we criticized the department for not 

prepanng a Supplemental Schedule of Equipment (Schedule 9) to identify 
proposed budget year equipment expenditures, as required by Sections 6120 and 
6125 of the State Administrative Manual. Subsequently, the Legislature adopted 
language in the Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act directing the depart­
ment to submit (a) a detailed listing and justification of equipment purchased for 
fiscal year 1980-81, and (b) a Schedule 9 covering proposed expenditures for 
1981-82. 

In response to this directive, the department submitted reports to the Legisla­
ture and this office on January 15, 1981. For the department's ongoing programs 
and activities, the Supplemental Schedule of Equipment indicates that Forestry 
needs $4,660,792 for acquisition and replacement of equipment (fire engines, 
bulldozers, pick-up trucks, sedans, radios, etc;) during 1981-82. This amount re­
flects adjustments to (1) delete one-time current year equipment expenditures, 
and .(2) provide a price increase for replacement of existing equipment, to com­
pensate for inflation. 

In addition to its Supplemental Schedule of Equipment, the department has 
submitted information concerning other itemized equipment purchases for new 
programs proposed in the budget. This information is provided in budget detail 
and budget change proposals (BCPs). The amount needed for new positions, 
projects, and major increases in existing programs totals $1,605,294 from various 
funding sources (primarily the General Fund and reimbursements from the De­
partment of Corrections) . 

The sum of the amounts requested for equipment purchases in (1) the depart­
ment's Supplemental Schedule of Equipment and (2) budget change proposals 
and expansions, in $6,266,086. This is $588,086 less than the amount requested in 
the budget. Accordingly, we recommend that equipment funds be reduced by this 
amount to correct for overbudgeting. Our recommendation will still leave $6,266,-
086 for equipment replacement and acquisition of new equipment which is an 
increase of approximately 32 percent over estimated current-year expenditures. 

WATERSHED AND FIRE PROTECTION 
The objective of the watershed and fire protection program is to protect private 

and state-owned watershed lands from fire, insects, disease and misuse by man. 
The fire protection, state responsibility element, is the largest single program 
element in the department. It includes nearly all of the field organizations of the 
department, and directly protects 28.1 million acres of land, most of which is in 
private ownership. The field facilities include 226 forest fire stations, 71 lookouts, 
7 helitack units, 13 air attack bases, 32 conservation camps, and 8 California Conser­
vation Corps (CCC) centers. 

FIRE PROTECTION-STATE RESPONSIBILITY AREA (SRA) 
Section 4125 of the Public Resources Code (PRC) requires the Board of Forestry 

to classify all privately-owned range, brush and timberland for the purpose of 
determining which areas are the responsibility of the state for preventing and 
suppressing wildland vegetation fires. Section 4126 of the PRC defines state re­
sponsibility lands as follows: 

1. Lands covered wholly or in part by forests or trees producing forest products 
(timberland) . 

2. Lands covered wholly or in part by timber, brush, undergrowth, or grass, 
whether of commercial value or not, which protect the soil from excessive 
erosion, retard runoff of water or accelerated water percolation, if such lands 
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are sources of water which is available for irrigation or industrial use· (water­
shed). 

3. Lands in areas which are principally used or useful for range or forage pur­
poses which are contiguous to the land described above. (grazing land). 

Final authority for translating the statutory definition of Section 4126 into specif­
ic geographic boundaries rests with the Board of Forestry. Lands owned by the 
federal government or contained within the boundaries of incorporated cities may 
not be included within the state responsibility area (SRA) , even if such lands meet 
any of the criteria defined in Section 4126. 

The total amount ofland currently classified as state responsibility is 33.1 million 
acres. Table 2 indicates the amount of acreage prOvided fire protection at state 
expense. 

Table 2 
Department of Forestry 

State Responsibility Area Protection Summary 
Acreage by Agency 

1. Direct protection provided by the Department of Forestry with state employees 
and equipment (does not include 3,531,711 acres of federal land directly protected 

Acres 

by Forestry under reimbursement) .................................................................................... 24,616,841 
2. Contract protection provided by six counties under reimbursement from the de-

partment...................................................................................................................................... 4,038,933 
3, Contract protection provided by the u.s. Forest Service under reimbursement from 

.. the department ........................................................................................................................... 4,053,569 
4. Contract protection by other federal agencies (Bureau of Land Management, Na­

tional Park Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs) under reimbursement from the de-
partment.. ....................................................................................................... :.:.......................... 449,762 

Total.......................................................................................................................................... 33,159,105 

Adjustments in State Responsibility Area Fire Protection 
We recommend the adoption of supplemental report language directing that: (1) the 

Department of Forestry report to the Legislature by November I, 1981, on the program and 
fiscal impacts of adjustments 'made by the Board of Forestry to state responsibility areas 
protected by the department, the federal government and the six contract counties; and (2) 
the Department of Finance identify changes in the level of funding which will be needed 
as a result of the adjustments made by the board 

In the 1980-81 Analysis, we noted that the department last conducted a compre­
hensive review of state responsibility area (SRA) lands in 1970-71: Since that time, 
major segments of the SRA have been· subdivided and developed, with entire 
communities having been built in some state responsibility areas. These areas 
should no longer be classified by the Board of Forestry as state responsibility land. 
Structural fire protection in these areas should be the responsibility of local gov­
ernment, and should be financed by property owners benefiting from this protec­
tion. If appropriate, the department can provide fire protection to such areas 
under contract with local government but not at General Fund expense. 

SRA Review Project. In response to legislative direction last year, the depart­
ment is currently conducting a major review of all SRA lands to exclude areas 
which should be the responsibility of local government or federal agencies. Ac­
cording to the department's schedule, it will be conducting necessary field work 
during the spring of 1981, with the statewide staff review, to be completed by June 
15, 1981. Following this review, the Board of Forestry will conduct public hearings 
during September and October on the proposed changes. Final decisions on these 
changes are to be completed by October 15, 1981. 
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Fewer Acres-Fewer Dollars. In light of the major increases in population and 
development in rural parts of the state since 1970-71, this statewide review should 
result in significant reductions in the size of the wildland area the Department of 
Forestry must protect at General Fund expense. In turn, these modifications may 
require changes in (1) the existing departmental fire fighting organization and 
structure, or (2) the cooperative agreements with contract counties and the fed­
eral government (primarily the u.s. Forest Service), or both. 

Fewer acres of state responsibility land can sometime mean that fewer state 
dollars are needed fot wildland fire protection. For example, the department 
recently revised its contract with Marin County to exclude 62,978 acres previously 
classified as state responsibility. The change in the contract reflected a transfer of 
land at Point Reyes from private to federal ownership, as part of the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area (GGNRA). (Federal lands are not considered state 
responsibility lands for purposes of financing wildland fire protection). The result 
was a savings of $97,698 to the state for 1980-81. 

Based on recent information submitted to the Legislature as part of the depart­
ment's review of SRA, (1) boundary adjustments, (2) land acquisition by the 
federal government, and (3) errors in acreage records, have in total reduced from 
4,723,729 acres (1972) to 4,053,569 acres (1980) the amount of SRA land protected 
for the state by the u.S. Forest Service. Despite this 670,I6O:-acre decrease (a 
reduction of 14.2 percent), no substantive adjustment has been made in the 
amount of funds budgeted for the U.S. Forest Service contract in 1981-82. We 
believe that the reduction in SRA land protected by the Forest Service should 
translate into savings to the state. Accordingly, we are recommending that the 
Forest Service contract be reviewed, and that appropriate adjustments be made 
in the amount budgeted for this contract next year. 

Impact on the 1982-83 Budget. Any substantive revisions in state responsibility 
acreage made in conjunction with the comprehensive SRA review, should be 
followed by adjustments in the department's fire protection program and organi­
zation. For example, the department's contract with Orange County. should be 
revised to reflect the deletion of the heavily urbanized and residential areas of 
Mission Viejo, EI Toro and Laguna Hills from SRAstatus. In areas of the state 
where wildland fire protection is provided directly by department employees and 
equipment, significant revisions in the amount of SRA land may require changes 
in the location of CDF fire stations. These changes may, in time, have implications 
for the future capital outlay needs of the department. 

To ensure that the department addresses the programmatic and fiscal impacts 
of the SRA review, we recommend the adoption of supplemental report language 
to provide for such analysis. We also recommend that any necessary changes in the 
level of funding for the state responsibility fire protection program be explicitly 
identified. Specifically, we recommend adoption of the following supplemental 
report language: 

"I. The Department of Forestry (CDF) shall report to the Legislature by No­
vember 1, 1981, on the program and fiscal impacts of adjustments made by the 
Board of Forestry to state responsibility areas (SRA) protected by the Department 
of Forestry, the federal agencies and the counties. 

2. The Department of Finance shall identify changes in the level of funding 
which is budgeted for contract lands and direct fire protection in 1982-83." 
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(1) . A reduction of$3,453,620 from Item 354.(J(}J-()()l with the objective of requir~ 
ing prompt lind accurate billing of Emergency Fund expenditures incurred by the 
department forfire protection provided to the .u.s. Forest Service on an "assistance 
by hire" basis, and that Janguage be added to Item 354-(}(}1.(J(}1 appropriating a 
corresponding amount of reimbursements to the department •. 

(2) That the department be directed to (a) prepare and submit bills for recov­
ery of such costs no later. than 120 days after control of the fire, and (b) report to 
the Legislature quarterly on all Emergency Fund expenditures incurred in provid­
ing assistance to federal agencies. Exceptions pursuant to (a) shall be permitted 
only if prior written notification is provided to the Chairman of the Joint Legisla-
tive Budget Committee by the department. . 

Each year the Department of Forestry (CDF) provides assistance to the U.S. 
Forest Service in suppressing forest and brush fires which occur on national forest­
lands. When requested, the Forest Service provides reciprocal assistance to· the 
department in controlling wildland fires occurring on state responsibility forest 
and brush-covered lands. In either case, assistance is prOvided in the form of fire 
engine crews, bulldozers, hand crews (California Conservation Corps, Depart­
ment of Corrections inmate crews, etc.), pick-up labor, rented equipment, vehi­
cles, air tankers, or logistical support through operation of field kitchens and 
. staging areas. This iIlterchange· of personnel and equipment allows both the state 
and federal government to call upon the other's resources in times of emergency. 

Costs for "Assistance by Hire" Recovered Generally, assistance provided by 
either the state or federal government within the first 24 hours following initial 
attack on any wildland or forest fire is considered "mutual aid," and is not a 
reimbursable cost. However, under the terms of the department's existing cooper­
ative fire protection agreement with the U.S. Forest Service, such fire suppression 
forces or support provided after the initial 24-hour period is considered "assistance 
by hire." The cooperative agreement specifies that such assistance is subject to full 
reimbursement by the requesting agency. 

Following .control of any fire for which the department has provided such 
assistance; a fire incident report is prepared which details the cause ofthe fire (if 
known), location, extent and type of acreage burned. Most importantly, the report 
shows the nuIilber of fire fighters committed to the fire incident, as well as the 
time spent by them and supervisory personnel.. Based on this information, plus 
invoices and subpurchase orders for hired equipment and labor, the department 
prepares a fire cost report as a basis for charging the responsible agencyforCDF's 
fire suppression activity and e.q>enses. Costs for CDF air attack support provided 
under "assistance by hire" are billed directly to the federal agency by the air 
tanker operator, 

Emergency Fund Impact. "Assistance by hire" can affect Emergency Fund 
e.q>enditures in one of two ways: 

1. The cost of all U.S. Forest Service crews Or equiment requested by CDF for 
assistance on major state responsibility wildland fires is· billed directly to the de­
partment and paid from the state's Emergency Fund. Such federal assistance on 
individual fires is considered to be part of the state's total fire suppression cost .. 

2. CDF crews, equipment or support provided in response toa request from the 
U.S. Forest Service to suppress a fire on federal land is also paid from the Emer­
gency Fund. The department's Manual of Instructions treats out-of-pocket ex­
penses for (1) subsistence and wages of regular CDF fire fighting personnel, (2) 
hand crew overtime, (3) pick-up labor and equipment rental,and (4) aerial fire 
retardant, as emergency fire costs. 
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In either case, if the department has already spent the $5 million in annual 
emergency fire suppression funds appropriated to it in the Budget Act, all addi­
tional costs are paid from a deficiency· appropriation through the Emergency 
Fund. For fiscal 1979-80, the department's deficiency appropriation for emer~ 
gency fire suppression costs in excess of $5 million was $9,302,813. This appropria­
tion probably included money to cover some of the department's costs for 
providing assistance to federal agencies. When reimbursements are received for 
any of these costs, they are treated as revenue to the General Fund and not a 
reimbursement to the department's support budget. 

Department of Finance Study. According to a recent study conducted by the 
Department of Finance, (A· Review of California Department of Forestry's Reve­
nue and Reimbursement Collections for Fire Suppression Services, Jilly 1980), 
CDF's billing process for "assistance by hire" is slow, inaccurate, and does not 
assure full recovery of costs incurred by the state. The Department of Finance 
found that (1) CDF takes, on the average, about six months to prepare and submit 
billings to the U.S. Forest Service, and (2) Forestry's existing system of internal 
control does not provide sufficient assurance that all reimbursable fire protection 
services to other agencies are even billed. 

Late billings cause the state to lose interest income. To the extent that the 
department does not bill for services provided to other agencies, state taxpayers 
are supporting the cost of activities that should be supported by others. In both 
cases, the amount available for other state purposes is reduced. In addition, it is 
improper to use the Emergency Fund as a source to compensate for routinely late 
billing by the department. 

Outstanding Billings. Our analysis indicates that the state has failed to bill the 
U.S. Forest Service for the cost of providing "assistance for hire" in connection 
with at least three fires thatocourred prior to July 1, 1980. These fires are (1) the 
Hog Fire in the Klamath National Forest during August 1977 ($168,903), (2) the 
Pinecrest Fire in the Angeles National Forest during September 1979 ($67,717) 
and (3) the Sage Fire which also occurred in the Angeles National Forest during 
September 1979 (approximately $60,(00). Although the department recognizes 
that it incurred nearly $300,000 in costs by providing assistance to the federal 
government in connection with these fires, at the time this Analysis was prepared, 
bills still had not been completely prepared and submitted to the U.S. Forest 
Service. 

Pending Billings. Between November 16 and 21, 1980, twenty-four major fires 
occurred in southern California which burned 51,000 acres and destroyed 96 struc­
tures. A· force of 6,500 fire fighters fought these fires. On November 24, 1980, a 
second series of eleven fire occurred which extended into the first part of Decem­
ber. Both series of fires burned more than 90,000 acres and destroyed 370 struc­
tures. At one time in November, 8,600 people were involved in fire suppression 
efforts. Equipment committed to these fires included over 650 fire engines, 253 
handcrews, 61 bulldozers, 34 air tankers and 127 helicopters. 

The department has estimated that it spent a total of $3,557,000 in prOviding 
personnel and equipment to fight these fires, most of which occurred on U.S. 
Forest Service land. The department expects to bill the Forest Service for its costs, 
and estimates that it will eventually recover from the federal government (1) 
$2,649,000 in Emergency Fund expenditures, and (2) $508,000 in regular salary and 
wages for CDF personneL In addition, the department indicates that it may be 
able to recover $681,000 in other Emergency Fund fire expenses for suppression 
of state responsibility fires during November from the Federal Emergency Man­
agement Administration (FEMA). 



Item 354 RESOURCES / 521 

COn'ecb've Acbon Required. Because the department is ableto initially finance 
the cost of providing assistance to the federal government through the Emergency 
Fund, the CDF has little incentive to (1) accurately keep track of its costs for 
billing purposes, and (2) prepare and submit bills for reimbursement on a timely 
basis. It is possible that some reimbursable costs may never be recovered. For these 
reasons, and because bills have not been submitted for recoverable costs incurred 
in previous years, we recommend that the Legislature take the following actions: 
. 1. To ensure that the state's costs for the 1977 and 1979 fires ($296,620), and 
November 1980 fires in southern California ($3,157,000) are reimbursed by the 
federal government prior to the end of the budget year, we recommend that the 
department's support budget be reduced by $3,453,620, and the language be added 
to Item 354-001-001 providing that payment received by the federal government 
for these fires be treated as a reimbursement to the department. 

2. To encourage the department to issue billings on a timely basis, we recom­
mend adoption of supplemental report language directing the department to 
prepare and submit bills for recovery of future costs within 120 days after a fire 
has been controlled. We note that this 120-day requirement is already contained 
in the department's cooperative fire protection agreement with the U.S. Forest 
Service. Recognizing that large fires may involve (1) the compilation of numerous 
documents which must be audited, and (b) negotiation with the federal govern­
ment to determine the responsibility of each agency when both federal and state 
responsibility wildlands are involved, we recommend that exceptions to the 120-
day provision be permitted only if prior written notification is provided by the 
department to the Chairman of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. 

3. To expedite repayment in the future, we recommend the adoption of supple­
mental report language directing the department to report by memorandum to 
the Legislature on a quarterly basis on the approximate amount of emergency fire 
expenditures incurred for federal agencies. On this basis, the Legislature will be 
able to determine the extent of Emergency Fund use and need for deficiency 
appropriations during any fiscal year. 

Specifically, we recommend that the Legislature approve the following supple­
mental report language: 

"1. The department shall prepare and submit bills for recovery of emergency 
fire costs incurred in providing reimbursable assistance to federal agencies no later 
than 120 days after control of the fire. Exceptions to this provision shall be permit­
ted only if prior written notification is provided by the department to the Chair­
man of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. 

2; The department shall report to the Legislature on a quarterly basis on all 
emergency fire expenditures incurred in providing assistance to the federal gov­
ernment." 

Ceiling on Paid Overtime Increases State Costs and 
Reduces Operational Flexibility 
We recommend that the department be directed to revise its existing 40-hour ceillng on 

paid overtime for· its fire suppression employees to permit direct billing for all overtime 
accumulated in providing reimbursable assistance to federal agencies. 

As previously noted, the department's existing cooperative agreement with the 
U.S. Forest Service states that all emergency fire expenditures incurred while 
providing assistance shall be billed to and reimbursed by the requesting agency. 

CDF Policy oil Overbine.Currently, the Department of Forestry limits to 40 
hours per year, the amount of paid overtime which each regular fire suppression 
employee may receive. Any overtime accumulated in excess of 40 hours annually 
is credited as CTO. (compensatory time off). In the case of seasonal fire fighters, 
all overtime is credited as CTO. 
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General Fund and Operational Impacts; When the department bills the U.S. 
Forest Service for reimbursable assistance provided in connection with federal 
wildfires, it, does not recover any costs for employee overtime which is charged 
to ero. This is because the Forest Service does not recognize CTOas an out~of­
pocket expense to the department. This practice ultimately increases General 
Fund costs and reduces operational flexibility in three ways: 

• When seasonal fire fighters are terminated, they are paid in cash from the 
" General Fund for any unused CTO accUmulated during the fire' season, in­

cluding ero earned, while working on federal fires. 
• Permanent CDF personnel must be available to work when other fire fighting 

employees take time off to reduce accumulatederO balances,including CTO 
earned when the employees provided assistance to the federal government 
on U.S. Forest Service fires. 

• BecaUse so many employees accumulate large ero balances during the fire 
season, the amollhtof other department work, such as prescribed burning, fire 
prevention, training, and maintenance, that can be conducted during the 
wintertime is reduced because these ,employees ,must use their compensatory 
time off. 

To reduce the General Fund cost of providing fire suppression assistance to the 
federal government and to permit greater use of permanent CDF fire fighting 
personnel during thenonfire season, we recommend that the Legislature direct 
the department to modify its policy on paid overtime. Accordingly, we recom­
mend the adoption of the follOwing supplemental report language: 

"The department shall (1), pay fire fightirig personnel for all overtime earned 
when reimbursable assistance is ,provided to the federal government for sup­
pressing forest or brush fires; and (2) recover all such costs by billing the respon-' 
sible federal agency for such assistance. The 40-hour ceiling on paid overtime 
shall contiriue to apply to suppression of state-responsibility wildfires." 

Wildfire and Chaparral Management Program 
We recommend a reduction of$991,493 /tom Item 354-001-188 to delete excessive adminis­

trative positions ($558,539) operating expenses ($172,850), and unnecessary equipment 
($260,104), requested for the new Wildf"ue and Chaparral Management Program which is 
financed From the Energy and Resources Fund. ' 

The department has requested 52 positions and $4,039,035 from the Energy and 
Resources ~d so that six, military surplus helicopters can be used in prescribed 
(controlled) ,burning projects and fire season helitackoperations. The prescribed 
burning projects would be conducted pursuant to provisions of Chapter 525, Stat­
utes of 1980, which authorize the department to (1) finance up to 90 percent of 
the cost for conductirig preSCribed burning projects on private lands, and (2) 
assume the cost for purchasing necessary liability insurance to protect third parties 
in case a prescribed burn gets out of control. 

In the current year, the department is budgeted to acquire and convert for fire 
fightirig purposes three riiilitary-surplus helicopters to replace three smaller heli­
copters which have been leased from private contractors for seasonal fire fighting. 
The budget requests funds in 1981-82 to finance the operatioJ:l of the three military 
surplus helicopters, and to convert and operate an additional three such aircraft. 
The conversion of' three additional military surplus helicopters will allow the 
phase~out of three more small leased helicopters during 1981-82. When the budget 
proposal is fully implemented, the department'shelitack program will consist of 
six military-surplus 'helicopters operated and maintained by private contractors, 
and one small helicopter leased from a private fim. Prior to the current year, the 
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department leased seven helicopters from private sources. 
The U.S. Air Force surplus helicopters are Bell UH-IF's. They have a nine­

passenger capacity, whereas the helicopters leased from private contractors (Bell 
Jet Rangers) hold three passengers. The larger units increase the size of a fire 
fighting crew which can be flown to the scene of a wildland fire. They also have 
a greater lifting capacity, which is useful in providing water drops on wildland 
fires, as well as for prescribed burning operations, when the helicopter is equipped 
with a helitorch to ignite brush from the air. 

Excessive Administrative Sta££. The budget requests money from the Energy 
and Resources Fund to support 52 permanent positions associated with the year­
round operation and use of the six helicopters. All but six of these positions would 
be added in the budget year. The six existing.positions (one Forester III, one 
Forester I, one helicopter program manager, one stenographer, and one person­
nel-yearof temporary help) were approved in the current year. The 46 new 
positions, which are listed inTable 3, would be used to administer the Wildfire and 
Chaparral Management Program and to provide field support for the prescribed 
burning. . . 

Table 2 
Department of Forestry 

New Positions for Wildfire and Chaparral Management Program 

Number PfAfition Title 
1 Assistant Deputy State Forester .............................................................. .. 
1 State Forest Ranger III ................................................................................ . 

14 Forester II ..................................................................................................... . 
14 Heavy Equipment Mechanic ................................................................... . 
4 Fire Captains ..................................................................... : ........................... . 
2 Fire ApparatuS Engineers ........................................................................ .. 
1 Lead Pilot .................................................................................................... .. 
1 Lead Mechanic ............................................................................................ .. 
1 Watershed Hydrologist .............................................................................. .. 
6 Office Assistant II ...................................................................................... .. 
1 Stenographer ....... : ........................................................................................ .. 

Totals 46 

" Does not include staff benefits of approximately 28 percent. 

Salary" 
$35,016 
30,384 

474,566 
286,272 
78,264 
35,690 
23,550 
23,550 
30,384 
67,680 
11,508 

$1,096,864 

Our analysis indicates that administrative staff proposed for the Wildfire and 
Chaparral Management Program is excessive for the following reasons: 

1. The 14 new Forester II positions are not justified on a workload basis. These 
positions, which would be assigned to the department's 22 ranger units, are re­
quested to perform the planning, training, and coordination for prescribed burn­
ing projects. Applications from landowners for prescribed burning projects, 
however, will be processed at the ranger district level, which is a subordinate 
management level to the ranger units. Presumably, the added workload at the 
ranger districts will be handled by existing staff. Furthermore, the 1980 Budget Act 
prOvided state funds for 12 field forester positions in the Forest Improvement 
Program, which should also be available to handle some added administrative 
responsibilities associated with new prescribed burning operations. Finally, in­
creases have been provided for forestry management in both 1979--80 and 1980-81. 
These additional positions are located in the Sacramento office. Accordingly, we 
recommend that (1) $474,566 in personal services and (2) $261,190 in related 
operating expenses and equipment for the 14 Forester II positions be deleted. 

2. The addition of two more high-level administrative positions is un warrant-
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ed. Table 3 shows that the budget includes funds for an Assistant Deputy State 
Forester, and a State Forest Ranger III position. These high-level administrative 
positions would be assigned to Sacramento headquarters and presumably coordi­
nate the Wildfire and Chaparral Management Program. In light of the 1979 reor­
ganization of the director's office in Sacramento, which increased the number of 
deputy or assistant deputy direCtor positions from two to four, we believe the 
requested positions are not needed. For this reason, we recommend that $83,937 
in personal services, and $16,BOOin associated operating expenses and equipment 
be deleted. 

Equipment Over Budgeted. The budget proposal contains funds for one-time 
equipment purchases associated with the transition from privately-leased heli­
copters to state-owned military-surplus helicopters. Because the military-surplus 
UH-IF helicopter consumes more fuel per hour, than the smaller Jet Ranger 
helicopter (75 gallons per hour versus 35 gallons per hour), the department has 
proposed to·purchase 6 new fuel trailers at a cost of $120,000 or $20,000 each. The 
department indicates that its existing helicopter service units do not have ade­
quate fuel tanks to provide ground support for the larger UH-IF helicopters. 
However, the 1980 Budget Act already provides $15,000 for acquisitionn and modi­
fication of three military-surplus fuel trucks at a cost of $5,000 each. These trucks 
would provide. ground support to the three UH-IF helicopters to be acquired in 
1980-81. We recommend approval of an additional $15,000 to finance the purchase 
and necessary modification of three more fuel trucks for the three additional 
helicopters. The balance of the request-$105,OOO-does not appear to be needed, 
and we recommend that it be deleted. 

Unspecified Contract Funds. The department has also requested $50,000 in 
contract funds to reimburse other state agencies for assistance and expertise in 
developing prescribed burning plans. The department however, has been unable 
to identify which state agencies it proposes to contract with for such assistance. 
Furthermore, this $50,000 does not appear as a reimbursement in any other state 
agency budget. Consequently, we recommend that this money be deleted. 

Summary of Unneeded Funds. The reductions recommended above total 
$991,493, and consist of the following: 

• $836,493 in personal services, operating equipment and expenses for 16 un­
necessary administrative positions (14 Forester II's; a State Forest Ranger III; 
and an Assistant Deputy State Forester). 

• $105,000 in excess equipment expenditures for fuel trailers. 
• $50,000 for contracts with unidentified state agencies. 
If these amounts are deleted, the budget would still provide $3,047,542 for 36 

positions and operation of the Wildfire and Chaparral Management Program dur­
ing 1981-82. We recommend approval of the reduced amount;· 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
Activities in resource management include (1) regulation of timber harvesting 

on private lands pursuant to the Forest Practice Act, (2) management of 70,000 
acres of state-owned forests, (3) operation of 3 forest nurseries, (4) emergency 
revegetation, (5) registration of professional foresters, (7) administration of the 
Forest Resources Assessment and Planning Act (FRAPA), and (8) funding of 
reforestation and urban forestry activities under the Forest Improvement Act. 
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Timber Harvest Plan Positions Improperly Funded 
We recommend that (1) $253,537 be deleted from Item 354-001-928 (Forest Resources 

Improvement Fund); and (2) Item 354-001-140 (Environmental License Plate Fund) be 
increased by a corresponding amount, to properly budget the cost oFreimbursing the Depart­
ments of Fish and Game and Conservation For positions used in timber harvest plan review. 

The budget requests $253,537 from the Forest Resources Improvement Fund to 
reimburse the Departments of Fish and Game and Conservation for their assist­
ance in reviewing timber harvest plans (THPs) for compliance with the Forest 
Practice Act and the California Environmental Quality Act. This review process 
was established in 1975 by the Secretary of Resources in lieu of requiring that 
separate environmental impact reports be prepared for each timber harvest plan. 
The $253,537 budgeted in Item 354-001-928 reimburses the two departments for 
the cost of three full-time biologist and two geologist positions who work with 
Forestry staff on THP review and inspection of proposed timber cutting opera­
tions. 

Prior to 1979, these biologist and geologist positions were financed by the De­
partment of Forestry through its General Fund support budget. The funds were 
obtained by abolishing five forester positions in 1975 and redirecting the resulting 
savings to this activity. In 1979-80, the Legislature (1) shifted the cost of the 
biologist and geologist positions to the Environmental License Plate Fund, and (2) 
directed that the resulting General Fund savings be utilized by the department 
to restore the forester positions and fulfill unmet forest practices workload needs. 

The budget proposes to finance these review team biologist and geologist posi­
tions from the Forest Resources Improvement Fund in 1981-82. This fund was 
created pursuant to Chapter 812, Statutes of 1979, for the purpose of financing 
cost-sharing agreements with private timber land owners through loans and grants 
for specified reforestation work. In addition, the department is authorized to 
utilize this fund to finance its urban forestry program and research on wood 
energy. Chapter 812 does not authorize use of the Forest Resources Improvement 
Fund for administrative costs associated with the Forest Practice Act. For this 
reason, we recommend that support funds for the review team positions come 
from the Environmental License Plate Fund (Item 354-001-140). This shift in 
funding source will result in savings to the Forest Resources Improvement Fund 
which can be used to finance additional reforestation projects authorized under 
the Forest Improvement Act of 1978. 

Backlog of Timber Harvest Plan Inspections 
We recommend that the department report at the time of budget hearings on how it 

intends to (1) handle the workload For the Forest Practice Act and (2) reduce the number 
of timber harvest completion and stocking reports which are delinquent or approved by 
deFault. 

Pursuant to provisions of the Forest Practice Act, the Department of Forestry 
must provide for inspections of timber operations (1) prior to commencement of 
logging, (2) when operations are well underway, and (3) following completion of 
the harvesting activities. Other inspections must be conducted by the department 
to verify stocking reports submitted by the timber owner, and to otherwise en­
force the act. The department may also authorize emergency and exempt timber 
operations which require additional field inspections. 

Workload. Currently, the department is processing an average of approxi­
mately 2,000 timber harvest plans (THPs) per year. According to the department, 
a total of 11,742 plans have been approved during the last six years. Approximately 
700 of the THPs have been cancelled, leaving a total of 11,012 THPs active plans. 
Of these active plans, 3,537 (32.1 percent) still require completion reports and 
inspections, and 6,839 plans (62.1 percent) still require stocking reports (or waiver 

---- .---- ----------
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requests) from timber owners, plus field inspections by the department. 
The number of active plans which have not been closed out is large because of 

the amount of time provided by the Forest Practice Act for operators to complete 
harvesting activities and to meet replanting or regeneration requirements. Mer 
a timber harvest plan is approved, an operator has up to three years to complete 
the harvest and five years to meet minimum Board of Forestry stocking standards. 
This means that the total number of active plans continues to increase this year. 

Impact. Our analysis indicates that the increasing number of active timber 
harvest plans is creating serious workload problems for the department. The 
department does not have sufficient staffing to conduct the necessary field work 
and inspections required by law. As of December 1, 1980, 365 work completion 
reports,and 223 stocking reports were approved by default because the depart­
ment failed to act on them within the 6-month time period specified by law. 

The department indicates that as of December 1, 1980, there were 680 THPs 
with delinquent completion reports, and 118 other plans with delinquent stocking 
reports. These delinquent plans constitute additional workload which the depart­
ment may not be able to handle with its existing staff. This is especially likely 
because additional field inspections may be necessary to determine whether cor­
rective work is required at the sites of the previous timber operations. Further­
more, even if the necessary completion and stocking reports for these delinquent 
plans are submitted by the timber owners, it is likely that many of these plans will 
receive default approval, due to the apparent inability of the department to act 
on them promptly. 

The number of delinquent plans and the number of plans approved by default 
indicate serious deficiencies.in CDF's administration of the Forest Practice Act. 
Part of the problem is due to CDF's unwillingness to request adequate money and 
staffing for the Forest Practice Act. 

Given this situation, we recommend that the department report to the fiscal 
subcommittees during budget hearings on how it plans to (1) handle the workload 
for the Forest Practice Act, and (2) reduce the number of timber harvest comple­
tion and stocking reports which are currently delinquent or approved by default. 

Forest Practice Act Corrective Actions 
We recommend: 
(1) An augmentation of $100,000 to Item 354-001-001 to permit correction of 

Forest Practice Act violations pending reimbursement through liens on property, 
and 

(2) Enactment of legislation to require the deposit of indemnity bonds for 
timber operations. 

Forest Practice Enforcement Provisions. Pursuant to Section 4605 of the Public 
Resources Code, the Department of Forestry may bring a legal action against a 
timber operator or owner to enjoin a violation, or threatened violation, of (1) any 
provision of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act, (2) Board of Forestry rules 
and regulations, or (3) the applicable timber harvest plan (THP). If the court 
determines that a violation has occurred, or is likely to occur, a temporary restrain­
ing order may be issued directing the immediate· discontinuance of the timber 
operation pending a hearing. Environmental damage, however, may occur during 
the period required to secure the court order. 

Upon a finding by the court that immediate and irreparable harm is threatened 
to soil· resources or the waters of the state due to erosion or pollution, the court 
may (1) order the defendant to take appropriate emergency corrective action, or 
(2) authorize the department to take or order emergency action to correct the 



Item 354 RESOURCES / 527 

violation. Any expenses incurred by the departinent in can'ying out such an order, 
or taking corrective action itself, are recoverable from the defendant. To ensure 
recovery of such costs, existing law authorizes thedepartinent to record a lien on 
the property· requiring the corrective action. 

The departinent may take corrective action, or order corrective action, with 
respect to: . 

• Improper disposal of logging slash (debris) left in streams or presenting a fire 
hazard. 

• Failure to provide erosion control methods specified in the timber harvest 
plan (THP). 

• Cutting in excess of the timber harvesting or silvicultural method approved 
in the THP. , 

• Failure to meet required stocking standards by natural regeneration of the 
harvesting site or planting of seedlings. 

• Damage. to streams providing spaWning habitat to anadromous fisheries 
(salmon and steelhead trout) by misuse of equipment or improper road con­
struction methods . 

. Budget Constraints. Although the departinent is authorized to recover its ex­
penses through the recording of liens on the affected property, CDF does not have 
the funds needed to finance corrective work unless it redirects funds from other 
activities approved by the Legislature. Moreover, any costs that are eventually 
recovered are deposited as revenue in the General Fund, and are not credited as 
a reimbursement to the departinent's operating budget. Therefore, the amount of 
funds available in any given fiscal year limits the ability of the departinent to 
perfonn corrective work. 

In past years; there were only one or two violations per year requiring CDF to 
perfonn corrective work. Two years ago, however, the departinent hired a Jorest 
practice litigation coordinator, and this has resulted in a substantial increase in civil 
and administrative enforcement action.· CDF. is having difficulty financing the 
workresultirig from this enforcement activity. 

At the present time, a corrective action case is pending in Mendocino County, 
and may require the departinent to dispose of logging slash and perfonn erosion 
control work in 800 acres at an estimated cost of $50,000. This work is. required 
because the timber operator has refused to comply with the departinent's order. 
In addition, two other cases involving timber operations in EI Dorado and Cala­
veras Counties are on administrative appeal. In these two instances, the timber 
harvest plan provided for selective logging, with stocking requirements to be met 
immediately after completion of the operation. In both cases, however, the timber 
was clearcut in violation of the plans, and the operators have refused to perfonn 
any corrective work to replant the sites. As a consequence, the departinent may 
have to finance this corrective work during 1981-82. No funds are included in the 
budget to finance any of the potential corrective work in Calaveras, EI Dorado or 
Mendocino Counties. 

Budget Year Impact. To ensure that the·departinent is able to adequately 
perfonn and finance any work necessary to correct timber harvest violations 
during 1981-82,we recoIrimend that $100,000 be added to the departinent's 
budget for this purpose. The money will (1) permit CDF to carry out anyneces­
sary corrective work promptly so as to minimize environmental damage, and (2) 
prevent the departinent from having to redirect funds budgeted for other legisla­
tively-approved programs to finance such work. The funds should be spent to 
cover only the cost of corrective work which is recoverable under provisions of the 
Forest Practice Act. 

Legislation Needed Paying for necessary corrective work would not· be a 
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problem if CDF coi.Ild require the posting cjf a security borid. The Departrilent of 
Forestry, however, may currently require bonding for timber operations only 
when settling litigation. In contrast, under existing law, all operators of oil and gas 
wells in California are required to post bonds to indemnify the state for any costs 
the Division of Oil and Gas (Department of Conservation) may incur in perform­
ing corrective workon hazardous or improperly abandoned wells which pose a 

. ,thJ:"eaJH(water pollution pr environmental dam~ge. . . 
We'fecommend that legislation be enacted to authorize bonding requirements 

for aU timber operations conducted under provisions of the Forest Practice Act. 
In this manner, the department could ensure that any substantive violations of 
timber harvest plans are corrected. Once the timber harvest has been completed 
in conformance with the plan and stocking requirements'are met, the bond could 
be released. If corrective work must be performed by the department, the state's 
costs would be' reimbursed from the indemnity bond. 

Soil Erosion Study Disbanded 
We recommend a reduction of $157,104 in item 254'()(}1-14D to delete funds for support of 

the soU erosion study which has been terminated 
,Item 354-001-140 appropriates $157,104 from the Environmental License Plate 

FundJor 4.8 positions to study the effects of timber operations on soil erosion. This 
project was initiated in 1976-77. Funds totaling $154,692 were appropriated in the 
1980 Budget Act to finance (1) a senior geologist position under contract from the 
Department of Conservation (Division of Mines and Geology), plus clerical sup­
port, and (2) temporary help. In previous years most of the field survey and 
statistical work for the study was conducted by graduate students from the Univer­
sity of California, Berkeley . 
. Shortly after enactment of the 1980 Budget Act, the Department of Forestry 

terminated its contract with the Department of Conservation, and disbanded the 
soil erosion study project. We are advised that Forestry discontinued the project 
because it was dissatisfied with the design of the study and the work being con­
ducted under it. We have not been able to determine what the department has 
utilized the budgeted funds for in the current year. 

Because the soil erosion study project has been terminated, we recommend that 
4.8 positions and $157,104 requested for this project be deleted. 

Forest.Resources Assessment Program . 
We recommend a reduction of $326, 789 in/tem 3s4-(}()1.()(}1 to delete state funds for 

support of the Forest Resources Assessment Program. 

The budget requests $326,789 from the General Fund and provides $85,OOO.in 
federal funds from the U.S. Forest Service for support of six pOSitions to continue 
the Forest Resources Assessment Program (FRAP) during 1981-82~Two other 
positions previously budgeted through FRAP were redirected during the current 
year to other departmental programs and activities. An unknown amount of funds 
for these two redirected positions is also proposed in the budget year. 

Chapter 1163, Statutes of 1977, appropriated $400,500 to the department for the 
purpose of financing the development of a forest resources planning program for 
California. The statute also required the department to report to the Board of 
Forestry by July 1, 1979 on the supply, demand and future availability of the state's 
various forest resources: timber, range, watershed; recreation, wilderness, fish and 
wildlife. Chapter B01, Statutes of 1978, requires that the initial report be updated 
by January 1, 1987, and every fifth year thereafter. . 

Based on these periodic assessments, the Board of Forestry is to prepare a forest 
resource policy statement consisting of the following: 
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1. A delineation of specific needs and opportunities for promoting both public 
and private forest resource management programs in California. 

2. A discussion of priorities for accomplishment of program opportunities, with 
specified costs, results and possible constraints on implementatic)O. 
. 3. An analysis of the relation of the alternative forest resource policies to em­
ployment opportunities in California. 

Mter completing work on its first forest assessment two years Ilgo, the depart­
ment advised the fiscal subcommittees that (1) the FRAP staff would be utilized 
during .197~ and 1980-81 to develop a work program leading up to the 1987 
report update, and (2) the FRAP budget for 1981-82 would be evaluated based on 
this work program, . 

Budget detail submitted by the department does not reflect the resUlts of any 
such evaluation; nor does it establish that FRAP. will reqUire siX positions and 
$411,789 in combined state-federal funding for the budget year. 

Based on expenditures during the past and current fiscal years, and assuming 
that expenditures and staff levels continue in the future at the levels proposed for 
the budget year, the 1987 FRAP report would cost $3,539,473 and reqUire 52 
personnel-years of effort. Actual costs would be higher because this estimate does 
~ot make any allowance for increases in salaries and operating expenses which 
would occur in future fiscal years. . 

Our analysis indicates that since the July 1979 report was completed, departmen­
tal activities arid projects supported with FRAP funding have peen conducted 
without any apparent direction or purpose. . 

Given the lack of direction in FRAP activities, the large potential costs implied 
by the budget request, and the absence of adequate justification for that request, 
we cannot recommend approval of the amount budgetedforFRAP in 1981-82. 

If the department can define specific duties and research needs, it might be 
appropriate to continue two or three FRAP positions to (1) ensure continuity 
between the 1979 report and future assessments, and (2)· provide a multi-discipli­
nary capability for long-range planning. The $85,000 budgeted in federal funds 
from the U.S. Forest Service should beadequated for this purpose. General Fund 
support, however, would not be needed, and we recommend a reduction of $326,-
789 in Item 354-001-001. 

Urban Forestry Training and Nursery Progr~m 
We recommend a reduction of $2,209,625 from Item 354-001-188 to delete flii1ds for the 

proposed urbaJi forestry training and nursery program because the proposal is not well­
defined and would commit the state to provide continuing support from the Energy Re­
sources Fund in future years, which is in conflict with existing law. 

The deparQnent has requested $2,209,625 from the Energy and Resources Fund 
for a program to (1) establish 10 inner city tree nurseries, and (2) provide training 
to 150 unemployed persons in tree care and nursery work. The budget request 
includes $662,786 for 17.7 new department positions. The remaining $1,546,839 is 
budgeted for the .salaries of the trainees ($1 million), and grants ($546,839) to 
nonprofit groups to finance start-up costs for 10 inner city community tree nurser­
ies at the following locations: 

Los Angeles· (6) 
San Francisco-Oakland (2) 
San Diego (1) 
Fresno (1) 

Urban Tree Nurseries. Once in operation, budget narrative indicates that the 
10 nurseries would supply enough street trees for planting approximately 660 city 
blocks annually. The source of funding for ongoing operating costs at these nurser­
ies, however, has not been identified. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY--Continued 
Budget detail indicates that 150 unemployed individuals from inner city areas 

would be recruited for training at commercial or government nurseries near the 
participating communities. These nurseries have not been identified. While re­
ceiving such training, the 150 individuals would be paid approximately $1,000 per 
month fora six-month period. The budget proposal states that upon completion 
of this training, successful participants will either work for the 10 nonprofit nurser-
ies or for other private or public nurseries. , 

Existing Forest lrilproveDJent Program. The budget requests $6,797,259from 
the Forest Resources Improvement Fund for reforestation, urban forestry ~d 
wood energy, projects during 1981-82. This amount includes (1) $790,473 for sup­
port of 32, positions to continue administration of the Forest Improvement Pro­
gram, and (2) an additional $718,315 to finance new urban forestry projects during 
the budget year. The balance of the funding is requested for forest improvement 
projects on private and state lands. The budgeted positions to administer the urban 
forestry grants and projects iIlclude 6 professional positions (one forester II; two 
forester I's; 'and three resource management technicians) and three personnel­
years for clerical support. 
, As previously noted, the $2,209,625 proposed for the urban forestry trainee and 

nursery program includes funds for the following 17.7 new (and apparently per­
manent) 'administrative positions: (1) 11.5 profeSSional positions, (2) 3 clerical 
positions, and (3) temporary help (1.2 personnel-years). These 17.7 positions 
would increase the entire staff of the existing Forest Improvement Program by 
more than 50 percent, to 50.7 positions. , 

Future ERF Funding Inappropriate. We assume that the 17.7 new positions 
would be continued at state expense in future, years because budget detail does 
not specifically indicate that they would be limited to 1981-82. The department 
has not identified how these'positions or the 10 new urban tree nurseries would 
be funded in subsequent fiscal years. It would appear, however, that the ERF 
funding source proposed for 1981-82 could not be used in the future. 
, Chapter 899, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2973), provides that expenditures from the 

Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) are to be used only for short-term projects and 
not for ongoing programs. 

Recommended Legislative Action. The proposed program is not well-defined. 
Some of the problems are: (1) uncertainty of fuhlre financial support for the 10 
inIler-city nurseries, (2) thewiknown employment conditions of the 150 trainees, 
(3) a lack of justification for the 17.7 new administrative positions, and (4) the local 
participation is not specified. The proposed $1,000 per month salary for the 150 
trainees also appears to be high, especially when compared to the $582 per month 
salary of California Conservation Corps members. Consequently, we recommend 
that the budget request be denied and the $2,209,625 be deleted. As an alternative, 
the department may wish to allocate some portion of the $718,315 from the Forest 
Resources Improvement Fund which is available to it under eXisting law for new 
urban forestry projects during'1981-82. 

ADMINISTRATION 
Administration provides executive management, policy direction, fiscal and per­

sonnel services, public information, training and safety programs within the de­
partment. The Administration program has 276 authorized positions and is 
budgeted for $9,799,676 in 1981-82. 
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Affirmative Action Program Established in Current Year 
We recommend the department report to the Legislature at the time of budget hearing 

on how it intends to comply with the State Personnel Board's directive to improve its 
Aff'umative Action Program without jeopardizing other legislative priorities. 

Last year the State Personnel Board directed the Department of Forestry 
(CDF) to improve its affirmative action program. On April 30, 1980, the board 
mandated, among other things, greatly increased hiring goals for minorities, 
women and the disabled: increased recruitment of minorities; increased depart­
mental participatiori iri the examination process; and the establishment and main­
tenarice of a comprehensive and detailed affirmative action monitoring and 
reporting system. 

Section 28 Request. In response to the board's directive, the department last 
summer requested approval from the Department of Finance to administratively 
establish 11 positions to comply with the board's order. These included five affirm­
ative action regional coordinators (one for each of the five regional headquarters 
offices); and four professional and two. clerical support positions. in Sacramento 
headquarters. In a letter dated July 11, 1980, the Director of Finance requested the 
Chairman of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee to grant a waiver of the 
30-day waiting period established by Section 28 of the Budget Act, so that the 
department could immediately reallocate $412,151 provided by the Legislature for 
other department activities to fund the 11 pOSitions. The money was to be real­
located in the following manner: 

• Two forest fire lookouts would be closed, and staffing at four other lookouts 
would be significantly reduced. 

• The Forest Improvement fund would be ass~ssed $107,000 as an overhead 
charge to pay administrative costs for the Forest Improvement Program. 

• Savings of $97,000 from reduced contract payments to Marin County for fire 
protection would be redirected to help finance the 11 positions instead of 
being reverted to the General Fund. The savings were made possible by 
recent federal land acquisitions at Point Reyes; 

• Five existing forestry trainee positions (one at each of the regional headquar­
ters offices) would be redirected to the affirmative action program to fill the 
five regional affirmative action positions. 

While the Joint Legislative Budget Committee was considering the request for 
a waiver of the 30-day waiting period, the Director of Finance withdrew her 
request on July 31,1980, and directed the department to adhere to the staffing plan 
on which the 1980 Budget Act was based. 

Proposal Implemented. It is our understanding that the department neverthe­
less filled six positions (four professional and two clerical) for the headquarters 
affirmative action office, using money appropriated for temporary help. These six 
temporary staff were subsequently moved to new or existing positions that were 
vacant. In addition, the department proceeded to assess the Forest Resources 
Improvement Fund a $113,000 administrative overhead charge, and utilized part 
of the $97,000 in savings from the Marin County fire protection contract. The 
department also closed fire lookouts as proposed in the Section 281etter that was 
later withdrawn. In fact, the only portion of the department's affirmative action 
program proposal that was not implemented was the redirection of one forestry 
trainee position at each of the five regional offices. . 

No budget change proposal detailing the changes made in the approved 1980-81 
budget has been submitted as part of the 1981-82 budget. The budget does state, 
however, that the department will redirect four existing administrative positions 
in 1981-82 to (1) provide staff for the affirmative action program to meet work­
load needs, and (2) develop and implement more effective programs to increase 
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the representation of minorities, women and the disabled in its work force. 
Budget Hearing Report. We believe that iUs important for the department to 

comply with the State Personnel Board's order and improve its affirmative action 
record. For this reason, we recommend thatthe department report to the fiscal 
subcommittees, at the time of budget hearings, on how itintends to take corrective 
action in this regard, so that the Legislature can ensure that CDF's plans are 
adequate, and that other legislative priorities are not jeopardized. TheDepart­
merit of Finance should also be prepared to discuss how CDF was authorized to 
(1) reduce staffing at fire lookouts during the 1980 fire season, (2) redirect budget­
ed funds and increase reimbursements, and (3) administratively establish affirma­
tive action positions in the Sacramento headquarter offices, when the Section 28 
budget letter seeking such authority was withdrawn by the Director of Finance. 

Orange County Administrative Overhead Report 
During 1980 the department terminated its local fire protection contract with 

Orange County. This resulted in a significant reduction in reimbursements re­
ceived from the county, including: . (1) $11,696,538 for direct costs, and (2) $941,571 
in overhead charges for administrative costs associated with the fire protection 
agreement. The $11.6 million in reimbursements supported 447 fire fighting posi­
tions and 20 field administrative positions. The $941,571 in overhead charges reim­
bursed the department for its indirect costs, including administration, personnel, 
payroll and accounting workload in connection with the 467 contract positions. 

Fiscal Impact of Contract Tennination. When the contract was terminated, 
most of the contract fire fighters and some field administrators transferred from 
state to county service in the new fire department organized by Orange County 
to take over the fire suppression activities from Forestry. Those employees who 
remained in state service were transferred from Orange County to other Depart­
ment of Forestry assignments. The department's budget for 1981-82 attempted to 
minimize the impact on the department of losing $941,571 in reimbursements for 
administrative costs by (1) eliminating three support positions for a savings of 
$89,127; (2) requesting a $303,443 increase in CDF'sGeneral Food support appro­
priation for 1980-81 to support the activities previously supported with reimburse­
ments, and (3) redirecting $468,951 in General Fund savings resulting from the 
department's withdrawal from Orange County and transfer of fire protection for 
certain state responsibility wildlands to local government. 

Legislative Action and Direction. In the Analysis of the 1980 Budget BiD, we 
recommended the deletion of the $852,444 because cancellation of the contract 
should have resulted in commensurate reductions in administration, personnel 
management, payroll and accounting workload. Subsequently, the Legislature 
took the follOwing actions: 

• Deleted $213,000, or approximately 25 percent, of the amount requested to 
replace the lost reimbursements. 

• Added· Budget Bill language requiring that Forestry reduce departmental 
administration rather than fire suppression activities due to removal of the 
$213,000. 

• Directed the department, through the Supplemental Report to the 1980 
Budget Act, to submit to the Legislature by December 1, 1980, "a complete 
and detailed eXplanation of the funds expended to· support administrative 
overhead costs which were previously financed from the . . . contract with 
Orange County." 

• Directed the Legislative Analyst to include a review of the department's 
eXplanation in the Analysis of the 1981 Budget Bill. 
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Departmental Response. The department's report was submitted to this office 
on January 15, 1981-shortly before this Analysis was prepared. In its report, the 
department states that: 

1. The termination of the· Orange County contract and the consequent reduc­
tion in direct program costs associated with 467 positions "did not proportionately 
diminish the department's need for administrative structure which is applicable 
to all program operations." Forestry states that all of its departmentwide support 
functions (i.e., Executive Office, Planning, Legal Affairs, Management Services, 
Engineering Services, Mobile Equipment Management, and Material Manage­
ment) must be continued at approximately the same level, regardless of whether 
the contract with Orange County exists or not. 

2. The termination of the Orange County contract did not reduce the manage­
ment and technical support services needed in southern California from the de­
partment's Riverside regional headquarters (Region VI) because the Riverside 
office also provides general support to the remainder of the region outside of 
Orange County. The department states that, even though one element of its 
southern California operations has been reduced, it does not follow that a discreet 
portion of the Riverside positions can be eliminated. 

3. Forestry's policy has been to charge the county direct/yfor those administra­
tive activities that could be directly attributed to the contract. Thus, Orange 
County directly financed eight administrative positions which could have been 
budgeted as state positions but were not. According to CDF, all the remaining 
administrative positions in its regional headquarters and Sacramento offices are 
necessary to maintain essential management services for the remainder of the 
department's statewide operations. I 

Our preliminary reaction to the department's report is that it reiterates most of 
the statements made before the fiscal subcommittees during budget hearings last 
year. The report fails to address the fact that termination of the Orange County 
contract (1) decreased total authorized positions within the department by more 
than 10 percent, and (2) significantly reduced the number of field positions in 
southern California which are administered by the Riverside regional headquar­
ter's staff. Apparently, the department is unwilling to vohmtarily decrease its 
administrative staff in either Sacramento or Riverside to reflect reductions in 
personnel, accounting and payroll workload associated with the contract positions. 

Impact of Budget Reduction MinimaL It is not clear that CDF has reduced 
departmental administration, rather than fire suppression activities, in absorbing 
the $213,000 budget reduction made by the Legislature. The department has taken 
other actions during 1980-81 which have also minimized the impact of the loss: 

• Following enactment of the 1980 Budget Act, the department unilaterally 
increased its 1980-81 administrative overhead rate on all contracts for services 
provided by CDF to fedet:al and state agencies and local government, from 
8.61 percent to 9.36 percent~ The increase to 9.36 percent has resulted in 
additional reimbursements of approximately $183,809 from existing contracts. 

• The department also changed the Forest Resources Improvement Fund $113,~ 
000 for indirect administrative costs associated with support of the California 
Forest Improvement Program. This reduced funds available for reforestation 
work and urban forestry projects during the current and future years, and 
increases the amount of money available for support of departmental adminis-
tration. . 

• Prior to the start of the current year, the department renegotiated its contract 
with Marin County for protection of state responsibility lands. Although this 
resUlted in savings of $97,000 in the cost of state-financed fire protection, the 
money was not reverted to the General Fund. Consequently, the savings have 
been available for redirection to other department activities. 
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DEPAIlTMENT OF FORESTRY-Continued 
In combination, these factors made available $393,809-an amount that is more 

than adequate to offset the loss of the $213,000 deleted by the Legislature. In our 
judgment, Forestry's actions have (1) obviated the need for the department to 
reduce its expenditures for support of administration, as the Legislature intended 

. it to do, and (2) reduced the amount available to the General Fund by allocating 
the additional $393,809 to other specified purposes. 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 354-301 from the General 
Fund, Special Account for 
. Capital Outlay Budget p. R 69 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ...................... , .......................................•. 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 

$1,902,690 
10,000 

1,892,690 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Minor Capital Outlay. Reduce by $502,735. Recommend deletion 

of request for minor capital outlay funds. 
2. Land Acquisition. Recommend addltion of Budget Bill language 

to allow the department to obtain purchase options. 
3. Oak Glen Conservation Camp. Reduce by $1,389,955. Recom-

mend deletion of request for construction funds. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. Analysis 
page 
534 

534 

535 

The budget proposes· the appropriation of $1,902,690 from the General Fund, 
Special Account for Capital Outlay for various capital outlay projects proposed by 
the Department of Forestry. This amount consists of $1,389,955 for construction of 
an SO-person barracks at the Oak Glen Conservation Camp, $502,735 for various 
minor capital outlay projects, and $10,000 for opportunity purchases of land sites. 

Minor Capital Ou.lay 
We recommend Item 354-301-036(a) be deleted, For a savings of $502,735. 

The budget proposes $502,735 for minor capital outlay ($100,000 or less per 
project) for the Department of Forestry. The department originally submitted 
requests for 45 projects totaling $1,259,670, for inclusion in the Governor's Budget. 
The Department of Finance, however, reduced this amount to $502,735. Neither 
the Department of Forestry nor the Department of Finance has been able to 
identify which of the submitted projects comprise the requested $502,735 amount. 
Lacking an identification of the specific projects to be undertaken, we are not able 
to recommend approval of the request, and recommend that the funds be deleted. 

Land Acquisition-Opportunity Purchases 
We recommend approval. We also recommend that the department use this money to 

secure purchase options For sites For proposed new Forest fire stations. 

The budget includes $10,000 in Item 354-301-036 (b) for the acquisition of land 
proposed in the Department of Forestry's capital outlay program. The proposed 
land acquisition must be approved by the State Public Works Board. 

Our analysis indicates that these funds are needed to allow the department to 
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proceed with needed acquisitions as propertybecomesllvai1able. Werecommend, 
however, that the department alsouse this money to secure purchase options on 
sites that will be proposed for acquisition in future budgets. Frequently, sites 
needed by the department have been sold .toprivate parties before ;the depart~ 
ment could acquire them, thus increasing acquisition costs to the state; The availa­
bility of funds to obtain purchase options on parcels would allow the department 
to identify viable sites and obtain purchase options after introduction of the .Gover­
nor's Budget and prior to legislative hearings. This would expedite the acquisition 
process and also provide the Legislature with better cost information. The amOunt 
of fundsin the proposed appropriation should be adequate for both opportunity 
purchases and purchase options. Accordingly, we recommend approval of the 
requested funds. We further recommend that budgetian.guage be modified as 
follows to allow the funds to be used for securing purchase options: 

" (b) Opportunity purchases / purchase options .. ,.$10,000 provided that the 
. funds appropriated by Item 354-301~6(b)maybe \lsed for obtaining 

purchase options only upon approval by the • Department of Finance for 
expenditure for those major capital outlay projects which are anticipated 
to be included inthel98~ Governor's Budget." 

Review of StclteResponsibility Ai:eas. 
In the Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act, the LegislatUre directed 

that the Board of Forestry conduct a comprehensive review of lands receiving 
direct protection from the Department of Forestry for the purpose ofrevising 
state responsibility boundaries to exclude areas which should be the responsibility 
of local government or federal agencies. The acfualreview is scheduled for. the 
first half of 1981, with the implementation of changes scheduled for July 1;1982. 
. Changes in the Forestry Department's state responsibility areas could have a 
significant impact on the department's proposed five-year capital outlay plan, and 
it could have an impact on the optimum location of existing forest fire stations. Our 
analysis of Item 354, department support, includes further discussion of this re­
view. In this analysis, we also recommend language requiring the department to 
review its five-year . capital outlay plan and the loca.tion of its existing forest fire 
stations, in light of changing state responsibility areas .. 

Conservation Camp-Oak Glen 
We recommend deletion of Item 354-3014'J6(c) for COi1stru.ctioriof a new barracks facility 

at Oak Glen, a reduction .of $1,389,955. . . 

The budget proposes $1,389,955 fOr construction ofa new barraclCsfacilityat Oak 
Glen Conservation Camp. The 1980 Budget Act appropriated $110,000 for prelimi­
nary plans, working drawingsahd partial construction. The Public Works Board 
has released $29,160 for preliminary plans which were completed in January. 
Funds for working drawings have yet to be released. . .. 

This· camp is located apprOximately 10 miles from Beaumont and is. operated 
jointly by the California Youth Authority and the Department of Forestry.:Tbe 
camp program provides an alternative rehabilitation settingJorSO Youth Author" 
ity wards. Wards who meet placement criteria, participate in conservation. work 
projects and fire fighting activities.. . . 

The proposed project would provide new barrackS to replace theE:)xisting facility 
which is inadequate. The preliminary plans ciillfor construction ofan 11,550 gross 
square foot dormitory-type facility with sleeping/living quarters; offices, dispenso­
ry, laundry, toilet, barber shop, canteen,lUld T.V. rooms. A recreation arellis also 
included. The facility will provide housing for 80 wards. A total .project cost of 
$1,517,800 is anticipated, with abuilding cost of $1,100,000-$95 per gross square 
foot (gfs). . . . . .. 



53«; / ~ESOURCES Item 356 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY-CAPITAL OUTLAY-Continued 
The existing barracks, which currently provide living facilities for 100 wards will 

be demolished. These barracks have structural problems-wooden members have 
rbUedand the foundation has settled. In sum, the facility has exceeded its useful 

. life~ . 
. Nevertheless, we recommend that construction monies be deleted, and that the 

buAPing be redesigned. Our analysis indicates that it is too costly and contains 
unQ.~eded space at this time. The estimated construction cost for the building is 
$95 per gsf ($13,750 per bed). This is substantially higher than typical barracks 
projects, which average about $65 per gsf. Programmatic requirements of the 
Youth Authority may account for a portion of the higher-than-normal project costs. 
Our analysis, however, indicates that part of the excessive cost is due tounneces­
sary features included in the design, such as skylights, solar water heating, office 
air 'conditioning, closed circuit TV monitoring, synthetic marble at toilet areas and 
indented planting areas. . 
. pur analysis also indicates that the proposed facility contains approximately 
2,~~ . square feet of unnecessary recreation area. State regulation .requires that 
conservation camps contain "indoor space consisting of at least 30 square feet of 
clear.space for each ward, which may be included in a day room, a recreational 
building, or a multipurpose space (gymnasium)." The conservation camp pres­
ently has a gymnasium and a recreation hall of apprOximately 8,BOO and' 2,400 
sqilllre feet, respectively. The 80 wards require approximately.2,400 square feet 
accQrding to regmation. Therefore, adequate facilities are available, and theinclu­
sian of~,260square feeLoftecreationarea in this building is unnecessary. 

Acpordingly, due to the excessive cost of the project and the excessive space 
included in the barracks,. we recommend that the proposed construction funds be 
delE;~ed and the project be redesigned to reduce its scope and. cost. 

Resources Agency 

. STATE LANDS COMMISSION 

Item 356 from the General: 
FUnd Budget p. R 71 

Requested 1981--82 ......................................................................... . 
Esttmated 1980:-81 ............................... ; ............ , .•............................. 
Act:pal 197~ •... ?,.~ ............... , ............................ ,., ........................... . 

$7,157,463 
7,300,826 
5,735,986 

~equesbad decr,ease (excluding amount for salary 
•. ' ipcreases)' $143,;363 (-2.0 percent) . 

Total recommended reduction ........ , ........................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
'i~Duplicatioll. of Long Beach Oil and Gas Supervision. Recommend 

that cQIIlIIlission report at the time of budget hearings on results of 
negotiations with the City of Long Beach and findings of comIilis-

"sion's audit. . 
2~¥inne Te~jnal Safety Program. Reduce Item 356-001-001 by 
. ~104,730. ReconUnend (1) elimination of three positions for ma­

rme terininal ~afetyprogram ~d (2) legislation be enactedto es~ 
. tablish a comprehensive marine terminal safety program with 

adequate funding. 

$4,730 

Analysis 
page 

541 

542 
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3. Geothermal Lease Program. Augment Item3sG-fHJ1-OO1 by" 543' 
$100,000. Recommend reinstatement of reduction to geothermlll 
program made by special adjustment. 

4. Point Conception Oil and Gas Development. Withhold re.com" 544 
mendation on special adjustment, pending receipt of additional 
information. . " . 

5. future Oil and Gas Exploration Costs. Recommend that the State 544 
Lands Commission evaluate and report to the Legislature by No" 
vember 1, 1981 on its proposed methods for leasing additional off" 
shore lands. . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The State Lands Commission is composed of the State Controller, the Lieuten­

ant Governor, and the Director of Finance. It is responsible for the management 
of sovereign and statutory lands which the state has received from the federal 
government. These lands total more than four million acres and include tide and 
submerged lands, swamp and overflow lands, the beds of navigable waterways, 
and vacant school lands. In 1981-82 estimated revenues of the commission Will be 
approximately $543 million, primarily from oil and gas production on state limds. 

The commission has the following major responsibilities: 
1. .. Leasing land under its control for the extraction of oil, gas, geothermal and 

mm.eral resources. 
2. Exercising economic control over the oil and gas development of the tide-

lands granted to the City of Long Beach. ' . 
3. Determining boundaries and ownership of tide and submerged lmds. 
4. ()verseeing other land management operations, including appraisals, surface 

leases, and timber operations, and maintaining reords concerning statelands. 
5. Administering tidelands trusts granted by the Legislature to local govern­

ments. 
The commission has approximately 250 employees. The commission's headquar­

ters 'are in Sacramento. Oil, gas and other mineral operations are directed from 
an office in Long Beach. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $7,157,463 from the General Fund for 

support of the State Lands Commission in 1981-82. This is a decrease of $143,363, 
or 2.0 percent, below estimated current year expenditures. This amount will in­
crease by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for the 
budget year. The appropriation request is $410,000 less than the $7,567,463 expend­
iture program shown in the budget document because of a "special adjustment" 
reduction in the oil and gas development program. 

Total expenditures, including expenditures from federal funds and reimburse­
ments, are proposed at $10,248,761. This is $2,445,719, or 19.3 percent, less thari 
estimated current-year expenditures. Of this total, $2,653,517 wiUb.er~ceived ,as 
reimbursements from tidelands oil revenue for commission expenses in overseeing 
oil operations at Long Beach (Item 356-001-001 (c». In addition,th~ commis~ioi1's 
expenditures include $75,000 in federal funds for wetlands '1:)oundilry. determina­
tions '(Item 356-001-890) and $362,721 in reimbursements for various environmen­
tal studies requested by other state agencies (Item 356-001-001 (c» . 

Table 1 summarizes the proposed budget changes, by fund. Total expen~ture 
levels are declining primarily because of (1) a $410,000 reduction in energy explo­
ration program expenditures and (2) one-time expenditures for various environ-
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mental studies during the current-year. One-time expenditureSthat are not con­
tinued in the budget year include (1) $175,000 for a Lake Tahoe pier study funded 
from the EnVironmental License PlateFtind and (2) $1,325,000 in reimbursements 
received from.various oil companies for hazard identification and removal in the 
Santa Barbara Channel. In addition, $250,000 from the 1980-81 appropriation will 
revert to the EnVironmental LicensePlilte Fund. These funds were provided for 
a study oHugitivedustproblems at Owens Dry Lake; but are not needed because 
Chapter 638,· Statutes of 1980, made an appropriation for the'same purpose. 

Table 1 
State Lands Commission 
1981-82 Budget Changes 

General Beiin· Federal 
Fund bursements Funds 

1980-8I.Curient Year, Revised ...... $7,300,826 $4,883,654 $75,000 

I. One-time Projects . Not Con­
tinued 
a. Lake Tahoe Shore Zone 

(ELPF) a ................................... . 

b .. Owens. Dry Lake Study ......... . 
c. BLM Lands Study (OHV) b •• 

d. Hazard Identification-Santa 
Barbara (oil companies) ....... . 

e. Environmental Impact Re-
ports--various ........................... . 

f .. Seep St\ldy-Santa Barbara 
(Coastal CoInmission) ............. . 

g. Boundary DeterminatiQns .... .. 
h. Intra-state Pipeline Study 

. (<?>~tal and Energy Com-
1Il1SSl0ns) ................... ~ ............... . 

i. on Well. Study (Department 
of Conservation) ....................... . 

2. Workload Adjustments 
a. Reforestation .. ;~ ......................... . 
b. Marine Terminal Program ... . 
c. Energy Exploration Program 

3. Baseline Changes 
a.Energy. Exploration BCP ....... . 
b. Energy Exploration Program 

(special adjustment) ............... . 
c. Price and Merit Salary 

Changes ..................................... . 
d.Long Beach Relocation ......... . 

Total Proposed Changes ................. . 
Total 1981-82 Proposed Budget ..... . 
• Environmental License Plate Fund. 
b OffcHighway Vehicle F'und; 
• Long B!'8ch. tideIandoil revenues. 

-1,325,000 

-110,000 

-69,964 
-57,223 

-40,000 

-3,000 

-21,938 
-105,633 

..,.630,000 

+681,493 

-410,000 

+117,082 -172,703° 
+98,062 +38,135· . 

( "":'143,363) . (-1,867,356) 
$7,157,463 $3,016,298 $75,000 

Special 
Funds Total 
$435,000 $12,694,480 

-175,000 -175,000 
-250,000 -250,000 
-10,000 -10,000 

-1,325,000 

-110,000 

-69,964 
-57,223 

-40,000 

-3,000 

-21,938 .' 
-105,663 
-630,000 

+681,493 

-410,000 

-55,621 
+136,197 

(-435,000) (-2,445,719) 
- $10;248,761 
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Commission Revenues 
The.commissionreceives substantial revenue from the development and extrac­

tion of oil, gas, geothermal energy and other minerals on state lands, and from land 
rentals. The bulk of this revenue is from oil and gas production on state tide and 
submerged lands, primarily along the coast of southern California. The distribution 
of tidelands oil revenue is governed by Section 6217 of the Public Resources Code. 
Most of the revenue is allocated to the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher 
Education, the State School Lease-Purchase Fund, the Energy and Resources 
Fund, and the Special Account for Capital Outlay in the General Fund. Table 2 
shows the tidelands oil revenue received in fiscal year 197~O and estimates of the 
revenue which will be received during 1980-81 and 1981-82. The table also in­
cludes figures on oil production, and illustrates how the state's revenue is deter-
mined. . 

Table 2 
State Lands Commission 
Tidelands Oil Revenue • 

(millions of dollars or barrels) 

Long Beach Operations (Net ProRts) 1979-80 1fJ81J..81 
Oil production from state lands (bar. 

Pric~e~;'b;;;~i'b:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Gross oil revenue ...................................... .. 
Gas revenue .............................................. .. 

Total gross revenue ............................... . 

Expenses; deductions, distributions, lo-
cal taxes ............................................... . 

Windfall Profits Tax ................................ .. 
Investment ................................................ .. 
Net Revenue to State .............................. .. 

Statewide Leases (royalty) 
Oil production (barrels) ........................ .. 

27.1 
$14.71 

$398.6 
6.9 

$405.5 

$-127.5 
-8.7 
-8.4 

13.9 

$260.9 

215.7 
$24.54 

$630.7 
7.8 

$638.5 

$-182.5 
-40.6 
-29.4 

14.9 

$386.0 

1981-82 

24.2 
$26.77 

$647.8 
8.0 

$655.8 

$-190.9 
-12.5 
-48.4 

16.3 

$404.0 

Average state royalty percentage ......... . 22.4% 23.2% 27.7% 
3.1 3.4 

$13.10 $18.57 
Royalty oil production barrels .............. .. 
Price per barrel b ...................................... .. 

Oil revenue to state ................................. . $46.0 $69.2 
Other mineral revenue ............. , ............ .. 0.3 0.3 -- --
Total Oil Revenue .................................... .. $307 $455 
Total oil revenue shown in Governor's 

Budget ................................................ .. 305 450 

Note: Based on State Lands Commission revenue estimate of December 5, 1980. 
• Revenues subject to distribution under Section 6217 of the Public Resources Code. 
b Weighted average. 

4.5 
$27.58 

$129.8 

~ 
$534 

500 

The largest portion of the state's tidelands oil revenue comes from oil production 
on lands granted to the City of Long Beach. The city oversees the day-to-day 
operations of the consortium of oil companies which produces the oil. The state 
receives the net profits from the sale of the oil after operating expenses; taxes, 
investments and distributions to the contractors and the city are deducted. In 
order to protect the state's substantial financial interest at Long Beach, the com­
mission must approve development and operating plans and budgets. 

As Table 2 shows, revenue increases at Long Beach are due entirely to increases 
in the price of oil; production has actually been declining. Long Beach production 
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is primarily "heavy" oil (thick and viscous). The President decontrolled the price 
of heavy oil during 1979-80, which greatly increased the price received for Long 
Beach oil, and thereby increased the commission's revenues. Future price in­
creases at Long Beach will be linked to increases in the world oil price. 

The cost of producing oil has also risen. For example, the annual cost of electric­
ity to.pump oil has risen from $16 million in 1979-80 to an estimated $21 million 
in 1981...:a2, an increase of $5 million, or 31 percent. The current high demand for 
oil drilling crews and equipment plus general inflation has also driven up costs. In 
addition, Los Angeles County has increased the mining rights tax levied against 
oil operations by $7 million annually, even though the commission has disputed 
this reassessment. 

As the price of oil has increased, so has the attractiveness of additional invest­
ment to maintain production. During the last year, for example, the commission 
authorized the development contractor to spend $11 million for two new drilling 
rigs (to bring the total to 10), $10 million for 226 new well locations (there are now 
about 800 wells in the Long Beach Unit), and $10 million to purchase additional 
chemicals for caustic flooding to improve oil recovery. 

During the three-year period 1975 through 1977, when federal controls kept oil 
prices low, state oil production at Long Beach dropped by 29 percent (31,000 
barrels per day). In contrast, the commission estimates, that the production de­
cline over the period 1979 through 1981 will be only 16 percent (11,000 barrels per 
day). . 

Windfall Profits Tax 
The federal government levies a tax on the "windfall profits" of oil companies 

based on the companies' economic interest in the oil. The Internal Revenue 
Services (IRS) has ruled that the definition of economic interest used for the 
income tax must also be used for the windfall profits tax. Federal law specifically 
exempts the state's interest in the oil from the tax. However, in computing their 
income taxes, the producing companies have been claiming that the oil production 
expenses which flow through the companies at Long Beach, but which are in fact 
a reduction of the state's net profit, constitute a portion of their "economic inter­
est" in the oil. 

The budget projects that commission revenues will be $41 million less than the 
amounts shown in Table 2 for the three years, 1979-80 through 1981...:a2. This 
difference is primarily due to a $46~5 million overstatement of windfall profit tax 
payments shown in the budget. (The balance of the discrepancy-$5.5 million-is 
due to technical differences between the budget figures and the figures in the 
commission's revenue report.) 

The budget figures are based on the companies' past payment of the windfall 
profits tax, and do not account for the fact that the IRS has recently revised the 
method of calculating these payments so that the substantial overpayments previ­
ously required (and made) are no longer necessary. The state will also receive a 
$13 million refund in 1981...:a2 for overpayments made before the method of calcu­
lation was changed. Even with these aqjustments, however, the state's revenues 
over the three-year period will be reduced by an amount equal to the amount of 
windfall profits tax paid by the oil companies on the state's share of the profits. 

New Development at Santa Barbara 
In addition to Long Beach, the state has leased tidelands for oil production at 

Huntington Beach and along the Ventura and Santa Barbara coasts. Only a small 
portion of the oil produced for these leases is "heavy" oil. Consequently, the price 
received for it has been increasing gradually with the phased decontrol of oil 
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prices, which will be completed by October 1981. The commission has authorized 
some additional drilling on existing leases. This drilling is now resulting in addition­
al oil production and revenue to the state. 

The most significant development has been drilling of a new producing zone by 
ARCO from an existing platform off Santa Barbara. This will produce $68 million 
of state revenue in 1981...:g2. Additional exploratory drilling by ARCO in the same 
zone could result in two new platforms and substantial additional state revenues. 
During the last year, the commission has received 15 requests for permission to 
undertake exploratory drilling on existing leases along the coast of Santa Barbara 
and Ventura Counties. As we discuss later in this Analysis, the commission is also 
investigating the possibility of new leases off Point Conception. 

Geothermal Revenues 
In addition to tidelands oil revenues, the commission receives land rentals and 

revenue from "state school lands," which were granted by the federal government 
to the state in 1853 to provide financial support for schools. These revenues are not 
distributed under Section 6217 of the Public Resources Code, but inst!ead go direct-
1y into the General Fund. The largest cOxnponent of these General Fund revenues 
comes from geothermal leases on former state school lands at The Geysers, where 
the state retained the mineral rights. 

A recent court decision which contested state ownership of the geothermal 
resources has resulted in the release of $20.9 million in. impounded state revenue 
from these leases. In addition, the state will now receive almost $6 million each 
year from the leases. Additional leasing at The Geysers or the Imperial Valley 
could further increase the revenues. 

Table 3 shows the commission's total revenues from all sources: 

Table 3 
State Lands Commission 

Total Revenue 
(In millions) 

Tidelands oil revenue" from Table 2 ............................................. . 
School lands revenue, including geothermal, surface rentals 

and miscellaneousb 
.................................................................... .. 

Total Revenues ................................................................................... . 

1979-80 
$307 

1.9 

$309 

"Distributed under Section 6217 of the Public Resources Code. 
b General Fund revenue. 

Duplication of Long Beach Oil and Gas Supervision 

1fJ80..81 
$455 

25.5 

$481 

1981-82 
$534 

B.6 

$543 

We recommend that the commission report at the time of budget hearings on the results 
of negotiations with the City of Long Beach to eliminate duplication and to consolidate the 
supervision of East Wilmington oil and gas operations. 

Starting with the 1978 Budget Act, the Legislature has adopted supplemental 
report language each year directing the commission to conduct negotiations with 
the City of Long Beach for the purpose of eliminating duplication in the supervi­
sion of oil and gas operations. Duplicative responsibilities were assigned each 
entity under the provisions of Chapter 138, Statutes of 1964, 1st Extraordinary 
Session. 

The city and state will spend a total of $5.9 million in 1981-82 to supervise oil 
and gas production and to manage revenues from the sale of the oil and gas 
production. Of this amount, the city is spending $3.3 million and the state is 
spending $2.6 million. The 1981-82 expenditures are $300,000 above the estimated 
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current year expenditures. We believe that some savings can 'be realized from 
reducing duplication, and have suggested in past Analyses that the city and state 
share in these savings so that both parties might be encourged to reduce the 
amount of duplication. Negotiations have been proceeding, but progress has been 
slow. A fuial report is now being reviewed by the commission, but was not avail­
able at the time this analysis was written. However, initial findings outlined in the 
most recent progress report on the negotiations Guly 1980) indicate that only 
minor savings, if any, can be achieved by eliminating duplication. 

In a related action, during the current year the commission has entered into a 
$200,000 contract for an operational audit of THUMS (a consortium of five oil 
companies that operates the East Wilmington oil and gas field for Long Beach and 
the commission) to review their internal accounting procedures and methods of 
operation. The commission specifically requested the consultant to address the 
duplication of activities between the city and state as part of the audit. A final 
report is expected by March 1981. . 

We recommend that the commission present its findings on duplication of activi­
ties and the potential savings to be achieved by eliminating duplication during 
budget hearings. 

Marine Petroleum Transfer Safety Program 
We recommend (1) a reduction of three positions and $104,73fJ in Item 35G-001-()()1 for the 

marine terminal safety program, and (2) that legislation be enacted to establish a comprehim­
sive marine terminal safety program. 

In the 1978-79 budget the commission proposed the establishment of a marine 
petroleum transfer safety program at docks and moorings where oil tankers load 
and unload crude oil or petroleum products. The legislature authorized General 
Fund support for one of the positions. Subsequently, three more positions were 
authorized to be supported by a two-year $300,000 grant from the Coastal Commis­
sion using federal Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP) funds. The grant 
became effective in October 1979. As of January 1981, only two of the positions 
were filled. 

In both our 1979 and 1980 Analysis of the Budget Bill, we supported the need 
for the program. At the same time, we recommended against adding funds and 
positions to the Budget Bill because the commission's program was afragmented, 
ad hoc approach to petroleum terminal safety. It gave the appearance of a compre­
hensive program when in fact it was a limited effort. This is primarily because the 
commission lacks the necessary authority to adequately regulate and inspect ma­
rine terminals because the commission has little, if any, authority and no police 
power over approximately one-half of the state's terminals on lands granted to 
local government. 

Since then, the commission has made some progress because it has included 
safety regulations in existing and future lease agreements covering the state lands 
it administers, and all but one of the leases has been amended accordingly. 

Under the terms of the CEIPgrant, the commission has been preparing a model 
terminal operations manual and training program for terminal personnel. Both are 
expected to be completed in April 1981. The other component of the program 
involves inspecting terminals and evaluating the procedures used in transferring 
petroleum between tankers. According to the commission, inspections did not get 
underway until June 1980, primarily because of a refinery strike. Since that time, 
apprOximately 128 inspections have been made. 

The federal grant supporting three of the four positions involved in the program 
terminates at the end of the current year. The budget proposes to eliminate one 
of three positions and to continue the other two using General Fund money. To 
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avoid an increase in the General Fund expenditures, however, the Department 
of Finance has increased budgeted salary savings by approximately $47,300. Total 
progr:un costs are estimated at approximately $104,730 for the budget year. 

Our analysis suggestst~at c~>ntinuing the program as proposed in 1981....82 with­
out adequate enforcement authority will accomplish little. Accordingly,we recom­
mend that the commission's program be termmated by deleting three positions 
and $104,730. 

We believe that.an effective marine terminal program-one with adequate 
enforcement authority-is needed. Accordingly, we further recommend that 
legislation be enacted to establish· a strong marine petroleunisafety program in 
California with adequate funding. This legislation should: . 

1. Establish clear statutory authority, using the police power as needed, fo~ the 
uniform state regulation of marine petroleum terminals and petroleum trans­
fer operations. 

2. Designate a state entity to be responsible for regulating the terminals .. 
3. Designate the state entity responsible for inspection and enforcement. 
4. Authorize.a variety of sanctions for violations, including citations, cease and 

desist orders, civil fines, and criminal penalties. 

Energy· Exploration Program 
Last year the commission received an augmentation of $630,009 from the Gen­

eral Fund for its energy exploration program. The augmentation was provided to 
finance the preparation of environniental impact reports (EIRs) and studies pre­
paratory to offering additional geothermal and , oil and gas properties for lease in 
The Geysers and Point Conception areas. The commission had $210,000 available 
for this purpose. in its 1980-81 base budget. The $630,000 augmentation will be 
used to (1) prepare a regional EIR fot three geothermal tracts at The Geysers 
($100,000) and (2) prepare a regional EIRcovering 40,000 acres of state tide and 
submerged lands off Point Conceptio:n,as well as to conduct survey work on 
geologic hazards, gather geophysical data, and evaluate cultural resources at Point 
Conception ($530,000). The state,will be fully reimbursed by the l~ssee for the 
costs of preparing the EIRs if the lands are leased. 

Because the commission plans to complete the EIRs by the end of 1980-81, an 
adjustment was made to the 1981....82 base budget by the Department of Finance 
which removed the $630,000 but carried forward the $210,000. 

In order to continue the program at approximately the same level, the commis­
sion submitted a budget change proposal for 1981....82 in the amount of $681,493 
from the General Fund. The. commission proposed $100,000 to continue the pre­
pration of EIR's at the Geysers, (2) $496,000 for further environmental surveys of 
up to 13 exploratory drilling sites.in the Point Conception area, and (3) $85,493 for 
additional staff (3.0 positions) to monitor anll evaluate the contract work. 

Subsequently, a "special adjustment" was made to this request. by the Departc 
ment of Finance. The adjustment resulted in a reduction of $410,000, consisting of 
$100,000 for the geothermal program and $310,000 for the oil and gas leasing 
program. The revised request, as described in the "A" pages of the Governor's 
. Budget, isfor $271,493 (including the 3 positions). The $271,493, plus $210,000 in 
the commission's base budget, provides a total of $481,493 for the program in the 
budget year, 

Delay in Geothermal Lease Program 
We re(JOmmend that Item 356-001-001 be augmented by $100,000 to restore the geothermal 

leasing program to its 1!J80..,81 level •. 

Commission lands at The Geysers are evaluated and leased ~for drilling and 
power development by parcels in a sequential or priority order that expands the 



544 / RESOURCES Item 356 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION....;.Continued 

area of known resources. Eight parcels are currently leased and under production. 
In the current year, thecoIIlIIiission has $100,000, as discussed above, to complete 
the required environmental ilnpact reports (EIRs) on three priority parcels and 
offer them for lease. The "special adjustment" removed the $100,000 for the next 
series of parcels; even though the state will be fully reimbursed for ,the costs of 
developing these EIRs by the successful lessee. 

The cOmnrlssion estimates that removing the $100,000 will delay the present 
leasing schedule and result in deferring approximately 150 megawatts of electrical 
power geni;lra,tion from the next three priority parcels identified for leasing. To the 
extent that geothermal leasing is deferred, more oil will be used at the rate of 1.5 
million barrels of oil annually. In addition; the annual revenues expected from 
royalties received on these parcels will also be deferred. The coIIlIIiission estimates 
this amount to be about $6.6 million annually, assuming on-line production by 
1991-92. 

Geothermal is a proven, reliable source of energy that offsets the need for oil 
importation and produces revenues to the state. Our analysis indicates that a delay 
in the program would be inconsistent with the legislative policy of attempting to 
accelerate the geothermal siting processes of the Energy CoIIlIIiission and promot­
ing the development of geothermal resources on state-owned lands. For these 
reasons, we recommend augmenting Item 365-001-001 by $100,000 to restore the 
program to its current level. ' 

Additional Information Needed on Point Conception Development 
W.e· withhold'recommendation on the funding request for the Point Conception oU and 

gas developm~i1t program in Itein 365-001-OO1j pending receipt of more cUrrent information. 

As discussed above, work on the programmatic EIR and geophysical background ' 
data for oil and gas leasing at Point Conception is scheduled for completion in the 
current year at a General Fund cost of $530,000. As the next step in its evaluation 
of the Point Conception lands, the commission requested $496,000 in 1981-82 to 
corttract for surveys of up to 13 potential well sites to determine the development 
hazards and geologic configuration of these specific sites. The objective is too 
locate well sites where exploratory drilling operations could be initiated, begin­
ning in 1982-83. 

The "special adjustment" reduced this program by $310,000. As a result, contract 
funds for additional environmental studies at Point Conception' were reduced 
from $4~6,000 to $186,000. The coIIlIIiission indicates that this adjustment will 
reduce the nUIIiber'ofsite-specific surveys of potential well sites in 1981-82 from 
13 to 4, and will delay the oil and gas leasing program by one year. 

Our Analysis indicates that an augmentation' may be warrarited' to prevent 
unnecessary delays in the state's offshore leasing program at Point Conception. 
lfowever, we do not have sufficient information at this time to fully assess the 
impacts of this reduction on the state's program to lease' new lands off Point 
Conception. The geologic characteristics of the field are currently being investi­
gated to determine the potential' for oil and gas development. Qntil this informa­
tion is avilable, the number of site-specific surveys needed in fiscal year 1981-82 
will not beJrn,owru We therefore defer recommendation on the request for the 
Point, Conception program pending receipt of additional information. 

Future Oil and Gas Exploration Costs 
,We recommend that the State Lands Cominissionreport to the Legislature by November 

1, 1981 on its prop'osed methods for leasing additional oUshore lands. 

As discussed above, the State Lands Commission has begun 'a program that will 
ultimately result in the leasing of 40,000 acres offshore from Point Conception. As 
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approved by the Legislature last year, the first phase of this program involves the 
preparation of EIRs. Subsequent phases involve the collection and evaluation of 
geologic data in order to locate sites for test drilling for petroleum. 

Although funding for exploratory drilling is not included in the 1981--82 budget, 
the budget justification material indicates that the commission may request such 
funds in 1982-83 in order that it may undertake exploratory drilling. Exploratory 
drilling is expensive, and carries the risk that no crude will be found. On the other 
hand, if significant crude is found, the state's lease payments will likely be larger 
than they would be if the lessee were to do the exploratory drilling. The question 
is who should bear the risks and thereby receive the resulting benefits when 
significant crude is found. The amount of funding involved is significant because 
the commission may propose up to $78 million for exploratory drilling in 1982-83. 

In the past the state has not engaged in exploratory drilling. It has issued permits 
(not leases) for such drilling to oil.comp·anies that were interested in developing 
the property. If an expensive change in commission leasing policy is to be 
proposed, the change should be fully evaluated by the commission and reviewed 
by the Legislature in advance of the appropriation request for exploratory drilling 
funds. 

We therefore recommend that the Legislature approve the following supple­
mental report language: 

"The State Lands Commission shall report to the Legislature by November 1, 
1981, on the advantages, disadvantages, costs, and benefits of engaging in explora­
tory drilling or other pre-leasing strategies for offshore oil and gas development. 
Any needed changes in law should also be presented." 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 356 -301 from the Energy 
and Resources Fund Budget p. R 77 

Requested 1981-82 ........................•................................................. 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$1,000,000 
1,000,000 

Solar Pond-Owens Dry Lake .................................................................... $1,000,000 
We recommend deletion of $l,fXJO,OOO proposed for the Solar Pond-Owens Dry L,lke 

because the project is not justified and a similar project at Salton Sea is larger and has been 
the subject of m.ore advanced planning. 

The budget requests $1 million from the Energy and Resources Fund to con­
struct a 300-kilowatt solar salt pond project at Owens Lake for the purpose of 
generating electric energy. The commission estimates that the total project cost 
will be apprOximately $2 million. The costs may be shared with either the federal 
Department of Interior, the Department of Water and Power in Los Angeles, or 
other unspecified participants. Operation is scheduled for the summer of 1982. 

The solar salt pond concept has been developed in Israel. It requires a large, 
shallow body of water consisting of fresh water on top of heavy, salt water. The 
fresh water serves as an insulation layer. Sunlight heats the heavy salt water almost 
to the boiling point. The hot salt water is piped to the generating plant where the 
heat is used to operate an electric generator. The salt water is returned to the 
pond. 

21-81685 
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The commission's request for $1 million is accompanied by several pages of 

general material. No evaluation of the technical feasibility of the project has been 
made, and the proposed cost sharing is not detailed. Moreover, the State Lands 
Commission is not a power generating agency and has no expertise in this type of 
project. Nevertheless, the commission apparently will be responsible for the 
project~ 

More importantly, the Energy Commission is requesting $2,250,000 in Item 
336-001-188 to participate in a similar but larger 5 megawatt project atthe Salton 
Sea. The Salton Sea solar pond is preferable to the Owens Lake project because: 

1. The Salton Sea project is 5 megawatts which is of some commerical signifi­
cance. The Owens Lake project is oilly 300 kw which is too small to demonstrate 
commercial feasibility. 

2. The Southern California Edison Company, the Department of Energy, the 
Energy Commission, and the manufacturer of the· special turbine used for solar 
pond projects are participating in the Salton Sea project. Development of the 
project is further along and the feasibility. study is now being prepared. 

3 .. The Salton Sea is equal to and probably superior to the Owens Dry Lake as 
a demonstration site. It also has niuchmore capability for expansion to produce 
significant amounts of power if the process is successfuL 

4. There is little prospect that the Owens Lake project can be placed in opera­
tion'by the summer of 1982, as the State Lands Commission proposes. 

5. There is no need for duplicate demonstration projects. . 
For the above reasons, we recommend that the Solar Pond at Owens Dry Lake 

.not be approved. 

Resources Agency 

SEISMIC SAFETY COMMISSION 

Item 358 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 78 

Requested 1981~2 ........................................................................ .. 
Estimated 1980-81 a .......................................................................... . 

Actual 197~0 ................................................................................ .. 
Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary 

increases) $40,151 (-10.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

• Does not include $750,000 one-time appropriation in Chapter 1046, Statutes of 1980. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
. 1. Earthquake Safety and Policy Advisory Board. Recoriunend that, 

. prior to budget hearings, the Seismic Safety Cominission report on 
measures takell to control monies and personnel for the Southern 
California Earthquake Prediction Planning project. 

$346,498 
386,649 
377,052 

None 

Analysis 
page 
548 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The 15-member Seismic Safety Commission was established to provide a consist­

ent policy framework for, as well as a means of conducting, earthquake related 
programs of government agencies. The commission performs policy studies, re­
views programs and conducts hearings on earthquake safety. It advises the Gover­
nor and the Legislature on the needs to improve seismic safety programs, and 
advises various federal agencies on the scope, impact and priorities of national 
earthquake research and hazard reduction programs. The commission also advises 
the Division of Mines and Geology relative to the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies 
Zone Act, and on the installation and maintenance of strong motion instruments 
throughout the state. Existing law calls for the commission to cease operations in 
January 1986. . 

Activities of the commission include (1) conducting an earthquake prediction 
and hazard study, (2) facilitating earthquake preparedness and recovery in the 
private sector, (3) developing and implementing earthquake education programs 
for public schools and communities, and (4) studying the problem of fire following 
earthquakes. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $346,498 from the General Fund for 

support of the commission's activities in 1981-82. The budget document shows that 
this is $790,151, or 70 percent, less than current year expenditures. This apparent 
reduction, however, does not reflect a commensurate reduction in thecommis­
sion's ongoing programs. Instead, it reflects the inclusion in the 1980-81 expendi­
ture total of $750,000 appropriated by Chapter 1046 for the development of a 
prototype program for response to major anticipated and unanticipated earth­
quakes. Most of this money will be spent in 1981-82 and 1982-83. When adjust­
ments to reflect the anticipated expenditures of these funds are made, General 
Fund expenditures proposed in 1981-82 are actually .$168,473, or 27.3 percent, 
above estimated 1980-81 expenditures: This increase is related entirely to the 
expenditure of funds from Chapter 1046. . 

No new positions are requested in 1981-82. The budget reflects a $46,000 reduc­
tion in Consultant/Professional Services. 

Chapter 1046, Statutes of 1980 
Chapter 1046, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2202), requires .the commission to initiate, 

with the assistance and participation of other government agencies (principally 
federal) a comprehensive program to prepare the state for responding to a major 
earthquake prediction. The program may be implemented, on a prototype basis, 
in one area of the state affected by earthquake predictions for the purpose of 
generating specific tools and products that can be used by governments in re­
sponding to an earthquake prediction. The act appropriated $750,000 to help fund 
the program during its three-year life. The full amount of the appropriation, 
however, is shown in the budget as an expenditure in 1980-81. Federal funds of 
$800,000 are also anticipated for this program, of which $231,032 has already been 
received. . 

To comply with the act, an Earthquake Safety Policy Advisory Board was estab­
lished by the commission. It will develop a comprehensive prediction prepared­
ness and response plan for a five-county metropolitan area in southern California. 
This program will be funded, using the $750,000 of state funds and the $800,000 of 
federal funds previously mentioned. 

The commission anticipates opening a southern California office and hiring 15 
staff to support the work of the Earthquake Safety Policy Advisory Board during 
the current year. 
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The budget (page R 78) does not accurately reflect commission expenditures 
anticipated in 1980-81 and 1981-82 for this program. The commission states that 
it will spend $462,064 ($231,032 federal money and $231,032 General Fund) in 
1980-81, an<i a total of $879,312 ($439,656 federal and $439,656 General Fund) in 
1981-82. In 1982-83, the commission expects to spend $208,624 ($129,312 federal 
funds; $79,312 General Fund). 

Earthquake Safety Policy Advisory Board 
We recommend that, prior to budget hearings, the Seismic Safety Commission report to 

the Legislature regarding the measures to be taken to administer the Southem Califomia 
Earthquake Prediction Planning project. 

The commission has established the Earthquake Safety Policy Advisory Board 
(see previous, section) to administer the Southern California Earthquake Predic­
tion Planning project. The, board will have 21 members, three of whom will be 
Seismic Safety Commission members. The board has 6.9 staff in 1980-81, which will 
increase to 15 in 1981-82, then decrease to 3.75 staff in 1982-83, to conduct the 
project. The board is developing the program design and objectives to comply 
with the mandates under Chapter 1046. This information is to be provided to the 
Legislature early in 1981. 

We recommend that, prior to budget hearings, the commission report to the 
Legislature on its plans for implementing the Earthquake Prediction Planning 
project and on measures taken to control momes and personnel for the project. 

Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

Item 360 from the General 
Fund' and various special 
funds Budget p. R 80 

Requested 1981-82 .................•........................................................ 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $4,929,100 (+10.9 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item DeSCription 
36O-OO1.:oo1-Nongame Species and Environmental 

Protection Programs 
36O-OO1-140-Nongame Species and Environmental 

Protection Programs, ' ' 
36O-OO1-1BS-Fish arid Wildlife Habitat Improve­

ment and Research 
36O-OO1-200-Primary Funding Source 

36O-OO1-890-Various Programs 
360-0U.:ool...,.Free Licenses 

Total 

Fund 
General 

Environmental License 
Plate 
~ergy and Resources 

Fish and Game Preservation 

Federal Trust 
General 

$50,080,922 
45,151,822 
37,789,706 

$1,215,892 

Amount 
, $4,800,848 

2,020,721 

4,745,300 

37,968,053 

(12,643,539) 
546,000 

, $50,080,922 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATioNS 
1. Insufficient Surplus to Finance Programs. Recommend that de­

partment report on its contingency plans for meeting cash-flow 
requirements if cash balance in Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
is less than amount needed; 

2 .. Utility Costs. Recommend department report at the time of 
budget hearings on how it. intends to finance higher utility costs 
which are not budgeted for existing facility operations. 

3. Federal Land Habitat Improvement. Reduce Item 360-001-188 by 
$1 million. Recommend deletion of funds budgeted for wildlife 
habitat improvement projects on U.S. Forest Service lands. 

4. Hatchery Operations. Increase Item 360-001-200 by $159, 740. Rec­
ommend full restoration of staff positions at Mt. Shasta Fish Hatch­
ery. 

5. Salmon Fishery Enhancement. Withhold recommendation on 
$2,997,000 budgeted from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) 
for salmon and steelhead habitat restoration, pending clarification 
of specific project locations, estimated costs, and workschedtile. 

6. Natural Areas Office. Reduce Item 360-001-140 by $375,632. Rec­
ommend funds for Support of Natural Areas Office be deleted from 

. Budget Bill and considered in authorizing legislation. 
7. Instream Flow Analysis Program. Withhold recommendation .on 

$309,220 budgeted from the Environmental License Plate Fund, 
pending receipt of additional information from the department 
concerning specific work projects and activities for 1981-82. 

8. Free Fishing Licenses. Recommend legislation to repeal provi­
sions of existing law authorizing provision of free fishing licenses to 
certain persons at General Fund expense. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 
556 

556 

557 

557 

558 

559 

559 

560 

The Department of Fish and Game administers programs and enforces laws 
pertaining to the fish and wildlife resources of the state. . 

The State Constitution establishes the Fish and Game Commission, which is 
composed of five members who are appointed by the Governor. The commission 
sets policies to guide the department in its activities, and regulates the taking of 
fish and game under delegation of authority from the Legislature pursuant to the 
Constitution. Although the Legislature has granted authority to the commission to 
regUlate the sport taking of fish and game, it has generally reserved for itself the 
authority to regUlate commercial taking of fish and game. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes appropriations of $50,080,922 from various funds for sup­

port of the Department of Fish and Game in 1981-82. This is $4,929,100, or 10.9 
percent, more than estimated current-year expenditures. This amount will in­
crease by the· amount of any salary or staff benefit increases approved for the 
budget year. ' 

The department estimates it will spend $68,088,626 from all sources for support 
programs in 1981-82---'-anincrease of $5,495,454, or 8.8 percent, over estimated 
current year expenditures from all sources. This amount is financed from the 
follOwing sources: ' . 

1. Fish and Game Preservation Fund (Item 360-001-200) including 
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Item 360-011-001 which transfers $546,000 from the General 
Fund ....................................................................................................... . 

2. General Fund (Item 360-001-(01) ........... , ....................................... . 
3, Energy and Resources Fund (Item 360-001-188) ......................... . 
4. California Environmental License Plate Fund (Item 360-001-

140) ........................................................................................................... . 
5. Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 ......................................................... . 
6. Federal Trust Fund ............................................................ ; ................ . 
7. ReiInbursements ................................................................................... . 

Total ................................................................................................... . 

Funding Sources 

Item 360 

$37,968,053 
4,800,848 
4,745,300 

2,020,721 
125,080 

12,643,539 
5,785,085 

$68,088,626 

The following funding sources support the programs and activities of the depart­
ment: 

1. Fish and Game Preservation Fund The department is priInarily a special 
fund agency, financed through the Fish and Game Preservation Fund. This fund 
receives revenues from (1) the sale of hunting and fishing licenses and stamps, and 
(2) commercial fish taxes and court fines. Article 16, Section 9, of the California 
Constitution lUnits expenditure of revenues in the fund to activities relating to fish 
and game. . 

In addition to providing the priInary source of support for departmental activi­
ties, the Fish and Game Preservation Fund contains several speeial accounts which 
have separate sources of revenue to support special categories of activities. These 
are as follows: . 

a. Crab Account, Fish and Game Preservation Fund Chapter 416, Statutes of 
1974, levied an additional privilege tax of $0.0185 on each pound of crab taken. The 
revenue is to be used for crab research. Chapter 652, Statutes of 1977, established 
a ceiling of $500,000 on this additional tax. 

b. Duck Stamp Account, Fish and Game Preservation Fund Chapter 1582, 
Statutes of 1970, as amended, created this account and requires any person who 
hunts ducks or geese to purchase a $5 duck stamp. 

c. Training Account, Fish and Game Preservation Fund Chapter 1333, Stat­
utes of 1971, established this account which receives funds through. a penalty 
assessment of $5 for every $20 of fines iInposed and collected by a court for 
violation of the Fish and Game Code. 

d. Native Species Conservation and Enhancement Account, Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund This account was established by the Legislature in 1974 to 
receive donations for the support of nongame species conservation and enhance­
ment programs. Chapter 1181, Statutes of 1977, authorized donations for support 
of threatened native plants. 

2. General Fund. This fund finances nongame, plant protection and environ­
mental protection activities. Chapter 855, Statutes of 1978, prohibits its use to 
supportsport hunting and fishing programs generally. In 1978, the Legislature also 
authorized the transfer of money from the General Fund to the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund to offset the loss of revenues resulting from issuing free fishing 
licenses to eligible persons. 

3. Energy and Resources Fund This fund finances one-time habitat iInprove­
ment and .wildlife research projects. Revenue from this fund is derived from the 
distribution of tidel.and oil revenues pursuant to Chapter 899, Statutes of 1980. 

4. California EnvironmentalLicense Plate Fund Revenue from this fund is 
derived from the sale of personalized automobile license plates. Appropriations to 
the department from the fund are used for programs relating to environmental 
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protection, game and nongame species preservation work. 
5. Federal funds. Th~ state-federal cooperative programs are based primarily 

on five federal acts which provide funding as follows: 
a. Federal Aid in Wildlife Restoration Act (Public Law 75-415), otherwise 

known as the Pittman-Robertson Act. Excise taxon sporting arms, ammuni­
tion, pistols and revolvers-$5,340,951. 

b. Federal Aid in Fish Restoration Act (Public Law 81-681), known as the Din-
gell-Johnson Act. Excise tax on sport fishing equipment--:"$1,544,262. 

c. , Commercial Fisheries Research and Development Act (Public Law 83-309), 
, known as the Bartlett Act-$386,267. 
d. Anadromous Fisheries Act (Public Law 89-304)-$660,144. 
e. Federal Endangered Species Act (Public Law 93-205)-$973,520. 
f. Reimbursements from various federal agencies for miscellaneous project~ 

$3,738,395. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Table 1 summarizes the department's budget, by funding source and program, 

and indicates the significant changes proposed for 1981...;.g2. 
The budget proposes major increases in expenditures for, ongoing programs 

supported from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund and projects financed from 
the Energy and Resources Fund. These increases include the follOwing: 

1. $2,997,000 to finance salmon' and steelhead habitat improvement projects 
through stream clearance work and replacement of spawning gravels (En­
ergy and Resources Fund). 

2. $1,000,000 for support of wildlife habitat projects on national forestlands in 
California administered by the U.S. Forest Service (Energy and Resources 
Fund). 

3. $500,000 to dredge ,and remove siltation from the Buena Vista Lagoon Eco­
logical Reserve in San Diego County (Energy and Resources Fund). 

4. $610,945 in one-time expenditures to repair levees at the Grizzly Island 
Wildlife Area and earthquake damage at the Hot Creek Hatchery (Fish and 
Game' Preservation Fund). 

5. $352,263 for'new positions at the Mt. Shasta and Darrah Springs Hatchery 
($93,963), and higher utility costs at other fish hatcheries ($258,300) (Fish 
and, Game Preservation Fund). 

6. $198,678 to continue Klamath-Trinity River salmon restoration work' fi­
nanced in the current and past years from the Environmental License Plate 
Fund (Fish and Game Preservation Fund). 

7. $150,000 for the first year of a two-year project to finance completion of the 
Wildlife/Habitat Relationship (WHR) Program through contracts with uni­
versities or qualified graduate students (Energy and Resources Fund). 

8. $143,245 for a contract with the Suisun Resource Conservation District to 
support three one-time projects for the Suisun Marsh '($98,300-Energy and 

" Resources Fund) , and related administrative expenses ($44,945-General 
Fund). ' 

9.' $116,690 for purchase of a new single-engine Cessna 182 aircraft ($101,950) , 
and higher operating costs for air services at the Sacramento Municipal 
Airport (Fish and Game Preservation Fund) .. 

10, $112,500 to shift support of existing fishery biologist positions from federal 
to state funds (Fish and Game Preservation Fund). 

11. $92,208 for support of new salmon catch monitorlIlg positions ($19,614) and 
groundfish research activities ($72,594) 'in the'Marine Resources Program 
(Fish and Game Preservation Fund). ' 



Program and Significant Changes 
1. Enforcement of Laws and Regula-

tions ......................................................... . 
a. l'ui-chase· of new· aircraft and 

related increase in operating ex­
penses +$116,680 

b. Augmentation to continue volun­
.teer wardens +$154,741 

c. Reduction of 1 warden position for 
nongame,· law enforcement work 
("Special Adjustment" in General 
Fund Support) -$25,977 

2. Wildlife Management ......................... . 
a. Increase in contract funds for 

habitat improvement projects on 
federal lands (Energy and Re­
sources.Fund) +$1;900,000 

b.,Increaiie in funds to dredge and 
remove siltation from the Buena 
Vista Lagoon Ecological Reserve 
(ERF) +$500,000 

c. Increase in contract funds for 
levee repair. at Grizzly Island 
Wildlife Area +$298,000 

d. Increase in other contract ex­
penditures for wildlife habitat 
research and Suisun Marsh Im­
provement work (ERF) 
+$253,000 

e. Reduction of 1 biologist position 
for nongame work ("Special Ad­
justment" in General Fund sup­
.po~t) .-$24,023 

EftidJated 
1!NJ...B1 

$18,244,306 

12,386,729 

Table 1 
Department of Fish and Game 

Program Changes by Funding Source 

Proposed F&CP General 
Chan!I.esIo 

Other 
1981-82 Fund" Fund lundsb 

$18,714,841 +$376,375 +$68,078 

13,714,782 -659,155 +44,079 +1,039,943 

" UI 
m UI 
"'CII N 
:. ...... 
~ ... = ~ ~ 

VJ 

Changes 
m 0 Z c:: 

Federal Reim- From ... = funds bursements 1!NJ...B1 0 n 
~ "II VJ 

+$14,603 +$11,479 +$470,535 
"II 
;;; 
:z: 
:. z 
" Ci) 
:. 
~ 
m 

+879,903 +23;293 +1,328,053 J, 
0 
:::I .. 
:i" 
c 
CD a. 

-
m 
c.J g; 



-f"i' 3. Inland Fisheries .................................... 10,852,459 11,658,017 +946,976 +1,086 -73,3<J:l -69,177 +805,558 CD 

a. Increase in contract funds to re- .S 
pair earthquake damage at Hot '" Creek Hatchery + $312,945 .~ 

b. Increase in operating expenses to 
finance new utility costs +$258,-
300 

4. Anadromous Fisheries ........................ 9,940,626 
a. Increase in contract funds to fl-

12,228,433 +268,848 +1,847,821 +2,720 +168,418 +2;1137,807 

mince salmon and steelhead habi-
tat improvement projects (ERF) 
+$2,997,000 

b. Reduction in salmon and steel-
head habitat. improvement 
projects financed from Chapter 
1104, Statutes of 1979 (Renewable 
Resources Investment Fund) 
-$894,594 

6,495,259 5. Marine Resources ............................. ' ... 6,614,818 +128,832 +1,983 +53,982 -+65,23$ +119,559 
6. Environmental Services ...................... 4,673,793 5,157,735 +231,293 +5,982 +206,039 +3,721 +36,907 +483,942 

a. Increase in expenditures from the 
Environmental License Plate 
Fund and Fish and Game Preser-
vation. Fund to shift support to on-

. going activities from ERF (net 
change not sigriificant) 

b. Increase in expenditures to ex-
Nand Instream Flow'Program and" 

atural Areas Office +$257,822 
7:' Administration ...................................... (4,073,248) ( 4,2l.3,826) (+140,695) 
8. ,Free Licenses ......................................... (478,000) (546,000) (+86,000) (+86,000) 

Totals ......... ,: .......................................... $62,593,172 $68,088,626 +$1,293,169 +$121,208 +$3,093,803 +$881,602 +$105,682 +$5,495,454 !:C 
trl 
CIl 
0 c:: 

"Fish and Game Preservation Fund (F&GP). !:C 
b Includes Energy and Resources Fund (+$3,063,199), Environmental License Plate Fund (+$929;783), Renewable Resources Investment Fund (-$898,594) and CJ 

trl 
Wildlife Restoration Fund (-$585). CIl 

....... 
UI 
UI 
~ 
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The budget requests an appropriation to the department of $2,020,721 from the 
Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF), which is a $929,783 increase over 
estimated current-year expenditures from this funding source. Most of this in­
crease reflects restoration of support for the ongoing Environmental Services 
Program which was financed last year by a combination of the li'ish and Game 
Preservation Fund ($235,741) and ELPF ($1,645,089). an increase of $137,675 is 
proposed to expand the activities of the Instream Flow Analysis Team. Other 
budget changes affecting ELPF expenditures include the expansion of the Signifi­
cant National Areas Program to finance work which was financed in the current 
year by the Nature Conservancy. 

General Fund expenditures for support of nongame and environmental protec­
tion activities are proposed to increase by $133,208. This reflects: (1) a $68,000 
increase in the amount appropriated from the General Fund to reimburse the Fish 
and Game Preservation Fund for revenue lost in issuing free fishing licenses, (2) 
$44,945 in new expenditures to finance administrative costs by the SUisun Resource 
Conservation District related to projects supported from the Energy and Re­
sources Fund, (3) $70,263 in baseline adjustments to cover higher departmental 
costs for salaries, staff benefits and operating expenses for other ongoing programs 
and (4) a $50,000 "special adjustment" which requires the deletion of two positions 
budgeted for law enforcement work and nongame wildlife research. 

Status of Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
The following factors will have a significant impact on Fish and Game Preserva­

tion Fundrevenues in 1981-82: 
1. As authorized by Chapter 855, Statutes of 1978, the department is administra­

tively increasing fees for a variety of sport fishing and hunting licenses. Prior to 
Chapter 855, license fee increases required legislation. Chapter 855, however, 
permits license fees to be increased in increments of $0.25 annually, based on an 
inflation factor determined by the Department of Finance. The fishing license fee 
increases were effectiveJanuary 1, 1981. Fee increases for hunting license catego­
ries will take effectonlulY 1, 1981. The old and new license fees are shown in Table 
2. . 

Table 2 
Department of Fish and Game 
1981 Increases in License Fees 

license Category PreviollS Fee 
Resident fishing (annual) ........................................................................................ $5.00 
Nonresident fishing (arulUal)· ............................................................... ,.................. 20.75 

. Nonresident fishing (1Ik1ay) ............ , ......................... ; .......................................... ; ·8.25 
·Paci6c Ocean fishing (3-day) .................................................................................. 4.00 
InIlInd Water Stamp : ................................................................................... ,............. 2.00 
Trout and Salmon Stamp ........................................................................................... 3.00 
Field trials permit ... , ......... ; ..... ,; .... ; .. ~, ..... ; ................. : ........... :; ................... ;............... 5.00 
Resident hunting (annual) ............................................ , ................... .' .................. ,... . 10.25 
Junior hunting (resident) .......... ; ...................................................................... ,...... 2.00 
Nonresident· hunting (annual) ....................................................... ;........................... 36.25 
Special nonresident hUnting ........... , ......................................................... ; .. ;............. 5.00 
Resident deer tag (one deer) ........................... , ........................... ; ........ ,................. 3:00 
Nonresident deer tag (one deer) ...................................... ;................................... 26.00 
Resident deer tag (two deer) .................................................................................. 8.00 
Nonresident deer tag (two deer) .......................................................................... 62.25 

NewFee 
$5.75 
22.75 
9.00 
4.50 
2.25 
.3.50 
5.75 

11.50 
2.25 

40.00 
5.75 
3.50 

28.50 
9.25 

68.50 
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The new license fee schedule increases the cost of a . typical resident fishing 
license (including the inland water, trout and salmon stamps) from $10 to $11.50. 
The cost of this license has increased 28 percent since 1979, when it cost $9. Sale 
of resident fishing licenses produces more revenue to the Fish and Game Preserva­
tion Fund than any other activity. 

The new schedule is expected to generate (1) $1,9433,689 in additional revenue 
during the last half of the current year ijanuary 1, 1981-June 30, 1981), and (,2) 
$3,830,835 in added revenue during the budget year. These additional revenues 
will finance a $1.2 million increase in expenditures from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund during 1981-82, as well as capital outlay projects costing $2,951,-
750. . 

2. Chapter 850, Statutes of 1980, maintains commercial fishing privilege. taxes 
and license fees at the levels established in 1978. Under prior law, these taxes and 
fees would have declined by about 25 percent, thereby reducing revenues by 
$874,000 in the budget year. 

3. Chapter 1302, Statutes of 1980, revises eligiblity requirements for free sport 
fishing licenses. This legislation (1) deletes the five-year residency requirement 
applicable to disabled persons and low-income persons over 62 years of age, and 
(2) adds two n.ew categories of disabled persons who are entitled to free fishing 
licnses. The General Fund must reimburse the Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
for the . loss of revenue attributable to the issuance of free . licenses. The budget 
requests $546,000 for this purpose. 

4. The budget proposes to shift support of 42 wildlife biologist positions from the 
Fish and Game Preservation Fund to federal funds available under the Pittman­
Robertson Act. This will reduce expenditures from the Fish and Game Preserva­
tion Fund by $549,255. This reduction, however, will be partiaHy offset by a $112,-
500 increase in Fish and Game Preservation Fund expenditures during the budget 
year for support of five existing fishery biologist positions to offset a corresponding 
decrease in other federal funds. The net change is a saVings of $436,755 to the Fish 
and Game Preservation Fund. 

Estimated Surplus 
On July 1, 1980, the Fish and Game Preservation Fund had an accumulated 

surplus of $9,592,788. The budget estimates that the fund will have a surplus of 
$6,985,000 on July 1,1981, and $3,428,697 on July 1,1982. These estimates, however, 
do not make allowances for: 

1. Retroactive salary increases.Payment of the lump sum salary increase to state 
employees authorized by the California Supreme Court's affirmation of Chapter 
192, Statutes of 1979 has resulted in an increase in current-year expenditures 
supported from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund. These expenditures are 
estimated at $959,000. According to the department, however, they could go as 
high as $1.2 million if the cost of the retroactive salary increase for certain em­
ployees cannot be recovered from prior-year projects supported from federal 
funds and reimbursements. 

2.· Possible budget year salary increase for state employees. The cost of the 9.5 
percent cost of living increase for departmental employees during the current 
year was $2,215,983. Because the Governor has not proposed a specific percentage 
salary increase for the budget year, the impact of such an increase has not been 
reflected in the budget's estimate of the Fish and Game Preservation Fund sur­
plus. If a 5 percent budget-year salary increase is provided, the cost would approxi­
mate $1,154,649. 

These two adjustments would leave a surplus in the fund of approximately 
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$1,074,048 at the end of the budget year. 

Insufficient Surplus to Finance Programs 
We recommend that the department report to the Legislature at the time of budget 

hearings on its contingency plans to adjust budget-year program and capital outlay expendi­
tures supported from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund in the event the funds balance 
is less than the amount required to meet cash-flow requirements. 

The department has stated in the past that it needs a working surplus of approxi­
mately$3 million in the Fish and Game Preservation Fund to support ongoing 
operations and monthly payroll requirements. Without such a reserve, the depart­
ment might be forced to (1) increase salary savings by not filling vacant positions, 
(2) reduce operating expenses, (3) defer equipment purchases, or (4) eliminate 
(or defer) programs and capital outlay projects. . 

As we have already noted, the department shows a surplus of less than $3.5 
million in the Fish and Game Preservation Fund at the end of the budget year. 
In addition, the surplus could be only a little more than $1 million if a 5 percent 
pay increase is approved for the budget year. 

At the· time this Analysis was prepared, it was not clear how the department 
intends to finance monthly cash-flow requirements with the prospective small 
surplus in the Fish and Game Preservation Fund. For this reason, we recommend 
that the department report on its contingency plan for reducing expenditures at 
the time of budget hearings. 

Un budgeted Utility Costs 
We recommend the department report to the Legislature at the time of budget heilrings 

on how it intends to finance unbudgeted higher utUity costs at existing hatcheries, waterfowl 
areas, laboratories and other facilities. 

The budget provides a $258,300 increase in operating expenses supported from 
the Fish and Game Preservation Fund to finance new utility costs which have not 
been previously budgeted. These are as follows: 

• $185,000 to reimburse the City of Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (DWP) for water that DWP previously provided free of charge to the 

.. Hot Creek Hatchery. . . 
• $50,000 in operating costs for new aerator pumps anhe Darrah Springs and 

San Joaquin· Hatcheries. 
• $18,300 to cover new pump tax levied on each acre-foot of water pumped at 

the Fillmore Hatchery. 
• $5,000 for electrical costs associated with the new recirculating pump at the 

Silverado Fisheries (planting) base. 
We have been advised that the department will also experience other significant 

increases in the cost of electricity and natural gas consumed at existing field 
facilities, which are not budgeted. Based on a survey of electricity and gas usage 
at its field facilities, the department has identified cost increases ranging from 27 
percent to 698 percerit per kilowatt hour, with an avera.ge increase of 60 percent. 
The increase in the cost of natural gas purchased in southern California is expected 
to be 37 percent . . 

The department indicates thatits utility increases are generally higher than the 
increases allowed by the Department of Finance's price letter. The department 
has calculated that it will need $238,820 more than is budgeted for these expenses 
in 1981-82. Consequently, the department will have to (1) decrease electrical 
usage by reducing activities such as hatchery operations, or (2) redirect funds from 
other line item expenditUre categories such as personal services, contracts, equip­
ment or fish food purchases. The budget however, does not address the conse-
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quences of such reductions. 
Chapter 855, Statutes of 1978, authorizes periodic administrative increases in 

fees for sport fishing and hunting licenses. The purpose of these periodic adjust­
ments is to provide the Fish and Game Preservation Fund with sufficient revenues 
to maintain ongoing department programs and activities, despite. inflation. It 
would be contrary to the intent of Chapter 885 for the department to charge 
higher . license fees, while at the same time reducing activities such as .hatchery 
operations. For this reason, we recommend that th~ department be prepared to 
discuss with the fiscal subcommittees at the budget hearings, its plan for financing 
the $238,820 in higher utility costs. If funds have to be redirected, (1) the depart­
ment should be prepared to identify for the fiscal subcommittees which expendi­
tures will have to be decreased, and (2) the appropriate adjustments should be 
made in the budget by the Department of Finance. 

Federal Land Habitat Improvement 
We recommend a reduction of $1 million in Item 360-001-188 because the department has 

not identified specific wildlife habitat improvement projects proposed for national forest­
lands. 

The budget requests $1 million from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) to 
finance unspecified fish and wildlife improvement work on federal lands in Cali­
fornia whichare administered by the U.S. Forest Service. The department indi­
cates that the money is needed to offset a reduction in federal funding available 
to the U.S. Forest Service for such work during the current federal fiscal year. 

The U.S. Forest Service currently administers approximately 20 million acres of 
federal land in California which are located in 17 national forests and the Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit. The $1 million from the ERF would be provided 
to the Forest Service by contract, .and distributed to each of the national forests 
in proportion to the federal funds budgeted for fish and wildlife at each forest. 

The department has not provided specific information on the cost, location or 
nature of individual habitat improvement projects; It is not clear whether the state 
funds would be utilized for (1) acquisition of land for habitat purposes, or (2) 
support of Forest Service personnel and administrative costs. It is also uncertain 
whether the budget proposal establishes a precedent for the Department of Fish 
and Game to provide additional state funding to the Forest Service in future fiscal 
years. In the absence of this information, we are unable to confirm that the funds 
are needed, or that state funding would be appropriate. Accordingly, we recom­
mend that the funds be deleted. 

Hatchery Operations Increases 
We recommend an increase of $159,740 in item 360-001-200 to restore six personnel-years 

of stllff at the Mt .. Shasta FiSh Hatchery. 
The budget requests $93,963 for three new positions at the Darrah Springs 

Hatchery and one new positions at the Mt. Shasta Fish Hatchery. 
Darrah Springs. During fiscal years 1979-80 and 198()..;.81, the permanent staff 

at Darrah Springs was reduced· from eleven to seven positions. This was done, in 
part, because of modernization work which temporarily reduced hatchery produc­
tion. Because this work will be completed during 1981-82,the department pro­
poses to restore three of four positions in order to resume full operation of the 
hatchery. Only three positions are requested because the modernization work 
reduced the amount of staff needed to operate the hatchery. 

Trout Production Reduced Two years ago, the permanent· staff at the Mt. 
Shasta Hatchery was also reduced from twelve to five positions as part of an overall 
effort by the. department to reduce the production of catchable trout by two 
million. The Legislature, however, did not support this proposal, and augmented 
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the 1979 Budget Bill by $276,000. This amount provided funds for additional fish 
food and temporary help. The department indicated during hearings on the 1979 
Budget Bill that the two million trout could be restored by increasing production 
at other existing hatchery facilities, without restoring any of the permanent staff 
it proposed for deletion. The Legislature agreed with this approach. 

Budget Year Increase Inadequate. For 1981-82, the budget now proposes to 
restore one of the seven permanent positions which were deleted at the Mt. Shasta 
Hatchery two years ago. We agree with the restoration but recoIiunend an addi­
tional6 positions to restore the original staffing level of 12 positions at Mt. Shasta. 
Budget detail indicates that rearing ponds at the Mt. Shasta facility are not being 
utilized to their maximum capacity due to lack of staff. In addition, excessive hours 
of CTO (compensatory time off) are earned by the staff during summertime fish 
planting. Use of this CTO interferes with daily ongoing hatchery operations. There 
is also, apparently, no back up at the facility for staff who are absent because of 
illness or other reasons. These problems indicate that additional staff is required 
in order to operate the Mt. Shasta Hatchery efficiently. 

The rate of trout production has deteriorated at Mt. Shasta. During the last two 
years, catchable trout production has been eliminated entirely at Mt. Shasta, whe­
reas 268,088 catchable trout were produced in fiscal year 1978-79. 

The department now indicates that it has been unable to maintain statewide 
catchable trout production at the levels agreed to, and budgeted for, by the 
Legislature in 1979-80 because of the lack of available rearing space at its existing 
hatcheries. However, this does not appear to be the case at the Mt. Shasta Hatch­
ery where there is production capacity which is not being utilized. We believe the 
problem here is the lack of adequate staffing. 

The department's 1981-'82 budget proposes major increases in expenditures for 
new projects and activities. Prior to budgeting for new projects and activities, the 
department should first ensure that its existing programs are adequately financed 
and staffed. Accordingly, we recommend that the remaining six positions eliminat­
ed at the Mt. Shasta Hatchery during fiscal 1979-80 be restored. This requires a 
$159,740 augmentation in order to finance salaries and operating expenses for 
these positions. 

Salmon Fishery Enhancement 
We withhold recommendation on $2,997,(}()().requested for support of SBlmo~ and steel­

head habitat improvement projects, pending receipt of information from the department 
identifying specific locations, estimated project costs, and a schedule for conducting this 
work during the budget year. 

The budget requests $2,997,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund for sup­
port of new salmon an:d steelhead habitat improvement projects consisting of 
stream clearance work and reconstruction of spawning gravels. The funding pro­
posal continues support for the types of work financed during 1979-80 and the 
current year with funds provided by Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979. Chapter 1104 
appropriated $1,850,000 from the Renewable Resources Investment Fund to the 
department for spawning habitat restoration work on the Upper Sacramento, 
Shasta, Upper Klamath, Yuba and other rivers. Much of this work is being done 
by the California Conservation Corps (CCC)," pursuant to a contract with the 
Department of Fish and Game. . 

A portion of the $2,997,000 requested for the budget year from the Energy and 
Resources Fund would finance contracts with the CCC ($976,879) for CCC crews, 
and with the Department of Water Resources (about $200,(00) for hydrology and 
engineering work. The balance of the money ($1,817,000) is budgeted for other 
unspecified contract services. 
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At the time this analysis was prepared, the department had provided no infor" 
mationon the location, estimated costs,or habitat improvement projects proposed 
for funding in the budget year. Consequently, we are unable to de.termine how 
much of the money would be utilized for projects on private. or federal lands. 
Without this information, we are unable to determine whether the amount re~ 
quested is justified. For example, if projects are scheduled for federal lands, it 
would be reasonable to expect the Bureau of LandManagemen,t or the UoS.Forest 
Service to ~hare in the costs for the work. In addition, if projects are proposed to 
clear timber slash or log jams from streams on private land harvested under 
provisions of the Forest Practice Act (administered by the Department of For­
estry) , it may be appropriate to require the landowners to reimburse the state for 
the corrective work. No information, however, is available on, the extenUo which 
federal or private entities· will participate in this program. 

We recognize the general benefits of improving spawning habitat for the state's 
salmon and· steelhead fisheries. Without additional information supporting the 
department's budget request, we cannot evaluate ·the specific. amount budgeted. 
We therefore defer recommendation on this request, pending receipt of additional 
information from the department; 

Legislation Required·· for Natural Areas Program 
We recommend that funds requested for support of the Natural Areas Program be deleted 

because the program has not been established by legislation. (Reduce Item :J6IUJ01-140 by 
$375,632.) ·We further recommend that funds for this program be consideretl in cOnnection 
with·legislation establishing the·program. 

The budget request $375,632 from the Environmental License Plate Fund to 
increase staff for the Natural Areas Program from two to nine positions. This 
represents an increase of $258,708, or 221 percent, over estimated current-year 
expenditures for this program. 

The seven new positions are requested to develop the California Natural Diver­
sity Data Base, a project financed in the current year by the Nature Conservancy 
under a cooperative agreement With the department. This contract terminates on 
June 30, 1981, at which time the entire data management system will be turned 
over to the department and become part of the Natural Areas Program. 

The Natural Areas Program: was.established Witha $105,000 appropriation from 
the Environmental License Plate Fund contained in the 1979 Budget Act. When 
the Legislature provided funds to establish this program, it added supplemental 
report language directing the Resources Agency.to (1) determine (a) the need 
for the program, (b) the extent of overlap between agencies and (c) how the 
natural areas functions of other departments can be integrated, and (2) seek 
enabling legislation to establish a Natural Areas Office in the Department of Fish 
and Game; 

At the time this analysis was prepared, no legislation had. been introduced to 
provide a statutory basis for the Natural Areas Office. Moreover, there is· no 
indication that overlapping activities of constituent departments in the Resources 
Agency have been eliminated. Given the Legislature~sstated iptent that this 
program be established through legislation, and the apparent overlap of its activi­
ties With those of other departments, we recommend that this office not be funded 
in the Budget Bill. Instead, funds for the office should be cOlisideredin connection 
With any legislation to establish the office. 

Instream Flow Analysis Program . 
We withhold recommendation on the proposed expansion of the Instream Flow Analysis 

Program, pending receipt of additional information from the department cOncerning specific 
work projects and activities. 
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The budget requests $309,110 from the Environmental License Plate Fund for· 
support of five positions added during the current year to determine theinstream 
flow levels needed to protect fish and wildlife at selected California streams and' 
waterways. This information has been requested by the State Water Resources 
Control Board to protect these resources during water rights proceedings. 

The funding requested by the department for 1981-82 reflects an increase of 
$137,675, or 80 percent, over estimated current year expenditures. Budget detail 
indicates that this increase would be utilized to broaden the scope of the depart­
ment's assessment of stream health factors such as flow volume, water quality, 
sedimentation and stream bed configuration .. According to the department, this 
program expansion can be accomplished by existing staff. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the department had submitted no infor­
mation indicating (1) the accomplishments of the program during the current 
year, or (2) the streams scheduled for evaluation during 1981-82. Also, the budget 
request fails to identify specifically how the $137,675 increase will be spent. If new 
staff are not being added, it is not apparent whether the increase in funds will be 
used for contract services or other operating expenses. 

Last year, we recommended approval of funding to establish the instream flow 
analysis program. Its work is an outgrowth of recommendations made by the 
Governor's 1977 Commission to Review California Water Rights Law. Although we 
believe continued funding for this program has merit, we defer recommendation 
on the proposed increase, pending receipt of additional information from the 
department,.as well as from the Water Resources Control Board on its use of the 
information. Once this information is received, we will be able to evaluate 
whether the requested level of funding is justified. 

General Fund Costs for Free Fishing Licenses 
We recommend enactment of legislation to repeal existing provisions of Fish and Game 

Code which (1) authorize the issuance of free hunting and fishing licenses, and (2) require 
the General Fund to reimburse the Fish and Game Preservation Fund for resulting revenue 
losses. 

Existing law authorizes the department to issue free hunting and fishing licenses 
to persons in various categories, such as the following: 

• Any person receiving aid to the aged, pursuant to specified provisions of the 
Welfare and Institutions Code. 

• California residents over 62 years of age on limited income, as defined. 
• Developmentally disabled persons receiving services from a regional center. 
• Veterans with 70 percent or greater service-related disability. 
The General Fund is required to· reimburse the Fish and Game Preservation 

Fund each year for the loss of revenue attributable to the issuance of free licenses. 
This annual reimbursement is based on (1) the number of free licenses that the 
department estimates it will issue during the next fiscal year, and (2) the license 
fee rates in effect at the time. 

The General Fund cost for reimbursing the Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
for lost license fee revenue has increased very significantly in the two years since 
this requirement was instituted. For fiscal 1979-80, the cost was $450,421, and for 
1981-82 it is budgeted at $546,000. This reflects an increase of $95,579, or 21.2 
percent, over two years. 

The rapid escalation in General Fund costs for free licenses reflects (1) license 
fee increases effective in 1979 and 1980 (thereby increasing the dollar value of free 
licenses), and (2) enactment oflegislation during the same time period making 
additional categories of persons eligible for such licenses. This escalation in Gen­
eral Fund costs will likely continue as long as license fees are indexed to an 
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inflation factor. Costs will be even greater if additional categories of persons are 
made eligible for, or apply for free licenses. 

The budget for 1981-82 proposes reductions in state programs serving the elder­
ly and the disabled (including reductions in cash grant increases for aged, blind, 
and disabled persons). Before such changes are made, we believe the Legislature 
should reconsider the priority of providing free licenses to certain categories of 
persons. Repealing existing provisions of law that authorize the provision of free 
licenses would result in General Fund savings of more than $500,000 per year. 
These savings could be redirected to minimize or avoid reductions in other state 
programs serving the aged and disabled. 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 360-301 from the Fish and 
Game Preservation Fund, the 
Environmental License Plate 
Fund and the Energy and Re­
sources Fund Budget p. R 96 

Requested 1981-82· ........................................................................ ; .. 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

$10,226,750 
1,101,130 
1,129,800 
7,995,820 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Minor Capital Outlay. Reduce by $99,000. Recommend deletion 

of one project and reduction of funds for another. Further, with­
hold recommendation on a· proposed energy conservation' pilot 
project, pending receipt of additional information. 

2. Region 1 Headquarters. Withhold recommendation, pending re­
ceipt of additional'cost data. 

3. American River Hatchery. Withhold recommendation, pending 
receipt of information on how balance of the project will be funded. 

4. Region 3 Headquarters. Reduce by $40,000. Recommend dele­
tion of project because it is not needed. 

5. Mad River Hatchery. Reduce by $15,800. Recommend deletion 
because of design problems with the proposed project. 

6. Ecological Reserves. Reduce by $7so,OOO. Recommend deletion of 
. appropriation for ecological reserves because adequate funds for 

this program are already available. 
7. Nimbus Hatchery. Withhold recommendation, pending receipt of 

preliminary plans 
8. Tehama/Colusa Fish Facility. Reduce by $225,000. Recommend. 

deletion because sufficient information on project is not available. 

Capital Outlay Program . 

Analysis 
page 

563 

, 564 

565 

565 

566 

567 

569 

569 

The budget proposes the expenditure of $10,226,750 from various funds for io 
major capital outlay projects, program planning; and various minor capital outlay 
projects for the Department ofFish and Game in 1981-82. Specifically, $2,951,750 
is requested from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund, $750;000 is requested 
from the California Environmental License Plate Fund and $6,525,000 is requested 
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from the Energy and Resources Fund. Table 1 shows the proposed 1981-82 capital 
outlay program. 

Table 1 
Department of Fish and Game 
Capital Outlay Program 1981-82 

Fish « Came En vironmenta1 

Item 39)3{)1-£fKJ 
(a) Project planning ...................................................... .. 
(b) Minor capital outlay ................................................. ; 
(c) Regional office-Redding ...................................... .. 
(d) Moccasin Hatchery-ponds .................................. .. 
(e) American River Hatchery-ponds ...................... .. 
(f) Regional office-yountville .................................... .. 
(g) Irrigation well-Honey Lake ................................ .. 
(h) Mad River Hatchery-fish weir and ladder .... .. 

360-301-140 
(a) Ecological reserve-land acquisition .................. .. 
(b) .Ecological reserve-development ...................... .. 

360-301-188 
(a) Nimbus Fish Hatchery-expansion .................... .. 
(b) .. Tehama/Colusa-ponds ........................................ .. 

Preservation lice/lSe Plate 
Funda Fund 

$30,000 
601,000 

1,375,8200 

4641300 

300:0000 

4O,()(J()Pw 

125,()(J()I'" 
15,BOOw 

$700,000 
50,000 

Totals .............................................................................. $2,951,750 $750,000 
• Phase symbol indicates: p-preliminary plans; w-working drawings; c--construction 

Energy8l1d 
Resources 

Funda 

$6,300,000 wo 

225,000 
. $6,525,000 0 

Potential CClihFlow Problems in the Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
The Budget Bill proposes appropriations of $40,919,803 from the Fisl;l and Game 

PreservatiQn Fund. This amount includes. $37,968,503 for support of the Depart­
ment of Fish and Game aQ.d $2,951,750 for capital outlay. 

Our analysis (discussed on page 556) indicates that, if the amounts requested in 
the budget are provided and a 5 percent pay increase is approved for state em­
ployees, the Fish and Game Preservation Fund would have a balance of little more 
than $1 million at the end of the budget year. This amount is not adequate to meet 
the department's monthly cash-flow needs. Under this circumstance the depart­
ment may be forced to defer capital outlay projects or other department activities 
funded from this source. In our analysis ofthe department's support/ operations 
budget, we have recommended that the department report to the Legislature on 
its contingency plan for reducing expenditures in the event the surplus in the Fish 
and Game Preservation Fund is not sufficient to meet cash-flow requirements. 

A. Fish and Gaine Preservation Fund 

Project Planning 
We recommend approvaL 

Item360~301-200(a) proposes a blanket appropriation $30,000 from the Fish and 
Game Preservation FUnd for project planning. These funds would be allocated to 
the Office of State Architect to develop schematic budget plans for 1982-83 capital 
outlay proposals. Funds for this purpose have traditionally been provided each 
year for allocation to.projects approved by the Department of Finance. The 
proposed amount would provide plans for projects costing about $2 million to 
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construct. The amount is reasonable and consistent with past legislative appropria­
tions for planning, and we recommend approval. 

Minor Capital Outlay 
We recommend the deletion of one project and a reduction of the 8J1Jount proposed for 

another project, for a total reduction of $99,000 under Item 360-301-200(h). Further, we 
withhold recommendation on a proposed energy conservation pilot project. 

The budget includes an appropriation of $601,000 from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund for 12 minor 'capital outlay projects ($100,000 or less per 
project). The projects generally consist of minor hatchery facility improvements, 
energy conservation measures, and improvements at rivers and streams to facili­
tate the migration of fish to .spawning grounds. Table 2 summarizes the requests. 

Project/Location 

Table 2 
Department of Fish and Game 
Minor Capital Outlay 1981~ 

Replace filter system, Mt. Whitney Hatchery .................................................•................................ 
Modify ponds and pwnps, Crystal Lake Hatchery ......................................................................... . 
Reconstruct bridge abutments, Mendota Wildlife Area .................................. ; .......................... ... 
Install sunset fish screen, Feather River ........................................................................................... . 
Energy saving modifications, Crystal Lake Hatchery ................................................................... . 
Install fishways, Antelope Creek and New Creek ........................................................................... . 
Install fish screen, Battle Creek ........................................................................................................... . 
Construct bunkhouse, Los Banos Wildlife Area ............................................................................... . 
Rebuild access road, Fillmore Hatchery ........................................................................................... . 
Construct public restrooms, Mt. Whitney Hatchery ..................................................................... . 
Residence room additions, Fillmore Hatchery ................................................................................. . 
Residence room additions, Fish Springs ........................................................................................... . 

Total .................................................................................................................................................. .. 

Budget 
Amount 

$96,000 
66,000 
35,000 
95,000 
20,000 
6,000 
8,000 

95,000 
50,000 
70,000 
20,000 
40,000 

$601,000 

Construct Qunkhouse, Los Banos Wildlife Area. The budget requests funds to 
construct a bunkhouse containing 1,320 square feet at the Los Banos Wildlife Area. 
The bunkhouse will contain six bedrooms, two bathrooms, a kitchen and a sitting 
room, and will provide housing for up to 12 seasonal employees. Total cost is 
$95,000, or $72 per square foot. 

The department currently hires seasonal aids to monitor waterfowl checking 
stations on the Los Banos complex. Because the current bunkhouse facilities are 
sufficient to house only two persons, the department must house these aids in 
facilities owned by the Fish and Wildlife Service in Kesterson, San Luis and 
Merced National Wildlife Refuges. The department states that 50 percent. of the 
aids it hires would not have accepted employment if housing was not provided due 
to their inability to pay for lodging in the Los Banos area. 

Our analysis indicates that these facilities would be used mainly during the four 
months of October through January. Furthermore, the cost of this facility is exces­
sive ($72 per square foot) for a building of this type, and less expensive alternatives 
are available. Specifically, we recommend that the departmentinvestigate the use 
of relocatable modular trailers to house these aids. Since the workforce in this area 
is relocated with the change of seasons,. use of trailers would avoid the need to 
construct bunkhouses not only at Los Banos, but at other wildlife areas as well. In 
summary, we recommend that the funds be deleted on the basis that (1) perma­
nent facilities are not warranted for seasonal use, (2) the proposed cost is excessive, 
and (3) other less costly alternatives for meeting this need are available. 

Rebuild Access Road; Fillmore Hatchery. The existing entrance road to the 



564 I RESOURCES Item 360 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME-CAPITAL OUTLAy...;..continued 
Fillmore Hatchery is 10 feet wide, which does not provide enough space for two 
cars going in opposite directions to pass each other. The road has heavy traffic (300 
to 500 visitors each weekend) because the hatchery is close to the town of Fillmore. 
The department proposes to widen the road to 30 fElet and install two culverts for 

. water drainage . 
. OUr analysis indicates that this project is needed. The department, however, has 

included a 15 percent construction contingency. A 5 percent contingency is nor­
mally provided for projects of this type, and this amount should be adequate. We, 
therefore, recommend a $4,000 reduction to reduce the contingency to 5 percent . 

. Energy Saving Repairs, Crystal Lake Hatchery. The budget requests $20,000 
for energy saving repairs at the Crystal Lake Hatchery. Specifically, the six resi­
dences at the hatchery will have their walls, ceilings, floors and windows insulated. 
The department expects to realize savings per residence per month of between 
$100-$120 during the winter-a total yearly savings of approximately $3,960. This 
project is a pilot project for the insulation of other hatchery residences. 

The department has not evaluated the cost/benefit of the individual compo­
nents proposed in the projects in order to establish that each component is justi­
fied. For example, insulating the ceiling and/ or floor may . be relatively 
inexpensive, and yet may account for a majority of the energy savings. Under these 
circumstances, other components might not be cost~effective. Consequently, we 
recommend that the department conduct an energy analysis to determine the 
benefit of each portion of the proposal. Further, the department should identify 
aIlticipated future costs and construction scheduled for this program. We withhold 
r~commendation pending receipt of this information. 

New Office· Building--Redding 
We withhold recommendation on Item 360-301-200(c) for construction of a new regional 

headquarters at Redding. 
The budget (Item 360-301-200 ( c» proposes an appropriation of $1,375,820 from 

the Fish and Game Preservation Fund for construction of a new.regional head­
quarters at Redding. Previous appropriations totaling $91,200 for planning and 
working dra\vingshave been made. No addition future costs beyond the requested 
construction amount are anticipated. 

The project includes the construction of an 11,668 gross square foot, single-story 
buil~g to aCCommodate 35 employees, and parking for 79 vElhicles. The office 
mc1udes such features as a courtyard, solar hot water heating and carpeting. 

The department presently occupies space which is old (a miilimum age of 25 
years) and madequate. Present facilities consist of a 2,400 square foot office build­
irig(constructed in 1954), two residences of 1,200 and 1,000 squarefeet, respective­
ly . (39 years old), a 1,000 square foot quonset hut, an 880 square foot shed, and a 
5,200 square foot metal building used for boat storage. The proposed project 
anticipates: 

.. • Abandoning the existing office building and also abandoning two houses 
which were previously converted to office space at the existing Redding site. 

• Sale of approximately 2.5 acres of the existing nine-acre site valued at $650,000. 
• Construction of the new headquarters building on the remaining property. 
Our analysis indicates that the project. is needed, and we agree that it should 

proceed in the budget year. The amount requested, however, lacks adequate 
support. Specifically, the cost estimate data based upon the preliminary plans does 
not support the requested budget amount. For example, two major items, heating 
and air conditioning ($109,700) and plumbing ($38,500), are not based upon pre­
liminary plans. The budget detail provided m support of the request indicates the 
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amounts for heating and air conditioning are based on "not enoughinfcirmation 
for take-off." We, therefore, withhold recommendation on this request, pending 
receipt. of additional cost data. . 

Rearing Ponds-Moccasin Creek Hatchery 
We recommend approval of Item 361J.301-200(d). 
This request is for $464,130 from. the Fish and Game Preservation Fund to 

construct rearing ponds at the Moccasin Creek Hatchery. PreviouS funding for this 
project totals $21,770 for planning and working drawings. The worlcing drawing 
funds were released by the Public Works Board in July 1980, and construction 
should begin early in the budget year. Total project cost is anticipated to. be 
$485,900. . 

This project will construct 12, loo-foot raceway ponds in two, 600:-foot series. 
Paved drives and ramps, and electrical improvements will also be included in the 
project.. . 
. This project is needed if trout production is to be maintained at the current 
level. Existing rearing ponds will be lost due to the expansion of the settling pond, 
required pursuant to waste discharge requirements for hatchery effluent.More­
over, this project will improve production by 15 percent~loo,ooo trout per year.;.... 
in addition to maintaining the current production. 

The proposed construction is consistent with the scope and cost approved by the 
Legislature in the 1980-81 fiscal year. We, therefore, recominendapproval. 

Nursery Ponds-American River Hatchery 
We withhold recommendation on Item .16O-301-200(e) for construction of nursing ponds. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $300,000 for preliminary planning, 

working drawings, and construction of eight nursery ponds at the American River 
Hatchery. The project also includes construction of a related water supply pipeline 
and valves, discharge pipelines, a bird control system, fish feeders, and area light­
ing. 

Total project cost is estimated to be $578,200. Budget schematics were funded 
from a planning blanket appropriation (Item459 (g) Chapter 259, Statutes of 1979) 
and funds for working drawings was appropriated in Item 522 (e), Budget Act of 
1980. However, the working drawing money has yet to be released by the Public 
Works Board. 

The ponds are needed to provide a proper environment for young trout which 
are too small to withstand the raceway action of the main pond. The nursery ponds 
are smaller than rearing ponds and thereby allow for better care of young fish. 

The State Architect has estimated that the additional amount needed to com­
plete this project is $575,670 (assuming $17,900 of previously appropriated working 
drawing funds are allowed to revert to the General Fund). The department, 
however, has only requested an appropriation of $300,000. Therefore, this project 
is underfunded by 48 percent and would require an additiorial appropriation in 
1982-83 of $275,670 if the $300,000 budget request is approved. Because we do not 
know what aspects of the project the requested appropriation will furid, we with­
hold recommendation, pending receipt of additional infoi'ination.on the project. 

New Regional Headquarters 
We recommend deletion of Item 36IMOI-200 (f). plans and workini drawinis,for a new 

Region HI headquarters building, a reduction of $4O,fioO.· . . 

The budget requests an appropriation of $40,000 for preliminary planning and 
working drawings related to a new Region III headquarters building. The depart­
ment intends to construct a facility similar to the one planned· for its Region I 
headquarters-ll,668 gross square feet. A budget package has ·not been prepared 
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by the State Architect's Office so the specifics of the project are not yet available. 
The new regional headquarters would be located on state-owned land in Napa 

and would cost an estimated $1,540,000. It would contain adequate space to accom­
modate 35 employees and serve as a distribution center for other region facilities . 

. The department's current regional headquarters is located in one of the Domicili­
ary buildings at the Veterans' Home in Yountville. The department has been asked 
to relinquish this property by July 1, 1981 in anticipation that funds will be pro­
vided in the 1981 Budget Act to remodel the dOmiciliary building for use by the 
Veterans'Home. This is the prime justification for this project. 

In our analysis of Item 197-301-036 (e) (Section C Domiciliary remodeling­
Veterans' Home), we recommend that other facilities at the Veterans' Home be 
remodeled prior to the Region III headquarters building. We also recommend that 
this building not be remodeled unless sufficient demand for Veterans' Home 
services to justify usage of the facility materializes in the future. 

On this basis, and because the Fish and Game Department is satisfied with its 
present facilities at the Veterans' Home and is reluctant to move, we recommend 
that funds for the construction of a new regional headquarters building be deleted. 

Irrigation Wen 
We recommend approval of Item 360-301-200(g) plan and construct irrigation well, Honey 

Lake Wildlife Area .. 

This item proposes an appropriation of $125,000 for a new irrigation well at 
Honeylake Wildlife Area. No prior appropriations have been made for this project. 
The department anticipates that if this project is approved, annual pumping costs 
will increase by $9,000. 

The proposed well will be 500 feet deep, 26 inches in diameter, and gravel 
packed, with a casing 18 inches in diameter including full-flow perforations. Elec­
tric power is available adjacent to the well site. 

The well is needed in order to maintain and improve the wetlands habitat that 
is currently deteriorating due to lack of water. Previously, this area was supplied 
by irrigation tailwater from neighboring farms. Most of this water, however, has 
not been available recently because of land development which has resulted in the 
water being used elsewhere. The well will be located at a site where it can serve 
several wetlands via gravity flow . 

. Alternative solutions to this problem are not available and the cost and scope 
of this project are reasonable. The estimated cost is based on a similar installations 
constructed by the department. The cost is reasonable and we recommend ap­
proval. 

Fish Weir 
We recommend deletion o/Item 360-301-200(h),planning and workingdrawings, for a new 

fish weir and modification of a fish ladder, Mad River Hatchery, a reduction of $15,800. 

The budget requests $15,800 for working drawings related to construction of a 
new fish weir and modification of the fish ladder at the Mad River Hatchery. The 
total cost of this project is estimated at $343,700. Construction funds will be re­
quested in 1982-83. 

The proposed weir consists of 24 metal screen barrier panels which will be 
fabrIcated and placed on a continuous concrete base in the streambed. The weir 
will include a hydraulic system which will enable the lowering of the weir to a 
horizontal position during the flood season thereby allowing stream debris (such 
as branches and rocks) to pass over and under the weir. During the fish migration 
season, the hydraulic system will raise the weir, thereby diverting salmonmigrat­
ing upstream into the fish ladder and into Mad River Hatchery. The location of 
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the new weir will require extending the fish • ladder by approxiinalely 20 feet. 
The present weir has high voltage electrodes hung in. the river from an overhead 

cable which generates an electric current in the water. This current diverts the 
migrating salmon into the fish ladder. However, problems have .arised with the 
present electric weir. The electric field does not operate efficientlydueto debris 
which comes down the river and obstructs the connection between the electrode 
and the grounding mat. As a result, more fish bYPass the weir than are 'lediIlto the 
fish ladder, and the hatchery therefore operates. at only one-tenth of its. capadty. 
The new fish weir will enable it to operate at full capacity. . ' .. 

This project would solve the problem of salmon bypassing the fish ladder. The 
proposed project, however, has design problems and uncertainties which should 
be resolved before planning and working drawing monies.are appropriated. It is 
not clear, for example, if the new weir as proposed Can withstandthe'battering 
action of flood season stream debris. Therefore, the basic Survivability of this type 
of weir is in question. In addition, the hydraulic system would use oil, which the 
department states is unacceptable because it would pollute the river should the 
system rupture. The department prefer~ that either an air or water system be used 
in order to mitigate the potential pollution problem. These systems would increase 
the cost by an undetermined amount. . . . . 

We believe these design problems should be resolved before funds ~e appro­
priated for the weir and we, therefore, recommend deletion of the requested 
amount. . .. 

B. Environmental License· Plate Fund 

Ecological Reserves 
We recommend deletion of Items 36fh101-j.fO(a) and (b), land acquisition and develop­

ment of ecOlogical reserve.s; For a savings of $150,000. . 

Budget Items 360-301-140 (a) and (b). propose the appropriation of $700,000 and 
$50,000, respectively, from the California Eilvlronmental License Plate Fund for 
land acquisition· and development· of ecological reserves. The ecological reserve 
program seeks to preserve California's native wildlands and provide habitats for 
endangered animal species. Specific acquisition projects are identified· by. the 
department, and ranked on a priority basis. Revenues forthis program aredenved 
from the sale of personalized license plates... . ... " .' ..... . 

The department proposes seven land acquisition projects at a cost of $7'00,000, 
and minor development projects (identification signs and vehicle access control) 
for $50,000. The department has ranked the proposed acquisition projects in prior~ 
ity order. In the eventany site cannot be acquired, the departmeiltwill' attempt 
to purchase the next site on the priority list. The depal'tmeilts priority list and 
description of each proposal follows: .. . . . 

1. Cottonwood Creek Riparian Habitat-f261. 71 acreS, Shasta County). The 
main value of this habitat is its variety of vegetation (irlcluding cottonwoods, black 
walnuts, sycamores, Witch grape, and blackberry). which support more species of 
wildlife than any other vegetation type in California. Tll,esehabitatsha,ve been, 
reduced to a small remnant of what they once were alorig the state's waterways~ 
and the threat that this habitat will be converted to other uses without state 
acquisition is increasing. .' '. . . . ". . .. 

2 .. Tuolumne RiverRookery~(2 acres, Tuolumne,Cotlnty).·· The primary val •. 
ue. of this rookery is its 57 nest sites and its use by great blue herons and great 
egrets .. The understory vegetation has generally been eliminated by l,ivestock· 
grazing,and the area might be mined for gravel without state acquisition. . 

3. HunterSpringEcological Reserv~(160 acres, RiverSide County). The pri­
mary value of this reserve is. its spring which is habitat for the desert pupfish. The 
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pupfish is presently being considered for state and federal listing as an endangered 
species. The spring is also important to other species of wildlife which are residents 
and inigrant visitors to the' area. 

4..Deer Creek Ecological Reserve-(640 acres, Tehama County). This reserve 
, contaIns. a variety of vegetation (oaks, grass and fields), and the terrain consists of 
a rugged canyon overlooking Deer Creek with steep cliffs and rocky outcroppings. 
Its prunary value is the occupied nest site for peregrine falcons that was discovered 
in 1979. 

5. Amargosa River Ecological Reserve-(250 acres, Inyo County). This re­
serve contains several small bulrush marshes along the Amargosa River. Its pri­
mary valu~ is the presence of the Amargosa Vole which was once believed extinct, 
and has been recommended for endangered classification because of its limited 
distribution and its vulnerability to the destruction of its native marsh habitat. 

6. Elkhorn Plains Ecological Reserve-(640 acres, San Luis Obispo County). 
This reserve is located in the best remaining Giant Kangaroo Rat habitat in San 
LUis Obispo County, which is its primary value. The Giant Kangaroo Rat has been 
proposed for classification as endangered due primarily to the loss of habitat to 
cultivation and the trampling of colonies by livestock. 

7. Firebaugh Ecological Reserve-(640 acres, Madera County). This reserve 
would preserve undeveloped native San Joaquin Valley grassland and alkali-sink 
areas. Its primary value is its use as a habitat for the blunt-nosed leopard lizard 
which is endangered due to the loss of habitat to agricultural development. 

Table 3 summarizes previously appropriated and proposed funds for this pro­
gram. 

Table 3 
Department of Fish and Game 

Ecological Reserve Program 
Funds Statement 1977-78 to 1981-82 

Fundsavallable, prior year. appro-
priation .......... , .............................. . 

Federal matchiIJ.g money avallable 
Budget ~ct appropriation .............. .. 
Totals available ................................... .. 
Less: expenditures ............................. .. 
Less: reversions (expired appro-

priations) ......... : .• : .......... ; ........ ;~ .... . 
Balance avallable in subsequent 

year .............................................. .. 

1977-78 

$64,256 

400,000 

$464,256 
-45,239 

-39,799 

$379,218 

1978-79 1979-80 

$379,218 $599,723 

425,000 738,000 

$804,218 $1,337,723 
-204,495 -171,961 

$599,723 $1,165,762 

1980-81 1981-1982 

$1,165,762 $722,628 
556,866" 900,000" 
500,000 750,000 

$2,222,628 
-1,500,000 b 

$2,372,628 

$722,625 

"The deparbnent has applied for $340,000 of this money. The remaining $560,000 has· reverted to the 
.. federal government. However; the deparbnent has an understanding with the federal government 

. thaJ this money will be available when it applies for the funds. 
b Estiniated 1981"-82 eXpenditures. 
" Actual federal monies received. . 

Table 3 shows that while annual appropriations have increased over the years, 
the rate at which these funds have been expended has not increased at an equiva­
lent rat~.Furthermore, the amount requested is based on an assumption that 100 
percent state funding will be needed to purchase the proposed acquisitions. Since 
1977; however,. the fedenil government has participated on a matching basis with 
the state in the acquisitionofthese lands. Federal matching money ($1.6 million) 
has been contracted for the land acquisition program through the federal Fish and 
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Wildlife Ser~ces' land acquisition and preservation of endangered and threaterted 
fish and wildlife program. Currently, $900,000 of this matching money is availaHe. 
These funds, however, do not appear in the budget because they are deposited 
with a title insurance company. . . 

The unexpended funds, plus the federal money, plus the $750,OOOappropri~tion 
proposed for the budget year, would result in a total of $2,372,628 available for 
expenruture in 1981~2. It is unlikely that these funds would be spent in thehildget 
year. If expenditures continue at the rate projected for 1980-81 ($1,500,000), suffi­
cient·funds would be available to support this level of expenditure without any 
Budget Act appropriation, and there would still be an 8 percent surplus at the end 
of the year. Furthermore, the expenditure level of $1,500,000 anticipated in the 
current year is probably optimistic. Actual expenditures in the past have been 
significantly less than the level estimated. 

Based on the rate at which funds are being spent, and the unexpended balance 
of funds expected to be available in' 1981~2, the department does not appear to 
need the funds requested in the budget year. We, therefore, recommend deletion 
of the additional $750,000. . . . 

C. Energy and Resources Fund 

Hatchery Expansion 
We withhold recommendation on Item 360-301-188(a), construction funds for expansion 

of the Nimbus Fish Hatchery. . 

The budget requests $6,300,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund in Item 
360-301-188(a) for expansion of the Nimbus Fish Hatchery. The total project cost 
is anticipated to be $6,575,000. Funding for planning and working drawirtgs of 
$275,000 was allocated by the Director of Finance in 1980-81, pursuant to the 
provisions of Chapter 1104, Statutes of 1979 (SHOO1). Chapter 1104 appromiated 
$315,000 to the Department of Fish and Game from the Renewable Resources 
Investment Fund (which the statute created) for planning and working drawings 
for the expansion of the Nimbus Hatchery and other projects. 

This project would expand the Nimbus Hatchery by adding 96 standard ponds, 
and constructing a 60 cubic foot per second water supply line from Folsom South 
Canal. This would increase annual production at the hatchery from its preseht 3 
million salmon smolts and 300,000 yearlings to 20 million salmon smolts and 2 
million yearlings. Facilities will also be provided to sort and spawn 15,000 adult 
salmon. 

Preliminary plans and specifications have' not been completed by the State 
Architect, and accordingly we have no basis for determining whether the request­
ed amourit isjustified. This information should be available prior to budget hear­
ings. Pending receipt of this information, we Withhold recommendation on' this 
project. 

Tehama/Colusa Rearing Ponds 
We recommend deletion of Item 360-301-188(b) construction of Tehama/Colusa rearing 

ponds, for a savings of $225,(}()(). . . 

The budget requests $225,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund (Item 
360-301-188 (b) ) for construction of rearing ponds at 'the Tehama/Colusa Fish 
facility. Specifically, six rearing ponds Will be constructed and a well will be devel-
oped to serve as a supplemental water source. '. 

Funds in the amount of $25,000 for preliminary plans and working' drawings 
were previously appropriated from the Renewable Resources' Investment Fund 
for this project. The total cost of this project is anticipated to be $250,000. Nb future 
costs have been specified. 
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The Tehama! Colusa Fish facility does not have rearing facilities for yearling fish. 

The proposed project will provide space for rearing 200,000 salmon yearlings. The 
department estimates that this will result in a spawning of 5,000 adult salmon and 
Ii commercial catch of 10;000 salmon annually; . 

A preliminary site plan, outline· specification and cost estimate has not yet been 
scheduled by the State Architect for thispfoject. Accordingly, we do not have 
sufficiEmtfuformation to support the project scope and cost, and there is no indica­
tion that this informatioIl will· be available· prior to budget hearings. The request 
for construction funds is therefore premature, and we recommend deletion; 

Department of Fish and Game 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD 

Item 364 from the Wildlife Res­
toration Fund Budgetp.R 98 

Requested··1981-82 ............... , ......................... ~ ............................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................... ,.;·., ........................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $37,162 (+10.4 percent) : 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Reimbursement.· Reduce Item 364 by $69,400.. Recommend that 

federal reimbursements for administtativecosts be used for sup-
port of the board. . 

GENERAL. PROGRAM ·STATEMENT 

$393,494 
·356,332 
187,631 

$69,400 

Analysis 
page 
571 

Th.~ wilcllif~ . Conservation Board was .created by the Legislature in 1947. It 
acq1,lire$ property to protect and preserve wildlife and to provide fishing, hunting 
and recreational access facilities. 

The board is composed of (a) the Director of the Department of Fish and Game, 
(b) . the President of the Fish and Game Commission, and (c). the Director of the 
Department of Finance. It has a staff of nine . .In addition, three members of the 
Senate and three merilb~rs of the Assembly serve in an advisory capacity to the 
board. 

As authorized by Section 19632 of the Business and Professions Code, the board's 
program is funded by a continuing annual appropriation of $750,000 from horse­
race license revenues to the Wildlife Restoration Fund. The board also administers 
funds from (1) the Nejedly-Hart State, Urban and Coastal Bond Act of 1976, and 
(2) Budget Act appropriations to the Department of Fish and Game from the 
Environmental License Plate Fund (personalized license plates) for·.acquisition 
and development of ecological reserves. 

Part of the cost for certain projects is reimbursed by the federal government, 
primarily from the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund. Reimbursements 
deposited into this fund are continuously appropriated to finance additional acqui­
sition and development projects. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $393,494 from the Wildlife Restoration 

Fund to support the Wildlife COnservation Board in 1981-82, which is $37,162 or 
10.4 percent, above the estimated current year expenditure. The increase results 
from higher costs for merit increases, staff benefits and equipment. This amount 
will increase to the extent salary or staff benefit increase~ are approved for the 
bullget year. The budget also includes $52,434 in State Water Project reimburse~ 
ments from the Department of Water Resources (DWR) to finance the second 
year of a two-year acquisition program for the San Jacinto Wildlife Area in south­
ern California. The DWR reimbursements support one adQitionalland agent, plus 
clerical help. 

Reimbursements Understated 
We recommend that Item 3G4 be reduced by $G9,400 to properly budget reimbursements 

for administrative overhead on projects financed through the Federal Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. 

Each year part of the cost for certain board projects is reimbursed by the federal 
government, primarily from the Federal Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF). Pursuant to Chapter 683, Statutes of 1979, such reimbursements are 
deposited in the Wildlife Restoration Fund, which is continuously appropriated for 
board expenditure. For the budget year, the board estimates it will receive $2 
million in reimbursements from the LWCF for capital outlay projects. 

In past years the board has also recovered from the federal government reim­
bursement for certain costs incurred in administrating the Land and Water Con­
servation Fund grants. This permits the Legislature to reduce the amount 
appropriated from the Wildlife Restoration Fund for support of the board. During 
1978-79, the board received $1,497,363 from LWCF, consisting of (1) $1,451,271 for 
eligible project capital costs, and (2) $46,092 (3.2 percent) for administrative costs. 
During the past year, the board received a total of $3,047,918 from this source, 
including $96,709, or 3.3 percent for associated administrative costs. No reimburse­
ments for this purpose are budgeted for 1981-82, although the board expects to 
receive a total of $2 million from LWCF during fiscal year 1981-82. 

The board indicates that an administrative overhead rate of 3.47 percent is being 
charged against LWCF grants received during the current year. Assumingreceipt 
of $2 million from LWCF during the budget year, a charge of 3.47 percent would 
result in reimbursements of $69,400 for administrative costs. Accordingly, We rec­
ommend that the reimbursements in Item 364 be increased by $69,400, and that 
the appropriation be reduced by the same amount. 



572 / RESOURCES Item 364 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 364-301 from the Energy 
and Resources Fund Budget p. R 100 

Requested 1981-82 ., ........................................................ ,' ............... . 
Re'comrnended approval ... ; ............................................................ . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 

$1,948,000 
46,000 

1,902,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Fishing Piers-Sien'a Point and Berkeley. Reduce by $l,34O,(}()(}. 

Recommend deletion of two projects for C()Ustructionor renovation 
of two fishing piers. 

2. Fishing Pier-Clay Street. Reduce by $562,050. Recommend 
funding fOJ: preliminary plails and working drawings only due to 
inadequatesuppoft for construction request. 

ANALYSIS AND, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Capital Outlay Program 

Analysis 
page 
572 

573 

The budget proposes $1,948,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund for con­
struction and renovation of three fishing piers. Table 1 details the proposed 
projects. . 

Table 1 
Wildlife ConserVation Board 
,981-a2 Major Capital Outlay 

Item 
364-301-188(a) ........................ , ...................................... , ................... . 
364-301~188(b) ........................................................................ ; ........... . 
364-301~188(c) ................................................................................. ' .. .. 

Total ................ ; ..................... ;; .......... ; .... : ........................................ . 

New Fishing Piers 

Project 
Sierra Point Fishing Pier 
Clay Street Fishing Pier 
Berkeley Fishing Pier 

Amount 
$590,000 
608,000 
750,000 

$1,948,000 

We recOmmend Item 364-301-188 (a) and (c) for conStruction and renovation of two fishing 
piers, be deleted, a savings of $1,34O,()(}(). 

Sien'a Point. Item 364-301-1B8(a) proposes $590,000 for construction of a public 
fishing pier at the Sierra Point Peninsula. The project will be undertaken in 
conjunction with the City of Brisbanes' construction of the Sierra Point marina 
project. Sierra Point Peninsula is a land-fill on South San Francisco Bay. The 
marina facilities serveapproxiinately 1.5 million people; The pier will be open to 
the public free of charge anq the city will, pursuant to a long-term agreement with 
the state, assume responsibility for operating and maintaining· the facility. 

Another public fishing pier facility is proposed at Oyster Point in the City of 
South San Francisco, a mile south of Si.erra Point. Currently, the only major public 
fishing facility in northern San Mateo County is located at the City of Pacifica-20 
miles west of Sierra Point. This pier is situated on the Pacific Ocean. 

The structural dimensions of the pier have not yet been determined. Engineer­
ing studies of the optimum location, alignment, height and width are still being 
conducted; Accordingly, detailed plans, outline specifications and cost estimates 
have not heen prepared. In the absence of these supporting documents, adequate 
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information and justification. regarding project scope and cost is not available. 
Consequently, this proposal is premature and on this basis we recommend deletion 
of Item 364-301-188(a). 

Berkeley. Item 364-301-188 ( c ), proposes the appropriation of $750,000 for the 
renovation of the Berkeley fishing pier. The Wildlife Conservation Board. (WCB) 
proposes to replace worn-out structural components and make additions to the 
pier to expand its capacity. 

The WCB states that improvement and upgrading of existing facilities are need­
. ed to meet Public Health and Safety Code requirements. In addition, an artificial 
habitat will be placed under and around the pier to maximize fishing success. 

Engineering studies and a cost breakdown have not been done. Furthermore, 
the work to be accomplished has not been stated in the project proposal; Accord­
ingly, adequate support and justification for the project is not available at this time, 
and we recommend deletion of the $750,~. 

Clay Street Fishing Pier 
We recommend Item 364-301-188(b) be reduced $562,050 to provide preliminary plans and 

working drawings For a new fishing pier at Oakland. 

Item 364-301-188 (b) requests $608,000 for the renovation of the. Clay Street Pier 
at Jack London Square on the Oakland estuary. This pier will be converted to a 
multipurpose facility open to the public for a variety ofrecreationaluses suchas 
fishing, boating, leisure time reading, etc. The pier will serve the East Sari Fx:an­
cisco Bay urban population. 

The proposal calls for the demolition of an existing 22,000 square foot transit shed 
on the pier (at city cost), and removal of deteriorated piles along the perimeter 
of the pier. The remaining deck surface will be renovated, a handrail will be 
installed, and the end of the pier will be reconstructed. Other features of the 
project are a public restroom, area lighting, benches, a fish cleaning sink, bike 
racks, trash receptacles, drinking fountains, dredging at the piers edge and possi­
ble placement of artificial reef material to improve fish habitat. Sewer, water and 
electrical utilities will also be included. Total cost, including administrative and 
engineering costs, is estimated to be $608,000. 

A project proposal and cost estimate has been provided on this project. Our 
analysis indicates that a need forthis project does exist, and its construction by the 
Wildlife Conservation Board would be consistent with legislative intent in estab­
lishing the board. However, the cost estimate justifying the requested appropria­
tion of $608,000 is inadequate. The estimate is not based upon the Clay Street Pier, 
but is based upon similar piers which have been constructed in the area. Further­
more, it contains . lump-sum amounts which are not based on adequate cletail. 
Therefore, the request for construction fimds has inadequate support. We, there­
fore, recommend a reduction of $562,000. The remaining $46,000 should provide 
adequate funds to develop preliminary plans and working drawings. . 
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Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS 

Item 368 from the General 
Fund and special funds Budget p. R 102 

Requested 1981-82 ...........•.............................................................. 
Estimated 1980-81 .......................................................................... .. 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $2,324,578 (+ 11.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 
368-001"()()I-Support 
368-001·516-Support 

Description 

368-001-1ss.-:.support, Beach Erosion Boating 
Projects 

368-10l-516-Local Assistance 

368-10l-188-Local Assistance Beach Erosion 
Control 
Total 

Fund 
General 
Harbors and Watercraft Re­
volving 
Energy and Resources 

Harbors and Watercraft Re­
volving 
Energy and Resources 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$22,441~581 
20,117,003 
11,865,866 

$2,235,000 

Amount 
$268,581 
2,555,035 

50,000 

16,732,965 

2,835,000 

$22,441,581 

AnalYSIS 
page 

1. Beach Erosion. Reduce Item 368·101·188 by $2,235,000 to delete 
the Alameda Beach and White Point beach erosion control projects, 
and add Budget Bill language prohibiting the encumbrance of 

576 

funds to construct the ImperialBeach project until all the necessary 
permits have been received. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Department of Boating and Waterways has three major functions. First, its 

recreational boating-program (a) constructs facilities for the state park system and 
State Water Project reservoirs, (b) makes loans to public and private marina 
operators to finance the development of small craft marinas and harbors, and (c) 
makes grants to local agencies for boat launching facilities. 

Second, the department makes grants to local agencies for boating safety and 
for law enforcement, and coordinates education programs of boating organiza­
tions. 

Third, the department administers the state's yacht and shipbrokers' licensing 
program to protect the public from fraud. 

In addition, the department coordinates the work of other state and local agen­
cies and the U.S. Corps of Engineers in implementing the state's beach erosion 
control program. As part of this program, the department participates with other 
agencies in studies of beach erosion and associated shore zone processes. 

The department has a seven-member advisory commission. 
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ANALYSIS AND . RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes appropriations of $22,441,581 from various funds to the 

Department of Boating and Waterways for support and local assistance in 1981-82. 
This is an increase of $2,324,578, or 11.5 percent, over estimated current year 
expenditures. This amount will increase by the amount Of any salary or staff benefit 
increases approved for the budget year. 

Table 1 sUmmarizes the proposed 1981-82 budget changes by fund. 

Table 1 
Department of Boating and Waterways 

Budget Adjustments 
1981-82 

Rubon 
and Energy 

Watercrab and Federal 
General Revolving· ReSources Trust Reinl-
Fund Fund Fund Fund bursemenls TotalS 

1980-81 Base Budget (Re-
vised) .................................. $263,720 $17,131,269 $2,300,000 $422,014 $15,000 $20,132,003 

A; Workload Adjustments 
1. Public Marina Loan 

Program .......................... 1,822,000 1,822,000 
2. Grant Program .............. -16,000 -16,000 
3. Boating Safety ................ 394,803 -422,014 -27,211 
4. Miscellaneous Adjust-

~ents (including price 
mcrease) .......................... 4,861 5,928 10,789 

B. Program Changes 
1. Private Marina Loan 

Program .......................... -50,000 -50,000 
2. Beach Erosion Projects 585,000 585,000 

1981-82 Budget Changes ........ $4,861 $2,156,731 $585,000 -$422,014 $2,324,578 

1981-82 Proposed Budget ...... $268,581 $19,288,000 $2,885,000 $15,000 $22,456,581 

The major changes shown in Table 1 include (a:) an increase in expenditures of 
$1,822,000 for the public marina loan program and (b) an increase instate funds 
for boating safety to offset a reduction in federal funds for that purpose. In both 
cases, the increases represent reasonable uses of funds available to the department. 

Total revenues to be received by the department in 1981-82 are estimated at 
$16,804,784, as shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 
Department of Boating and Waterways 
1981-82 Estimated Revenues by Source 

Transfer from Motor Vehicle Fuel Account (boaters' gasoline taxes) .......................... .. 
Interest on loans to local agencies ....................................................................................... , .. .. 
Repayment of principal on loans to local agencies ............................................................. . 
Boat registration fees .................................................................................................. ' ..... ; ... , ........ . 
Boat launching fees (state park reservoirs) ............................................................. ; ... ; ...... ; ..... . 
Interestfrom.Surplus Money Investment Fund .......................... , ....................... , ................ . 
Yacht brokers' license fees and penalties ............................................... " .........................•..... 
Reimbursement from federal funds ......................................................... ~ ......... : .. , ............. , .... , .. 
Miscellaneous ............. , .................................... : ........ ; ... ; .......................................... : ............... : ....... . 

Total ......................................................................................... , ............................................... . 

$7,400,000 
1,208,814 

925,113 
4,121,500 

412,257 
2,100,000 

87,000 
550,000 

100 
$16,804,784 
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Fund Surplus 
The budget shows a June 30, 1982, accumulated surplus of $296,476 in the Har­

bors and Watercraft Revolving Fund. Based on past experience, this surplus is 
substantially understated. For example, the 1980-81 Governor's Budget projected 
an accumulated surplus of $50,617 as of June 30,1981. However, the·surplus as of 
that date is now estimated to be $5,689,953. The disparity between the projected 
and the actual surplus has occurred primarily because many manna projects have 
proceeded more slowly than the budget assumed due to environmental or techni­
cal problems. As a consequence, actual expenditures have consistently been well 
below budgeted expenditures. 

DEPARTMENT SUPPO.RT (Item 368-001~516) 
We recommend approval. 

For 1981-82, the department requests $2,555,035 from the Harbors and Water­
craft Revolving Fund for support of its boating facilities and boating safety pro­
gram. This is an increase of $41,850, or 1.6 percent, over estimated current-year 
expenditures. The proposed amount appears to be reasonable. 

BEACH EROSION CONTROL (Items 368-001-001, 368-001-188, 
and 368-101-188) 

The objective of the Beach Erosion Control Program is to mitigate coastal 
erosion and develop shoreline protection measures to preserve and enhance the 
state's beaches and shoreline. The program involves cooperative efforts with fed­
eral, state, and local agencies. Major beach erosion projects are constructed by the 
U.S. Corps of Engineers. The Governor's Budget includes local assistance funding 
(Item 368-101-188) for projects constructed by the Corps and. local agencies. 

We recominend approval of Items 368-001-001 and 368-001-188. 

Beach Erosion Support. The department's support request of $268,581 from 
the General Fund is an increase of $4,861, or 1.8 percent, over estimated current 
year expenditures. This amount will finance three positions plus professional and 
consulting services for several studies pertaining to offshore sand sources, meas­
urement of the coastal wave climate, and the movement of sand by waves and 
currents. 

Shoreline Studies; In addition, the budget proposes to transfer $50,000 from the 
Energy and Resources Fund to the Harbors and Watercraft RevolvingFund in 
1981-82. The funds would be used to provide grants for unspecified local shoreline 
studies. The specific beach erosion projects will be selected by the department. _ 

Beach Erosion Projects (Item 368-101-188) 
We recommend (a) a reduction of $2,235,000 in Item 368-101-188 to delete the Alameda 

Beach project and the Whites Point project, and (b) the adoption of control language 
coyeringthe Imperial Beach project. . 

The department requests $2,835,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund for 
three beach erosion control projects: 

(1) Alameda Beach project. The budget proposes $1,875,000 for the state's 
share of a local beach replenishment project to be undertaken in conjunction with 
the East Bay Regional Park District and the City of Alameda. The local share of 
project costs is $500,000. The proposal is intended to (a) replenish the eroding 
mimmade beach with sand to be dredged from the San Francisco Bay near Angel 
Island and (b) construct a sand barrier so that the sand can be replaced on the 
beach. 
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A draft environmental impact report on the project is being prepared, as re­
quired by the California Environmental Quality Act. A permit from the San Fran­
Gisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission must also be secured 
before the project can begin. 

The department has not provided adequate information to justify the desirabili­
ty or feasibility of this project. For example, it is not clear (a) how the sand will 
be transported from Angel Island and deposited on the beach, (b) how the sand 
barrier will be designed, and (c) what the basis is for allocating costs between the 
state and local agencies. In the absence of this information, we cannot' confirm the 
project's merits and must recommend that funding for the project be deleted. If 
such information becomes available prior to budget hearings, we will provide the 
fiscaJcommittees with a revised analysis. ' .. 

(2) Imperial Beach project. The budget proposes $600,000 to cover the state's 
share of a beach' stabiliiation project in southern San Diego County. This is a 
traditional U.S. Corps of Engineers beach erosion project, and the proposed state 
share of project costs is consistent with existing state law. The Corps will provide 
$1,620,000 to the project and the City of Imperial Beach will contribute another 
$600,000. The project consists of constructing a submerged breakwater parallel to 
the shore and extending an existing groin. 

An environmental impact report on the project has been approved, as required 
by the California Enviroiunental Quality Act. A project permit, however, has not 
beengtanted by the California Coastal Commission: The Coastal Commission 
claims that a permit is required in order to meet the requirements of the California 
Coastal Act. 

It should also be noted that under the California Coastal Act, a permit from a 
local agency may be required for a federal project once the commission has 
certified' the local coastal plan (LCP) and delegated its permit authority to the 
local agency . 

. Given the above, we recommend adoption of the following Budget Bill language 
which would· prevent encumbrance of the funds until aU project permits have 
been received. . 

" ... provided that none of the funds for the Imperial Beach project may be 
encumbered unless and until all project permits arereceived."· 
(3) Whites Point project. The budget proposes $360,000 for a berm stabiliza­

tion project at a county park located south of San Pedro in the City of Los Angeles. 
The county's share of the total project cost is $120,000. The project would (a) 
extend the existing berm in order to provide more parking and (b) protect the 
berm with a rock revetment. Some sand fill would also be proVided for recreational 
purposes. 

Our analysis indicates that this project will enhance and improve the existing 
county park, rather than correct a shoreline erosion problem. Therefore, this 
project cannot be justified for funding as a beach erosion control project. 

The County of Los Angeles should consider funding this project with a local 
assistance grant under Section 5096.151 (a) or (2) (a) of the California Parklands 
Act of 1980 (Proposition 1). . 

PROGRAMS FROM THE HARBORS AND WATERCRAFT REVOLVING FUND 
. (Item 368-101-516) 

Loans for Public Marina and Harbor Development 
We recommend approval. . .' .. ~". 

The budget proposes $11,400,000 in loans (local assistance) to continue funding 
five marina and harbordevelopmellt projects which are being undertaken by local 
agencies. It also proposes $100,000 for statewide planning. The allocation of these· 
~1685 
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funds is shown in Table 4. The construction projects would be funded from the 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund. Environrp.ental impact statements for all 
the projects are completed and approval by the appropriate state agencies has 
been secured; Our analysis indicates that these projects are justified. 

Table 3 
Small Craft Harbor Loans 

1981-82 

Project Type"" 
1. Diesel Street Marina, Oakland ................................ construction 
2. Downtown Marina, Long Beach ............................ construction 
3. Unspecified .................................................................. planning 
4. Richmond Marina, Richmond .................................. construction 
5. Spud Point, Bodega Bay............................................. construction 
6. West Channel, Port of Los Angeles........................ construction 

Total ......................................................................... ; .. 

Private Marina Loans 
We recommend approval. 

Status 
final phase 

ongoing 

final phase· 
ongoing 
ongoing 

Amount 
$1,000,000 

3,SOO,OOO 
100,000 

I,SOO,OOO 
1,400,000 
4,000,000 

$ll,SOO,OOO 

As a result of Chapter 1062, Statutes of 1979 (AB 1284), the department now 
provides loans for private recreational marina developments. These loans are 
made in conjunction with loans guaranteed by the Federal Small Business Admin­
istration (SBA). The department's regulations implementing the program set the 
interest rate on the state loan equal to the rate charged on the guaranteed loan. 

To.date, the department has issued one loan under this authority-$l25,OOO for 
facility improvements at Owl Harbor in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The 
interest rate on the loan is 13.5 percent. 

In 1981-82, the department proposes an appropriation of $1 million from the 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund for apprOximately six unspecified private 
recreational marina projects. We have no analytical basis for recommending a 
change in this amount. 

Launching Facility Grants 
We recommend approval. 

The department requests $1,742,000 from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving 
Fund for launching facility grants to local governments in the budget year, as 

Table 4 
Launching Facility Grants 

1981-82 

Project 
1. Doran Park ..................................................................... . 
2. Floating restrooms ...................................................... .. 
3. Gold Lake ....................................................................... . 
4. Lake Nacimiento .......................................................... .. 
5. Needles ........................................................................... . 
6. Ramp repairs ................................................................. . 
7. Redbud Park ................................................................. . 
8. Rio Vista Sandy Beach ................................................. . 
9. Ruth Lake ....................................................................... . 

10. Shasta Lake ..................................................................... . 
11. Shelter. Cove .......... ~ ........................................................ . 

Total .............................................................................. .. 

Launching 
Lanes 

1 

2 
Existing 

2 

Existing 
Existiiig 
Existing 
Existing 
Existing 

Status 
New 

New 
Improvement 

New 

Continuing 
Continuing 

Improvement 
Improvement 
Con~uing 

Amount 
$280,000 . 
100,000 
300,000 
250,000 
275,000 
100,000 
150,000 
100,000 
50,000 
45,000 
92,000 

$1,742,000 
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indicated in Table 5. Grants are proposed for boat launching ramps, restrooms, and 
parking areas. All the necessary environmental documentation for the projects has 
been completed. 

Grants for Booting Law Enforcement 
We recommend approval. 

The department requests $2,390,965 from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving 
Fund to provide grants for local boating safety and enforcement programs in 31 
jurisdictions where nonresidents use boats extensively. This is an increase of $309,-
151, or 14.8 percent, over estimated· current-year expenditures. 

The grants are calculated on the basis of a formula provided in the Harbors and 
Navigation Code (Section 663.7). Actual payments are based on expenditure 
claims filed with the department on a quarterly basis. In the past, funding shortfalls 
occ~ed be(!ause actual expenditures.sometilnes exceeded the appropriations in 
the Budget Act These shortfalls have been covered with federal funds in the last 
two fiscal years. However, in. the budget year, federal funds will no longer be 
available for this purpose. Therefore, the 1981-82 budget includes an increase in 
the appropriation from the Revolving Fund sufficient to assure that all claims can 
be paid without the federal funds and without creating a deficiency. A second 
reason for the increase is that one more county has been added to the program. 
The $309,151 expenditure increase is financed in part by a recent increase in vessel 
registration fees made by Chapter 881, Statutes of 1980. 

Emergency Repairs 
We recommend approval 

For the last two fiscal years, the department has budgeted $100,000 for emer­
gency repairs to storm-damaged boat launching facilities. In September 1980, the 
Boating and Waterways Commission approved an emergency loan in the amount 
of $100,000 to the Noyo Harbor District for repair of the debris barrier at Noyo 
Harbor. The 1981-82 Govemor's Budget requests $100,000 for this same general 
purpose. Based on past experience, this is a reasonable amount. 

DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 368-301 from various funds Budget p. R 110 

Requested 1981--82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ........ , ......................................................• 
Recommended change in funding source ............................... . 
Net recommended approval ........... , .................... , ...................... . 

ANALYSIS· AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$998,900 
808,900 
190,000 

$998,900 

The. budget proposes. three appropriations of$998,900 from various funds for 
Department of Boating and Waterways capital outlay projects. The budget pro­
poses the following appropriations: 

Item 368-30l-188-Energy·and Resources Fund ......................... , ..... . 
Item 368-30l-516-Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund ....... . 
Item 368-30l-742-State Urban and Coastal Park Fund ................. . 

$190,000 
513,500 
295,400 
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Energy and Resources Fund (Item 368-301-188) 
(a) Battle Creek, Tehama City ............................................................ $95,000 
(b) Bidwell Bar State Park ................................................................ .... $95,000 
We recommend transfer of $190,000 in Item 368-301-188 to Item 368-301-516 in order to 

transfer funding for two boating access projects from the Energy and Resources Fund to the 
Harbors and Watercrah Revolving Fund 

The Governor's Budget requests $190,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund 
(ERF) to finance two minor capital outlay boating projects. The sum of $95,000 
is proposed to construct site improvements for recreational boaters at each of two 
access points along the Sacramento River. The proposed projects are at Battle 
Creek (Tehama City, shoUld read Tehama County), and Bidwell Bar State· Park 
(Butte County). 

Our analysis indicates that these projects are justified. However, financing from 
the ERF is not appropriate because sufficient money exists for such purposes in 
the department's own Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund, which was estab­
lished to fund this type of project. Therefore, we recommend that these projects 
be funded under Item 368-301-516 from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving 
Fund, rather than from the Energy and Resources Fund. 

Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund (Item 368-301-516) 
This item finances planning work and minor capital outlay projects proposed by 

the Department of Boating and Waterways from the Harbors and Watercraft 
Revolving Fund. 

(a) Project Planning ................................................................................ $10,000 
We recommend approval. 

This request provides the department with funds to plan new boating facilities 
which will eventually be constructed with funds from the Harbors and Watercraft 
Revolving Fund. 

(b) Minor Capital Out/ay ...................................................................... $503,500 
We recommend approval. 

This request provides for minor capital outlay boating access projects at (1) 
Brannan Island, (2) Folsom Lake, (3) Gianelli Bridge, (4) Kings Beach, (5) McAr­
thur-Burney State Park, (6) Mokelumne River, (7) Salt Point State Park, (8) San 
Simeon State Park, and (9) Westgate Landing. 

The proposed projects meet criteria established for minor capital outlay funding 
and appear to be reasonable in scope and cost. 

(c) Battle Creek, Tehama City............................................................ $95,000 
(d) Bidwell Bar State Park .................................................................... .$95,000 
We recommend the transfer of$19O,000 from Item 368-301-188 to Item 368-301-516 to more 

accurately reflect the appropriate funding source for these projects. . 

The budget requests $190,000 in Item 368-301-188 to fund two minor capital 
outlay boating access projects from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) .. Our 
analysis indicates that these projects are justified. However, the ERF is not an 
appropriate funding source because sufficient money is available for such purposes 
in the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund, which was established to fund this 
type of project. Therefore, we recommend deletion of Item 368-301-188 and aug-

-mentation of Item 368-301-516 by $190,000. 
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STATE URBAN AND COASTAL PARK FUND (Item 368-301-742) 
This item finances planning work and minor capital outlay projects proposed by 

the Department of Boating and Waterways from the State, Urban, and Coastal 
Park Fund. 

(a) Project Planning .............................................................•.................. $10,000 
We recommend approval 

This request provides the Department of Boating and Waterways with funds to 
plan new boating facilities, which will eventually be constructed with funds from 
the State, Urban, and Coastal Park Fund, at reservoirs of the State Water Project. 

(b) Minor Capital Outlay ...................................................................... $285,400 
We recommend approval 

This request provides for IIlinor capital outlay boating projects at (1) Castaic 
Lake, (2) Lake Oroville, (3) Perris Lake, arid (4) Silverwood Lake. 

The proposed projects meet criteria established for IIlinor capital outlay funding 
and appear to be reasonable in scope and cost. 

Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Item 372 from the General 
. Fund and special funds Budget p~ R III 

Requested 1981-82 ... : ............................................................ : ......... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ............. ; ............................................................. . 
Actual 1979-80 ............ ; .................................................................... . 

$6,863,293 
7,019,421 
6,131,898 

Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $156,128 (-,-2.2 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 
372'c)()1'c)()lo:-Support 
372.Q01-I40-Support 

Description 

372-10l-10l-Local Assistance 
372.QOI-890-Support 
372-10l-890-Local Assistance 

Total 

Fund 
General 
California Environmental Li­
cense Plate 
General 
Federal Trust 
Federal Trust 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Office 01 Planning and Research Contra~t. Reduce Item 372-001-

001 by $45,fHJO. Recommend deletion to eliIIlinate funds for a con­
tract with Office of Planning and Research that is not appropriate .. 

2. Technical Adjustment. Transfer $93,575 from Item 372"001-001 to 
372·101-001 (a).. Recommend transfer to correct the budget. 

$45,000 

Amount 
$5,918,268 

188,600 

756,425 
(2,350,000) 
(1,800,000) 

$6,863,293 

Analysis 
page 

583 

584 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Coastal Commission implements the coastal management pro­

gram as provided in the California Coastal Act of 1976 and subsequent amend­
ments to the act. The act created a I5-member, part-time state commission and, 
for an interim period, six regional commissions. As a result of Chapter 1076, Stat­
utes of 1978, the regional commissions will terminate on July 1, 1981. 

The commission regulates development in the coastal zone. It also assists local 
government in preparingJocal coastal programs (LCPs). These plans implement 
the policies of the California Coastal Act at the local level. All local coastal plans 
are to be submitted to the regional commissions by January 1, 1981 and certified 
by the state commission no later than July 1, 1981. Recent projections from the 
commission indicate that the statutory deadline will not be met. After the commis­
sion certifies the LCPs, regulation of most coastal development will be delegated 
to local governments. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes appropriations totaling $6,863,293 from state funds for 

support and local assistance programs of the California Coastal Commission, con­
sisting of $6,674,693 from the General Fund and $188,600 from the California 
Environmental License Plate Fund. This is a decrease of $156,128, or 2.2 percent, 
below estimated current-year expenditures. The decrease results from terminat­
ing the six regional commissions on July 1, 1981, as required by the Coastal Act. 
The commission's proposed expenditures will increase by the amount of any salary 
or staffbenefitincreases which may be approved for the 200 positions authorized 
in the budget year. 

Table 1 shows program expenditures, by funding source. The commission's 
budget proposes total expenditures, from all sources of $11,051,993 for support and 

Table 1 
California Coastal Commission 

Sources of Funding 
1981-82 

Estimated Proposed 
Fund 1981J....81 1981~ 

1. General Fund ...................................... . $6,083,612 $5,918,268 
A. Local Assistance .......................... .. 756,425 756,425 

Subtotals ........................................ .. $6,840,037 $6,674,693 
2. California Environmental License 

Plate fund ........................................ .. 179,384 188,600 
3. Federal funds 

A. Coastal Zone Management 
Grant ........................................... ... $5,134,265 $1,800,000 
1. LoCal Assistance 
2. Grant for State Operations .. 1,845,000 2,200,000 

Subtotals ......................................... . $6,979,265 $4,000,000 
B. Coastal Energy Impact Program 

1. Planning Grants ....... , .............. . 142,580 
2. Formula Grants ...................... .. 2,260,000 150,000 
3. Environmental Grants ........... . 

Subtotals ......................................... . $2,402,580 $150,000 
4. Reimbursements .............................. .. 39,950 J8,700 

Total Program Expenditures .............. .. $16,441;216 $11,051,993 

Change 
Amount Percent 

-$165,344 ~2.4% 

-$165,344 -2.4% 

+9,216 +5.1% 

-$3,334,265 -64.9% 

+355,000 +19.2% 
$2,979,265 -43% 

-142,580 100% 
-2,110,000 93.3% 

- $2,252,580 -94% 
-1,250 3.1% 

-$5,389,223 -33% 
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local assistance programs in 1981-82. This is a decrease of $5,389,223, or 33 percent, 
below current-year expenditures. The decrease is due to a $2,979,265 net reduction 
in federal expenditures for local assistance grants and a $2,252,580 reduction in 
receipt of Coastal Energy Impact Program (CEIP) grants. 

COASTAL MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION 
The major program of the California Coastal Commission is the implementation 

of the Coastal Act of 1976. Total expenditures of $10,427,648 from state and federal 
funds are budgeted for this program in 1981-82'to: (a) assist 67 cities and counties 
in preparing local coastal plans (LCPs) that must be consistent with state policies 
contained in the act, (b) regulate development in the coastal zone while the local 
coastal plans are being prepared, and (c) review plan amendments, hear permit 
appeals, and monitor LCP im.plementation after LCPs are certified . 

. The Coastal Act requires local governments to complete their LCPs by Decem­
ber 30, 1980, and the Coastal Commission to certify these LCPs by July 1, 1981. 
Because local jurisdictions are authorized to prepare and submit their plans by 
geographic segments, a total of 106 LCPs must be certified. The commission 
estimates that 37 LCPs and their implementing ordinances will be certified by the 
statutory deadline. This represents 35 percent of the total. After certification, 
regulation of most coastal development will become the responsibility of the local 
governments. 

Local Coastal Program Preparation and Implementation 
Completion of the LCP process will constitute most of the state Coastal Commis­

sion's workload in 1981-82. Less than half of the LCPs will be certified by the 
statutory deadline ofJuly 1, 19tH, when the six regional commissions terminate. At 
that time, full responsibility for reviewing and certifying the backlog of land-use 
plans and implementing ordinances, as well as hearing permit applications, passes 
directly to the state commission. As a result, the commission anticipates that the 
LCP-related workload for the state commission and staff will continue over the 
next two fiscal years (from July 1, 1981 toJanuary 1, 1983), but diminish as LCPs 
are certified· and permit authority reverts to the local governments. 

In recognition of this, the commission's budget proposes a reduction to its base­
line of $528;810 (15.8 personnel-years) for 1981-82. This reduction reflects (1) 
consolidation of the state commission's planning and permit divisions, and elimina­
tion of the current duplicating review of LCP documents by both the state and 
regional offices, (2) redirection of regional staff, as LCPs are completed, to post­
certification responsibilities such as processing LCP amendments and local permit 
appeals, (3) termination of six regional commissions and six executive director 
positions, (4) closure of one regional office, and (5) creating five district managers 
to supervise the state commission's field staff that will be completing the LCPs. 

This reorganization proposal isbased on a recent Coastal Commission study of 
its future organization (December 1980). Given the continuing workload resulting 
from the termination of the regional commissions and the slow LCP completion 
rate, the proposed baseliile reduction appears reasonable. 

Funding for Contract Not Appropriate 
We recommend that Item 372':(}()]':(}()] be reduced by $45,000 to eliminate funds for a 

contract with the OUice of Planning and Research that is not appropriate. 

In December 1980, the Coastal Commission approved a contract with the Gover­
nor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to "meet OPR's responsibilities as 
defined in the Coastal Act and to assist the Governor in evaluating legislative 
proposals and other issues related to the commission." As a result, OPR's budget 
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shows reimbursements of $15,000 in the Current year and $45,000 in the budget 
year . for one position funded by the Coastal ComIilission from the. General Fund; 

OPR's responsibilities under the Coastal Act are primarily specified in Section 
30415. This section directs OPR to recommend actions which will minimize du­
plication and conflict· among st~te agencies in. carrying out Coastal Act· require­
ments. The other major purpose ofthe contract is to provide the Governor with 
an impartial analysk of legislative amendments to the Coastal Act. . 

OPR currently provides the Governor with independent analyses of legislation 
covering a variety of planning matters. If OPR needs funding for this purpose and 
for its statutory responsibility related to coastal matters, as cited above, then OPR 
should request the money in its own budget.· In addition, we note that other line 
agencies do not fund similar review positions in OPR. Wetherefore recommend 
that the contraCt· funds be deleted. 

Coastal Access Program 
We recommend approvaL 
Chapters 840 and 868, Statutes of 1979, gave the Coastal ComIilission lead agency 

responsibility for a coastal access program in conjunction with the Coastal Con­
servancy. The two chapters authorized the commission to (a) inventory existing 
accessways, (b) plan access facilities authorized for existing permits that contain 
dedications of land for access, (c) prepare a public access guide for each coastal 
county, (d) develop standards for locatinganddeveloping accessways, and (e) 
develop innovative management and funding techniques. . 

The comIilission received $173,100 from the Environmental License Plate Fund 
to implement these provisions during 19~1. Progress to date includes comple­
tion of the coastal access inventory and two joint reports with the Coastal Conserv­
ancy on accessway standards and innovative management techniques. In addition, 
49 access areas have been accepted for operation by local governments or nonprof­
it associations. One state agency has agreed to manage acpessways to date. 

The comIilission is requesting a second-year appropriation of $188,600 (4.2 per­
sonnel-years) from the Environmental License Plate Fund to continue t:he pro~ 
gram and finalize the coastal access guide: Work in the budget year will·include 
evaluating approximately 500 coastal permits which contain offers to dedicate land 
for accessways. This task includes (a) working with the Coastal Conservancy to 
secure acqwsition and development funding, and (b) arranging for local,nonprof­
it, or state management and operation of the accessways. 

Local Assistance 
We recommend transferring $93,575 from Item 372-001-001 to Item 372-101-001 (a) to cor-

rect a technical error. . . 

In 1980 Congress extended the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act for an­
other three years. California's grant level is expected to increase from $3 million 
ona fiscal-year basis to $4 million on a calendar year basis. Of the $4 million, $2.2 
million will be distributed to the Coastal Commission for its support and $1.8 
million will be used fodocal assistance, as shown in Table 1. .. 

The budget provides a total of $2,556,425 for local assistance in 1981-82, consist­
ing of: 

1. Federal Trust Fund (Item 372·101-890) ................................................. ;.................................. $1,800,000 
2. General Fund, state match (Item 372-101'()()1) (a)) ............................................................. ;'- 356,425 
3. General Fund, legislative mandates (Item 372-101'()()1 (b) ) .....................•.......................... 400,000 

$2,556,425 



Item 372 RESOURCES / 585 

Carryoveroffederal funding. Table 1 shows $5,134,265 of federal funds budget­
ed for local coastal zone management grants in the current year. This amount is 
an increase of $3,789,265 above the $1,345,()()() shown in the 1980 Budget Act. This 
is because $3,789,265 of unspent local assistance funds was carried over from 1979-
80 into the current year. This carryover had occurred for the last several fiscal 
years because local governments are behind schedule in completing their local 
coastal plans. The commission cannot disburse the federal funds until the local 
governments ·complete specified LCP tasks in their work program. 

As shown in Table 1, the commission expects to receive $1.8 million in federal 
funds for local agencies to complete work on their LCPs. This is an increase of 
$455,000 over the $1,345,000 budgeted in the 1980 Budget Act. The amount of 
carryover from the current year is not known, but it Will· probably increase the 
amount offederal grant money available in 1981-82 by a substantial amount: 

Correction oftechmcal error. Item 372-101-001 (a) includes $356,425 from the 
General Fund to provide the 20 percent local match required for the federal grailt. 
The budget also includes an additional $93,575 from the General Fund to provide 
the local match for the increase in .the federal grant. However, due to a technical 
error, this increase was incorrectly included in the commission's support budget 
(Item 372-001-(01). In order to correct the error, the schedule for assistance to 
local planning agencies in Item 371-101-001 (a) should be increased by $93,575 
(from $356,425 to $450,000) and the support item should be reduced by that 
amount. 

Legislative Mandates 
Item 371-101-001 (b) provides $400,000 to pay state mandated costs attributable 

to the Coastal Act whenever the mandated costs cannot be reimbursed by federal 
funds. The executive director .of the commission is a1.lthorized to evaluate the local 
claiffis for reimbursement and make recommendations to the State Controller on 
the proper payment. Because the LCPs Will not be completed by the statutory 
deadline, the $400,000 will continue to be needed in 1981-82. Chapter 919, Statutes 
of 1979, also makes this appropriation available to reimburse local agencies for 
specified costs associated with implementing certified loc~ coastal programs, such 
as initial administrative costs incurred in establishing local permit programs. 
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Resources Agency 

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Item 376 from special funds Budget p. R 119 

Requested 1981-82 ........................................................................ .. 
Estimated 1980-81 .......................................................................... .. 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

$27,632,176 
5,583,975 
1,770,868 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $22,048,201 (+395 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . $24,128,896 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
37&oo1-565-Support 
37&OO1-721-Support 
376-101-188-Local Assistance 
376-10l-721-Local Assistance 
376-301-1~apital Outlay 

376-301-721-Capital Outlay 
376-490-Reappropriation (Capital Outlay) 

Fund 
State Coastal Conservancy 
Parklands 
Energy and Resources 
Parklands 
Environmental License 
Plate 
Parklands 
State Coastal Conservancy 

Amount 
$927,088 
591,731 

1,500,000 
16,000,000 

170,750 

7,000,000 
1,442,607 

Total $27,632,176 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. 1976 Park Bond Act. Reduce Item 376-001-565 by $87,165. Recom­

mend reduction of $87,165 because need for requested positions has 
not been demonstrated. 

2. Parklands Fund Reduce Items 376-101-721,376-301-721, and 376-
001-721 by Ii total of$23,241,731, consisting of (1) $16,000,000 in Item 
376"101-721 for local assistance, (2) $7,000,000 in Item 376-301-721 
for capital outlay, and (3) $241,731 in Item 376-001-721. Recom­
mend reduction because there is no program of expenditures. 

3. Public Land Trust. Reduce Item 376-101-188 by $800,000. Recom­
mend (1) reduction of $800,000 for new public land trusts program 
and (2) approval of $200,000 for technical assistance in order to limit 
the conservancy to organization of land trusts. 

4. Budget Bill Language. Recommend adoption of revised Budget 
Bill language in Items 376-101-188 and 376-301-140 to correctly 
schedule expenditures. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page· 

590 

591 

592 

593 

Chapter 1441, Statutes of 1976, established the State Coastal Conservancy in the 
Resources Agency. The activities of the conservancy are unique and without 
precedent in state government. 

The conservancy is authorized to acquire land, undertake projects, and award 
grants for the purposes of: (1) preserving agricultural land and significant coastal 
resources, (2) consolidating subdivided land, (3) restoring wetlands, marshes, and 
other natural resources, (4) developing a system of public accessways, and (5) 
improving urban-related land uses such as urban waterfronts. In general, the 
projects must conform to California Coastal Act policies, must be approved by the 
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Coastal Commission, or must be in conformity with a local coastal program (LCP). 
The conservancy's jurisdiction coincides with the coastal zone boundaries of the 

California Coastal Commission; An exception is the San Francisco Bay and Suisun 
Marsh area where the conservancy has jurisdiction but the Coastal Commission has 
no jurisdiction. 

The conservancy consists of the chairperson of the Coastal Commission, the 
Secretary of the Resources Agency, the Director of Finance, and two public mem­
bers. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This analysis is an integrated discussion of all seven items for the State Coastal 

Conservancy. It includes support, local assistance, and capital outlay (Items 376-
001-565 through 376-490). 

The budget requests $27,632,176 for the conservancy's support, local assistance, 
and capital outlay programs in 1981-82. This is an increase of $22,048,201, or 395 
percent, over estimated current-year expenditures. Of this amount, $1,518,819 is 
requested for support, $17,500,000 is requested for local assistance, and $8,613,357 
is requested for capital outlay as shown in Table 1. Expenditures for support will 
increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for the 
budget year. 

Table 1 
State Coastal Conservancy Programs By Fund 

1981-82 

Program Fund 
A. State Operations 

1. Support (Item 376-001-565). .......................... State Coastal Conservancy 
2. Support (Item 376-001-721) .......................... Parklands 

a. LCP Grant Administration ..................... . 
b. Ongoing programs ................................... . 

Subtotal ....................................................... . 
B. Local Assistance 

1. Local Assistance (Item 376-101-188) .......... Energy and Resources 
a. Land Trust program ................................. . 
b. San Dieguito Lagoon grant ................... . 

2. Local Assistance (Item 376-101-721) .......... Parklands 
a. LCP grants ................................................. . 
b. San Francisco Bay grants ....................... . 
c. Santa Monica Conservancy grants ....... . 

Subtotal ...... , ................................................ . 
C. Capital Outlay Projects 

1. Capital Outlay (Item 376-490) .................... State Coastal Conservancy 
2. Capital Outlay (Item 376-301-721) ............ Parklands 
3. Capital Outlay (Item 376-301-140) ............ California Environmental 

License Plate 

Subtotal. ...................................................... . 

Total ................................................................. . 

a Reappropriation 

Amount 

$927,088 
591,731 

(350,000) 
(241,731) 

$1,518,819 

1,500,000 
(1,000,000) 

(500,000) 
16,000,000 

(10,000,000) 
(5,000,000) 
(1,000,000) 

$17,500,000 

1,442,607 a 

7,000,000 
170,750 

$8,613,357 

$27,632,176 

The major reason for the nearly four-fold increase in the conservancy's budget 
is the approval of the California Parklands Act of 1980 (Chapter 250, Statutes of 
1980) by the voters in the November 1980 general election. The act authorizes the 
issuance of general obligation bonds in the amount bf $285,000,000 for coastal and 
parkland acquisitions. Upon appropriation by the Legislature, the conservancy is 



Coastal 
Conservancy Fund 

(Support) 
1980-81 (Revised) .............................. $833,225 
A. Workload Adjusbnents 

1. Public Access Grants .............. 
2; Aliso Trail-Phase 1 ................ 
3. San Dieguito acquisition ...... 
4. Unspecified programs ............ 

B. New Programs 
1. Unspecified programs : ........... 
2. LCP Local Assistance Grants 
3. Land Trusts Program ............ 
4. San Dieguito Lagoon ............ 
5. Aliso Trail-Phase 2 .............. 

C. Baseline Changes 
1. Price, Salary, Workload 

Changes •................................•... +93,863 
Proposed Changes ............................ (+93,863) 
1981-82 Proposed Budget ................ $927,088 
• Includes local assistance and capital outlay. 
b State Parks and Recreation Fund. 

Table 2 
State Coastal Conservancy 

Proposed Budget Adjustments 
1981-82 

Coastal Park/ands 
Conservancy Fund Fund ParKlands 
(Capital Outlay) (Support) Fund' 

$5,442,607 

-4,000,000 

+$241,731 +$7,000,000 
+350,000 + 16,000,000 

( -4,000,(00) (+591,731) ( +23,000,(00) 
$1,442,607 $591,731 $23,000,000 

EoJironmental Eoergyand 
license Plate Resources 

Fund Fund 
$170,750 $500,000 

-500,000 
-170,750 

+1,000,000 
+500,000 

+170,750 

(+1,000,000) 
$170,750 $1,500,000 

OtIJerb Total 
$80,000 $7,026,582 

-500,000 
-170,750 

-80,000 -80,000 
-4,000,000 

+7,241,731 
+ 16,350,000 
+1,000,000 

+500,000 
+170,750 

(-80,000) 
+93,863 

(+20,605,594) 
$27,632,176 

UI 
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STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY-Continued 

authorized to receive up to $30 million for local assistance grants and $10 million 
for its programs. 

Program Changes 
Table 2 details the proposed funding and program changes between the current 

and budget years. Table 3 shows the proposed position increases. The conservancy 
hastequested an additional 14 positions that would be funded from the 1976 and 
1980 Bond Acts. The staffing request is based on (1) the total amount of local 
assistance and capital outlay funds remaining under the 1976 Bond Act, (2) the full 
amount of new funds available under the 1980 Bond Act, and (3) the amount 
requested from special funds for 1981-82. 

In effect, the conservancy has .requested that virtually all of the funding avail­
able to it for the next several years be appropriated in a lump sum for 1981-82. It 
is clearly beyond the ability of the conservancy to spend the full amount next year. 
Consequently, the conservancy's staffing request is inflated. Furthermore, the 
conservancy has not scheduled in the Budget Bill. those individual projects or 
categories of projects for which the funds would be spent. Finally, the conservancy 
is unable to distinguish at this time between projects which will be undertaken as 
local assistance grants or capital outlay projects. Instead, it proposes to formulate 
projects over the next several years and then decide whether the state or some 
local agency will construct them. After making this decision, it proposes to allocate 

Table 3 
State Coastal Conservancy 

Position Changes by Funding Source 
1981-82 

Authonzed Positions 
A. Management: 

1. Executive Officer ..................................................... . 
2. Assistant Executive Officer ................................... . 
3. Project Analyst 111.. ................................................. . 

ProjeCt Analyst III .................................................... . 
B. Staff: 

1. Project Analyst II ..................................................... . 
Project Analyst II ................................................... . 

2. Project Analyst I ..................................................... , 
Project Analyst I ..................................................... . 

3. Legal Counsel ........................................................... . 
4. Temporary Help ................................................... ... 

C. Administration: 
1. Fiscal Officer ................... , ....................................... . 
2. Staff Services Manager II ................ , ..................... . 
3. Staff Services Analyst ............................................. . 
4. Account Clerk ......................................................... . 

D. Clerical: 
1. Executive Secretary ............................................... . 
2. Stenographer ... : ....................................................... . 
3. Office Assistant II ................................................... . 

Office Assistant II .................................. ; ..... : ....... ; .. . 

Position Count 
Existing Proposed 
1980-81 1981-82 

2 

2 

2 

4 

15 

2 
1 
2 
1 

-2 
1 

3 

14 

Funding 
Source 

1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 
1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 

1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 
1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 
1976 Bond 
1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 

1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 
1980 Bond 
1976 Bond 

1976 Bond. 
1976 Bond 
1976 Bond 
1980 Bond 

Total 
Positions 

1 
1 
3 
1 

2 
2 
3 
2 
1 
2 
1 

1 
1 
1 
3 

29 
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money to each project from either its local assistance or capital outlay lump sum 
appropriation. 

The conservancy's approach to budgeting would eliminate virtually alllegisla­
tive review, approval, and oversight ofits program. In order to provide for legisla­
tive control, we believe that the budget requests should be scaled back to a base 
consisting of the current year's funding from the 1976 Bond Act. To this base 
should be added sufficient funds for a staff increase to plan new projects for the 
budget year and the following fiscal year. Finally, funding should be provided to 
execute the individual projects when (and only when) the conservancy has identi­
fied and justified the projects as local assistance grants or capital outlay. 

If this approach is taken, the support and capital outlay appropriations that 
would be warranted for the conservancy would consist of: 

1. Item 376-001-565, support from 1976 Bond Fund (includes no new positions over 1980-
81 base) ............................................................................................................................................ . 

2. Item .376-490, capital outlay reappropriation from 1976 Bond Fund ................................ . 
3. Item 376-001-721, support from 1980 Parklands Act. .... : ..................................................... .. 

a.Funds 9.0 new positions. 
4. Item 376-101·188, local' assistance from the Energy and Resources Fund ..................... .. 

a. San Dieguito Lagoon project. ...... , ........................................................................................ . 
b. Technical assistance for land trusts. . ................................................................................. .. 

5. Item 376-301·721, capital outlay from the Environmental License Plate Fund. 
a. Aliso trail project. ............ ; ........................................................................................................ .. 

1981-82 Total Recommended Appropriations ............................................................................. . 

$839,923 
1,442,607 

350,000 

700,000 
(500,000) 
(200,000) 

170,750 

$3,503,280 

Using this outline, the conservancy's budget is discussed in more detail below. 

1976 Park Bond Act (Items 376-001-565 and 376-490) 
We recommend (1) a reduction of $87,165 in Item 37fi..(}()1-5G5 because there is no justifica­

tion for the amount requested, and (2) approval of Item 376-490; 

The conservancy is currently funded from $10 million provided by the State, 
Urban, and Coastal Bond Act of 1976. Of this amount, $7 million was appropriated 
by the Legislature in the Budget Act of 1978 as a lump sum for capital outlay 
expenditures, and $3 million was held for support or other purposes. A portion of 
this $3 million was appropriated in subsequent budget acts. The budget shows an 
unappropriated surplus of $1,323,388 in the State Coastal Conservancy (Fund) at 
the end of the budget year. Of this amount, an estimated $1,000,000 represents 
reimbursements to the fund from repayments of prior year project expenditures. 

Capital Outlay. Item 376-490 reappropriates the undisbursed balance of Item 
520.1, Budget Act of 1978 ($1,442,607) which made a lump sum appropriation of 
$7,000,000 to the conservancy for unspecified capital outlay purposes. As of Sep· 
tember 30, 1980, the conservancy had approved funding for approximately 60 
projects in the amount of $6.6 million, out of the $7 million appropriated for this 
purpose. The proposed reappropriation is based on a projected level of expendi­
tures in the current year of $4 million. Progress on the conservancy's projects has 
been slow and only one major project has been constructed to date. As a conse­
quence, the current year expenditures may be significantly overestimated~ 
However, reappropriation of the funds is necessary for the conservancy to com­
plete the projects it has approved. On this basis, we recomend approval of the 
item. 

Support. As shown in Table 3, the conservancy staff currently consists of 15 
authorized positions (eight professional, three clerical, and four graduate student 
assistants). The conservancy also funds five temporary one-year positions from 
federal grants that are not expected to continue in the budget year. 
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The conservancy is requesting a support appropriation from the State Coastal 
Conservancy (Fund) of $927,088, which is an increase of $93,863, or 11.3 percent, 
over the current year. The increase would fund two new positions (project analyst 
III and senior account clerk) and upgrade two temporary help positions (legal 
counsel and project analyst I), at a' total additional cost of $87,165. In addition, 
$6,698 is provided for price increases. 

The. conservancy's justification for these positions is based on a projected work­
load increase due to unspecified projects eligible for funding under the 1980 Bond 
Act. Our recommended approach to the conservancy's budget provides for con­
tinuation of the current year base level for capital outlay and staffing from the 1976 
Park Bond Fund to complete currently approved projects. To the extent that 
additional staff is needed, it is primarily for workload associated with the 1980 
Parklands Act. Consequently, we recommend approval of $350,000 reguested for 
increased staff (9.0 positions) in our analysis of theParklands Act (see below), but 
find inadequate justification for these position changes. As a result, we recommend 
a reduction in Item 376-001-565 of $87,165. 

Parklands Fund (Items 376-001-721, 376-101-721, and 376-301-721) 
We recommend (1) eliminating Item 376-101-721 ($16miJJion for local assistance) because 

there is no program of expenditures, (2) eliminating Item 376-301-721 ($7 miJJion for capital 
outlay) because there is no program 01 expenditures and the conservancy has some funding 
.remaining from the 1976 Bond Act, and (3) reducing Item 376-{){}1-721 ($591,731 for support) 
by $241,731 because of lack of workload justification. 

Local Assistance. Of the $30 million authorized for coastal grants in the Park­
lands Act, the conservancy is requesting $16 million in Item 376-101-721 for (1) 
projects to implement local coastal programs ($10 million), (2) projects in the San 
Francisco Bay Area .($5 million), and (3) projects in the Santa Monica Mountains 
.($1 million). 

The Parklands Act specifies detailed procedures, including the preparation of 
criteria and priorities, for the conservancy to follow in selecting and administering 
the grant projects. These procedures have not been followed to date. The conserv­
ancy states that the "types and magnitude of projects funded from this source has 
not yet been determined," and that these unidentified "projects must be funded 
as swiftly as possible to provide incentives for the certification of local coastal 
plans." Consequently, the budget request is not consistent with the clear proce­
dural directives established in the statute by the Legislature. 

We recognize the significance of the $16 million as a means to implement 
statewide coastal policies at the local level, and that the conservancy should issue 
the grants in a timely manner. This should not, however, preclude a thorough 
review by the Legislature of the nature and type of grants to be made. Before the 
Legislature appropriates any portion of these funds, the conservancy should, as a 
. minimum, provide a program or description of grant projects, specify priorities for 
expenditure, describe how the grants will serve as incentives for the timely sub­
mittal of local coastal plans, clarify the use of local assistance grants, and establish 
procedures for project selection. If t,heconservancy is able to provide such materi­
al prior to the legislative budget hearings, we will review it and make whatever 
modification to our recommendation is appropriate. 

Capital Outlay or Local Assistance. The Parklands Act also authorizes $10 
million for expenditure by the conservancy for all of its programs, including ad­
ministrative costs. The conservancy proposes that $3 million of the $10 million be 
allocated for support and $7 million be appropriated for either capital outlay or 
local assistance in Item 376-301-721. Without a program of expenditures and priori­
ties, we have no basis for evaluating the conservancy's request for this $7 million 
lump-sum appropriation. Part of the difficulty arises from the fact that the Bond 
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Act project categories for capital outlay funding duplicate the categories forlocal 
assistance. A project could be funded either as a capital outlay project or as a local 
assistance project depending on what the conservancy decided. The ii:nplications 
of this discretion for state~local relations is not clear. We think the conservancy's 
discretion should be narrowed before funding is provided. 

In addition, the conservancy should not undertake a large number of new 
projects until it can demonstrate that a substantial number of the projects now 
underway will be completed by the end of the current year, as projected in the 
budget. The $4 million in project expenditures estimated for the current year may 
be optimistic because the conservancy has historically overestimated. experidi­
tures. If too many new projects are undertaken, a backlog of projects could de. 
velop, thereby slowing the conservancy's progress toward the goals established for 
it by the Legislature. For these reasons, we recommend that Item 376-301-721 not 
be approved. 

Administrative Support. The Parklands Bond Act specifically makes $350,000 
available for three years, starting with 1980-81, for support of the conservancy. The 
budget requests 9.0 new positions in Item 376-001-721 to administer the local 
coastal grant program contained ill the Parklands Bond Act. Another 3.0 positions 
and $241,731 is requested from the. $3 million allocated for administration, as 
described above under Item 376-001-721. Table 3 shows the additional positions 
requested from the Parklands Fund. 

Because the Parklands Bond Act specifically provides $350,OOOfor support of the 
conservancy, we are recommending approval of that amount. We recognize that 
the 9 positions requested by the conservancy under Item 376-001-721 may not be 
the precise positions the conservancy will need if, as we recommend, this is allthe 
additional staff it receives. Therefore, we recommend that the conservancy be 
allowed some flexibility in establishing these positions .• 

The conservancy is requesting 'a third staffing increment at a cost of$241,731. 
We recommend deletion ofthis amount. The $350,000 recommended above plus 
the existing staff would provide for an increase from 15 to 24 positions in 1981-82. 
This should be sufficient for the. conservancy to carry out its existing programs and 
to plan its new programs. When the programs are identified, t4e workload needed 
to perform them can be' evaluated. 

Public Land Trust Program (Item 376-101-188) 
We recommend (1).a reduction of $800,(J()(} in Item 376-101-188 for a new public land trust 

program, and (2) approval of $2f)O,(J()(} for technical assistance. 

Chapter 667, Statutes of 1980, authorized the conservancy to award grants to, 
and acquire site,s for, eligible public land trusts. A public land trust is a nonprofit, 
charitable corporatiori created to acquire and manage lands in the public interest 
or to provide access to the coast in lieu of state or local expenditures for the 
projects. There are approximately 15 land trusts in operation throughout the 
coastal zorie, according to the conservancy. , 

For 1981-82, the conservancy proposes an expenditure of $1,000,000 from the 
Energy and Resources Fund for unspecified grants and technical assistance to 
public land trusts. The conservancy estimates that this money will fund from two 
to five projects which will serve as "seed money" to generate income for the 
continuing support of the individual land trusts. 

The California Coastal Commission and Coastal Conservancy recently prepared 
it report entitled, Innovative Management andFunding Techniques for Coastal 
Accessways (December 1980). This report, mandated by Chapter 840, Statutes of 
1919, proposes a. statewide nonprofit .land trust to operate. and maintain public 
access facilities. It states that a pilot program should be implemented to test this 
recommendation. 
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One of the report's specific recommendations is that the conservancy assist.in 
organizing land trusts. Although the effort to org:urize land trusts is novel and 
untried, it may be worth experimenting with. However, we believe that.$2OO,000 
is adequate for that purpose. The conservancy is proposing to go further and 
provide $1 million in grants to finance land trusts to undertake unspecified 
projects. Undoubtedly land trusts are willing to spend state money. The purpose 
of organizing land trusts, however, is to create an entity that can raise funds from 
private sources and use these funds to supplement programs and projects which 
the state would otherwise have to finance by itself. If the state is also going to 
finance these projects, the advantages of a land trust begin to disappear. 

On this basis, we recommend that only $200,000 be appropriated for technical· 
assistance by the conservancy in organizing land trusts. 

San Dieguito Lagoon (Item 376-101-188) 
We recommend adoption of Budget Bill language to schedule the project for eXpenditure. 

In the current year $80,000 was appropriated from the State Park and Recreation 
. Fund to acquire 3.5 acres and construct a salt water tidal basin on a portion of the 
San Dieguito Lagoon in the City of Del Mar, San Diego County. 

In the budget year, the conservancy proposes to finance a $500,000 grant to the 
City of Del Mar from the Energy and Resources Fund to enhance the southeast 
portion of the lagoon. The two projects are distinct elements of the conservancy's 
overall plan to restore the lagoon area in cooperation with the City. This particular 
project proposes to (a) dredge and widen two existing channels and (b) create a 
least tern nesting island, mudflats, and a new marsh with portions of the dredged 
materials. The grant will primarily cover the costs of dredging up to 125,000 cubic 
yards of soil. The project is contingent on acquisition of the property by the 
Wildlife Conservation Board, which is expected to occur by the end of the current 
year.. . 

The project~ should be scheduled in the Budget Bill along with the $200,000 for 
land trusts as follows: . . 

Item 376-101-188--For local assistance, State Coastal Conservancy, 
payable from the. Energy and Resources Fund ........................... ~ ...................... .. $700,000 

Schedule: 
(a) San Dieguito Lagoon, San Diego County ...................................... $500,000 
(b) Public Land Trusts, Technical ASsistance ...................................... $200,000 

Aliso Greenbelt Trail System {Item 376-301-140} 
We recommend adoption of revised Budget Bill language for item 376-301-140. 

The Budget Bill of 1980 (Item 526) appropriated $170,750 to the State Coastal 
Conservancy from the California Environmental License Plate Fund (CELPF) to 
finance a grant for constructing Phase 1 of the Aliso Greenbelt trail system in 
Orange County. The balance needed to complete the project-$170,75().......:.is re­
quested in the budget year. Upon completion, there will be 8.8 miles of regional; 
hikiIig, biking and riding trails within the 4,000-acre Aliso Greenbelt development. 
The t6talprojectcost is $341,500. . 

Our review indicates that this is a reasonable request. However, the Budget Bill 
language has incorrectly scheduled the project as a: capital outlay project. Because 
the project is proposed as a grant, it should be scheduled for local assistance. 
Otherwise, the conservancy itself would have.toundertake the project The :cur­
rent year project was also budgeted as capital. outlay on the· presumption that the 
capital outlay designation provides the conservancy with the flexibility to either 
undertake the project or award a. grant. It now appears that the project was 
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incorrectly budgeted in the 1980 Budget Act. IIi order to correctly schedule the 
project in 1981-82, we recommend adoption of the following Budget Bill language: 

Item 376-10l·140-For local assistance, State Coastal Conservancy, 
payable from the Environmental License Plate Fund .......................................... ;. $170,750 
Schedule: 
(a) Aliso Greenbelt trail system, Orange County .............................. $170,750 

Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Item 379 from the General 
Fund and from various funds Budget p. R 124 

Requested 1981-82 ........................................................................ .. 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease (excluding amount for. salary 
increases) $2,791,353 (-2.9 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ..................... ; ............ ; ................. . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item De~criptlon Fund 
379'()()1'()()I-Departrnent Support General (adjusted) 
379.()()1·263--Departrnent Support Off·Highway Vehicle 
379.()()1-392-Departrnent Support State Parks and Recreation 
379.()()1·516-Boating Safety Harbors and Watercraft Re· 

volving 
379-011-062--State Park Road Repairs State Parks and Recreation 
379·10l·140-Local Assistance Grants Environmental License 

Plate 
379·10l·1BB--Locai Assistance Grants Energy and Resources 
379·101·7~Departrnent Support 1974 State Beach, Park, Rec· 

reation and Historical Facili· 
ties Bond 

379·10l·742-Local Assistance Grants 1976. Urban and Coastal Park 
Bond 

Subtotal State Appropriations 
Federal Funds 
379'()()I-890-Departrnent Support Federal Trust 
379·101-890-Local Assistance Grants Federal Trust 

Total Appropriations 

$93,458,368" 
96,249,721" 
79,887,286" 

$11,435,333 

Amount 
$68,435,114 

2,591,894 
7,212,710 

311,662 

1,500,000 
1,400,000 

10,000,000 
156,518 

1,850,470 

$93,458,368 

2,674,672 
22,939,847 

$119,072,887 
"Expenditures for Urban Open·Space and Recreation Local Grants, and Off·Highway Vehicle Local 

Assistance Grant programs not included to facilitate comparison of expenditures. 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. State Parks System Plan. Recommend that the fiscal subcommit~ 

tees dire.ct the department to explain why it did n()t submit a 
revised state park system plan to the Legislature on September 1, 
1980 as directed in the 1980 Supplemental Language Report. 

Analysis 
page 

599 
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2. Revoke Grant of Tidelands at Candlestick Point. Recommend 602 
legislation to revoke grant to City and County of San Francisco 
and to make land availaqle at no cost for CandlestickState Recrea-
tion area. 

3. Operations Staff Increases. Reduce Items 379-001-001 and 379-001- 603 
263 by $876,988. Eliminate funding for 40.5 new positions be-
cause facilities will not be completed or because the requested 
positions are not needed, . . . 

4. Special Adjustment to Operations Program. Withhold recom- 605 
mendation on special adjustment reduction of $585,000. and 27. 
positions until details are submitted. . 

5. Reorganization. Recommend department provide fiscal sub- 606 
committees With a report on its reorganization and an estiinate of 
net savings. 

6. Park User Fees~ Recommend department submit to the Legisla- 0Cf1 
ture by September 1, 1981, a formal policy for establishing state 
park user fees and for recognizing changing public use patterns. 

7. Senior Citizen Discount Fees. Recommend department discon- 608 
tinue allowing senior citizens to use state park facilities at· half 
price, except for holders of Golden Bear passes for use of day-use 
facilities. . 

8. Golden Bear Pass. Recommend legislation repealing existing law 608 
which provides for issuance of the Golden Bear pass in order to 
make additional General Fund revenue available for other 
priorities. .. 

9. State Beaches in Los Angeles County. Recommend th.e fiscal 609 
subcommitees direct the department to explain· why it did not 
submit to the Legislature, on December 15, 1980, a report as di­
rected in the 1980 Supplemental Language Report, on arrange­
ments with the County ()f Los Angeles to assure continuing 
operations of state beaches in Los Angeles after the present con-
tract with the county expires. 

10. Bazaar Del Mundo Concession. Recommend the fiscal subcom- 610 
mittees direct the department to explain why it failed to submit 
to the Legislature by December 15, 1980 for approval a renegotiat-
ed contract with Bazaar Del Mundo, or an analysis of alternatives 
and the department's recommendations as directed in the 1980 
Supplemental Language Report. . 

11. Concessions Staff Increases. Reduce Item 379-001-001 by $85,095, 612 
and two positions for the department's concessions prograin be-
cause these positions were funded in the 1978 Budget Act. Also 
·recommend that the department work with the State Personnel 
Board to establish more reasonable salary levels for concession 
specialists. 

12. New Concession Contracts. Withhold recommendation on four 613.· 
new concession contracts pending receipt of additional informa-
tion. . 

13. State Park Properties. Recommend DeP3:rtment of General Serv- 613 
ices be directed to transfer to the Department of Parks and Recre-
ation all properties. acquired for the state park system which 
provide recreational and open-space benefits in order that the 
properties can be enjoyed by the public. . . 

14. Authority to transfer properties. Recommend present law be 613 
changed to (1) provide that the Director of Parks and Recreation, 
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rather than the Director of General Services, have the authority 
to transfer lands to the state park system, and (2) provide upon 
transfer of properties to the state park system, that all rents will 
be deposited in the General Fund rather than in the State Prop­
erty Management Account in the General Fund. 

15. Resource Management Projects. Reduce Item 379-001-392 by 615 
$473,250, to remove excessive funding for resource preservation 
projects. 

16. Urban, Open-Space and Recreation Grants. Reduce Item 379-001- 617 
188 by $10,000,000. Recommend reduction because (1) the 
$4 million for Urban Park grants, when combined with $40 million 
from other sources, would substantially exceed the department's 
ability to admiriister the grants in 1981-82 and (2) the $6 million 
for urban fishing projects is premature because there are un­
resolved problems and no details have been proVided by the de­
partment. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Department· of Parks and Recreation is responsible for the planning and 

implementation of broadly based park;}ecreation, cultural and natural resource 
preservation programs thoughout California. 

As steward of the statepi!.rks system, the department is responsible for acquir­
ing, developing, preserVing, interpreting, and managing the use of the outstanding 
natural, cultural and recreational resources of the state. New projects are under­
taken with the adVice of the>niIie-member CaHforniaState Park and Recreation 
Commission. .." '<' .;~:. .;>-

In addition, the department administers state and federal grants to cities, coun­
ties and special districts to proVide parks and open space throughout the state. 
Since 1976, emphasis has been given to acquisition and development of local and 
regional parks in urbanareaS.'-' \!. . 

The state parks system consis,tsof 264 units containing approximately 1.1 million 
acres with over 240 miles of ocean and bay frontage and 675 miles oflake, reservoir 
and river frontage. Over 65 million park Visitations are anticipated during 1981-82 

The system's units are grouped into several categories: state parks, state wilder­
ness areas, state reserves; state histori~ parks,' state museums, state recreation 
areas, state beaches, state underwater parks and preserves, and state vehicle recre­
ation areas. 

. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Budget Bill proposes nine appropriations totaling $93,458,368. from state 

funds for support of the Department of Parks and Recreation and for local assist­
ance grants in 1981-82. This is $2,791,353, or 2.9 percent, less than estimated cur­
rent year expenditures. The request for support will increase by the amount of any 
salary and staff benefit increases approved f{)r the budget year. 

The budget proposes total expenditures from all sources of $134,862,092 (2,793 
personnel-years) for the department's support and local assistance programs. Fi­
nancing for these expenditures will come from the General F!-lnd,special funds, 
federal funds and reimbursemepts.Thebudget shows total expenditures decreas­
ing by $6,802,472, or 4.8 percent, froIll the current year level. The net decrease 
results from: (1) a $185,677 or 14.7 percent, reduction in statewide parks planning, 
(2) a $127,630, or 1.3 percent, increase in acquisition and development planning, 
(3) a $4,028,786, or 5.8 percent, increase in state park operations, (4) a $703,936, 
or 23.3 percent, increase in resources preservation, and (5) a $10,892,167, or 18.7 



Estimated 
Program Expenditures 1980-81 

Statewide parks plannfug ...................... $1,265,305 
Development of the state park system 9,824,418 
State park operations ........................•... 69,326,338 
Resources preservation .......................... 3,023,460 
Assistance to local park agencies ; ....... 58,225,063 
Administration distributed .................... (7,571,121) 
Less Special Adjustment ........................ -

Totals ..... '. ........................................ ; ....... $141,664,584 

Table 1 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

Program Changes by Funding Sources 

Changes In 
Proposed General Special 
1981-82 Fund funds 

$1,079,628 -$309,366 -$22,541 
9,952,048 -745,235 ·1,754,753 

73,355,124 3,812,953 -79,805 
3,727,396 -76,830 983,674 

47,332,896 -1,928,798 -14,890,556 
(8,004,707) 
-585,000 -585,000 

$134,862,092 $167,724 -.$12,254,475 

Federal Reimburse-
funds ments 

-$83 $146,313 
16,597 ~898,485 

175,455 120,183 
-95,703 -107,205 

5,712,235 214,952 

$5,808,501 -$524,242 

Total Change 
Amount Percent 

. -$185,677 -14.7 
127,630 1.3 

4,028,786 5.8 
703,936 23.3 

-10,892,167 -18.7 

-585,000 

-$6,802,472 4.8% 

~ 
~ 

~. 
g 
~ n 
~ 
....... 

t; 
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percent, decrease in financial assistance to local park agencies financed from bond 
funds. 

Table 1 summarizes estimated and proposed expenditures, by program and 
funding source, for the current and budget years. 

Program Changes 
The following are the major changes proposed in the 1981-82 budget: 
Statewide Parks Plll11ning. The proposed reduction in statewide parks plan­

ning (-$185,677) results from the completion of the statewide recreation needs 
analyses in the current year. 

Acquisition and Development Planning. The proposed increase in acquisition 
and development planning ($127,630) provides five new positions to assist in 
handling the backlog of acquisition projects and ownership records, and six new 
positions for off-highway vehicle minor capital outlay projects, energy audits in the 
state parks system and program administration. Seventeen personnel-years will be 
deleted in the budget year to reflect completion of interpretive exhibit work for 
the California Railroad History Museum. 

State Park Operations. The budget provides a net increase of $4,028,786 and 
113.6 personnel-years for field operations. Included in this number are 67.4 posi­
tions for patrol of new acquisitions and operation and maintenance of new park 
facilities, 36 personnel-years for coiltinuation of the Youth Conservation Corps 
summer program, 7 permanent field operations positions to be converted from 
temporary help and contract furtds, and 6 new positions for management of 
concessions contracts. To partially offset these increases in operations cost, the 
department increased fees by approximately $1.4 million annually at Hearst San 
Simeon State Historical Monument, effective January 1, 1981. The budget also 
reflects a "special adjustment" to the request for department operations amount­
ing to a reduction of $585,000 (General Fund) and 27 personnel-years. At the time 
this analysis was written, no details on this reduction were available from the 
department. . . 

Resources Preservation. The budget proposes a net increase of $703,936 for an 
expanded resources preservation program in the state park system. Staff support 
for this program will be established administratively during the budget year. 

Assistance to Local Park Agencies. The 1974 and 1976 Park Bond Fund grant 
programs for local parks will be essentially completed in the current year. Chapter 
1166, Statutes of 1979, appropriated $10 million from the General Fund for addi­
tional grants for local park projeCt:s in urban areas during the budget year. The 
budget also requests $10 million from the Energy and Resources Fund to finance 
additional grants for urban parks and for new urban fishing projects in 1981-82. 

The local assistance budget makes no provision for grants from the California 
Parklands Bond Act of 1980, which made available $115 million for local projects. 
It is anticipated that the department will submit a budget change letter requesting 
an appropriation from the Parklands Bond Act of 1980 for the budget year. In 
addition, the local assistance budget includes a $300,000 grant to the Oakland 
Museum for the Hall of California Ecology, and a $1.1 million grant to the City of 
Torrance for acquisition of Madrona Marsh.· These grants would be financed from 
the Environmental License Plate Fund. 

STATEWIDE PARKS AND RECREATION PLANNING 
(Items 379-001-001,263, 392 and 890) . 

The department's Planning Division provides a basic planning framework for 
departmental programs. The Planning Division has primary responsibility for 
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development of (1) the Statewide Recreational Needs Analysis, (2) the Park and 
Recreation Information System (PARIS), (3) the California Outdoor Recreation 
Resources Plan (CORRP), (4) the State Park System Pllm, and (5) the Multi-Year 
Capital Outlay Program (MYCOP). 

The budget proposes expenditures for this program of $1,079,628 (30.5 person~ 
nel-years), a decrease of $185,677, or 14.7 percent, below the current year. One 
position assigned to the statewide recreation needs analysis study would be elimi­
nated. 

State Park System Plan 
We recommend that the fiscal subcommittees direct the Department of Parks and Recrea­

tion to explain why it did not submit a reVised state park system plan to the Legislature on 
September 1, 1980 as directed by the 1980 Supplemental Language Report. 

In the Budget Act of 1978, the Legislature directed the department to submit 
an updated State Parks System Plan to the the Legislature biennially, with the first 
report due on September 1, '1979. The department submitted a draft of its revised 
plan in November 1979. 

In our Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill, we stated that the draft represented a 
constructive step towards development of a comprehensive phmning process for 
the department but that it was incomplete and contained major deficiencies in 
terms of: (1) determining the need for new recreational· facilities· and programs, 
(2) establishing short-term and long-term action plans, (3) creating a coherent 
urban parks policy, (4) addressing localruisistance grants programs, (5) forecasting 
future operations and maintenance costs for the state park system, and (6) estab­
lishing a phUl and estimated costs for future capital' outlay projects. 

In order to ensure that the State Park System PlaIiwould be useful as a basis for 
making future policy and fiscaldecisiorts affecting ~he state park system, the 
Legislature, in the Supplemental Report to the 1980 Budget Act; directed the 
department to correct the deficiencies and submit a revised version of the plan 
by September 1, 1980. . . 

The department has not submitted a revised' version of the plan. Instead, it 
p~blished its "State Parks System.Plan-1980" in April 1980 without having cor" 
rected the deficiencies. The Director of Parks and Recreation, however, advised 
the Chairman of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee that he had formed 
several task forces to address deficiencies in the plan, with speci.al emphasis on 
formulating (1) updated policies for the departments programs, (2) new econom­
ic strategies to increase state park system revemiesand reduce costs; and (3) 
detailed action plans for each of the department's programs. The recommenda­
tions of the task forces are to be consolidated into a report entitled "Mission 1990", 
which is to be submitted to the Legislature in the spring of 1981. 

Because of the importance ofthe state parks system plan to the Legislature in 
making future policy' and fiscal decisions affecting the .state park system, we rec­
ommend that the fiscal subcommittees direct the department to explain why it did 
not submit a revised state park system plan to the Legislature on September 1, 
1980. 

DEVELOPMENT OF STATE PARKS SYST~M 
(Items 379-001-001, 363, 392 and 890) . . 

The Acquisition Division, DeSign and Construction Division, and the Resources 
Preservation and Interpretation Divisionjointlysllar,e·the responsibility for devel­
opment of the state park system. The proposed expenditures for this program total 
$9,952,048; an increase of $127,630, or 1.3 percent, above the current year. The 
budget proposes a increase of 11 personnel-years. as follows: 

• Four personnel-years to handle the backlog of property ownership records 
and maps. 
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• One personnel-year to assist inplaIming of acquisition projects. 
• Two personnel-years tomanage minor capital outlay projects for off-highway 

vehicle parks. 
• One personnel-year for energy audits in the state parks system. 
• Three personnel-years for program management and administration. 
Funding Accumulating Eor Capital Outlay Projects. Since 1971, the depart-

ment has spent in excess of $513 million to acquire lands and construct new 
facilities for the state park system. Funding for these projects has been provided 
primarily from the 1964, 1970, 1974, and 1976 Park Bond Acts. Because most of the 
remaining bond monies' would either be expended or committed to projects by 
July 1980, the Legislature enacted the following major legislation during the 1979-
80 session to fund additional acquisitions and facilities to meet the park needs of 
ClI.lifomia's expanding population. 

Chapter 250 (SB 624). SB. 624 submitted the $285 million California Parklands 
Act of 1980 to the electorate for adoption in the November 1980 General Election. 
This bond issue, which the voters approved, provides $130 million for state park 
acquisition and development projects. The department currently is conducting 
public hearings on candidate projects. Following approval of the projects by the 
State Parks and Recreation Commission and the Secretary of Resources, the de­
partment inteIids.to submit an appropriation request for the initial round of 
projects in 19B1-82. The request is anticipated by March 15, 19B!. 

Chapter 8G (SB 761). SB 761 transferred $7.B million of state tidelands oil 
revenues to the S.tate Parks and Recreation Fund for acquisition and development 
of SeccombePark in San Bernardino. 

Chapter 372 (AB 1061). AB 1061 transferred $7.5 million of state tidelands oil 
revenues to the State Parks and Recreation Fund for the first stage of acquisition 
and development projects in the Baldwin Hills of Los Angeles County. 

Chapter809 (AB 990). AB 990 transferred $35,415,(){j() from state tidelands oil 
revenues into the State Parks and Recreation Fund and appropriated that amount 
to the Department of Parks and Recreation and the State Coastal Conservancy for 
19 specified state park acquisition and development projects costing $35,335,000, 
and a coastal marsh preservation project costing $80,000. 

Chapter 899 (AB 2973). AB 2973 transfers $35 million of state tidelands oil 
revenues to the State Parks and Recreation Fund each year for afour-year period, 
for appropriation to the Department of Parks and Recreation for state park system 
projects . 

. High Level oECapitill OutlayFunding. Over the next four years, the measures 
listed' above will add $320 million of new funding to aproximately $60 million of 
continuing funding from various sources; such as state park entrance fees, off­
highway vehicle revenues and federal· reimbursements, and approximately $80 
million of backlogged acquisition and development projects. This will result in a 

. total capital outlay workload of about $460 million. This means that the department 
will have to complete an average of about $115 million of projects each year during 
the four-year period. . 

A$1l5 million annual completion rate is well in excess of either the $50 million 
rate that the department has averaged over the past 10 years, or the $40 million 
rate that the department indicated in its State Park System Plan-19BO, would be 
adequate for orderly implementation of its five-year capital outlay program. The 
department, the Office of State Architect and the Real Estate Services Division 
must greatly accelerate if a $115 million annual completion rate is to be achieved. 
These.agencies were able to complete about $11B million of projects in 1979-80 
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because of several large projects which were relatively easy to accomplish; It is 
doubtful, however, that they can sustain more than $65 million to $70 million of 
project completions each year over the next four years without a sizeable increase 
in staff. . 

Our analysis indicates that the $460 million of prospective project completions 
over the next four years would require up to 950 additional field operationsposi­
tions to patrol the new acquisitions and operate and maintain the new facilities. 
This would increase state park operations costs from about $70 million in 1981-82 
to about $120 million by 1985-86, assuming a 7 percent annual rate of inflation. 
Because General Fund revenues are unlikely to grow at this rate, the department's 
operations support budget is likely to account for an increasing share of total 
General Fund expenditures. .' 

The Governor's Budget recognizes the high level of funding provided for the 
department's capital outlay program under existing law~Accordii1gly, to help 
alleviate the effects of a shortfall in tidelands oil revenue transfers into the Special 
Account for Capital Outlay in 1981-82, the Budget Bill proposes control language 
(Control Section 19.19) that would transfer $40 million of tidelands oil monies from 
the State Parks and Recreation Fund to the Special Account for Capital Outlay. 
We believe this proposed transfer is warranted, and recommend that it be ap­
proved. 

Problems Confronting Several Major Projects; 
We have reviewed the status of a large number of acqUisition and development 

projects which the department has in process at this time. Most of the projects are 
progressing at a reasonable pace. However, several major projects are experienc-
ing difficulties. . .. 

Balc/win Hills Urban Park." Chapter 372, Statutes of 1980 (AB 1061), transferred 
$7.5 million of state tidelands oil revenues to the State Park and Recreation Fund 
and appropriated that amount tothe Department of Parks and Recr.eation for state 
park acquisition and development in the Baldwin Hills of Los Angeles County. 
Baldwin Hills, an active oil field, is adjacent to Culver City; approximately 8 miles 
southwest of downtown Los Angeles, . 

AB 1061 provides funds for the acquisition of about 200 acres as the first phase 
of a larger projeCt. The property would be combined with 250. acres which are 
presently owned by the county. The project wouldultimately encompass approxi­
mately 1,300 acres, at a cost estimated by the county to bein excess of $40 million. 

When the project was proposed to the Legislature last year, the department 
indicated that all oil extraction operations would be terminated by 1986. The 
property owners have since informed the department that they intend to use 
advanced oil extraction techniques to extend the life of the, oil field for another 
.50 years, to the year 2030. This . has stalled negotiations to acquire the property 
because Section 5001.65 of the Public Resources Code states that "commercial 
exploitation of resources is prohibited in state park system units." 

Hearst Castle' Visitor Center Project in Trouble. In Item 528 (b), Budget Act 
of 1980, the Legislature appropriated $237,800 from the General Fund to prepam 
working. drawings for a new visitor center, concess~ons, park operations, mainte­
nance and parking complex near the highway at Hearst San Simeon State Historic 
Monument. The total cost ofthe project was estimated to be $5.5 million. 

In our Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill, we reported that the visitor center and 
concessions facilities at Hearst Castle are old, worn-out and should be replaced . 

. However, we questioned the department's elaborate design and the high cost of 
the project. We recommended that the design be simplified and the cost reduced. 
The Legislature approved the working drawings as budgeted. 

The department now indicates that the working drawings will not be completed 
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until June of 1982, and may require a $70,000 augmentation by the Public Works 
Board. In addition, the total cost of the project may exceed $6 million. The Depart­
ment of Finance has decided not to request funds in the 1981 Budget Bill for 
project.construction. This decision was apparently based on the department's view 
that the project has a low priority when compared to other General Fund projects. 
Therefore the future of the project is uncertain. 

Huntington State Beach Redevelopment. Item 402 (d), Budget Act of 1977 and 
Item 512 (c), Budget Act of 1978, appropriated a total of $577,590 to prepare 
working drawings for redevelopment of beach facilities and parking at Huntington 
State Beach. 

Huntington State Beach has two miles of beach front on the Orange County 
Coast and.is one of the heaviest used beach units (2.6 million visitations in 1978-79) 
in the state park system. Its beach afidparking facilities were constructt:id in 1950 
and are old, worn-out and. in need of replacement. There is a sharp contrast 
between the old facilities at Huntington State Beach and the relatively new and 
attractive facilities at nearby Huntington City Beach and Bolsa Chica State Beach. 
The department estimates that redevelopment of the Huntington Beach facilities 
will cost approximately $7 million. 

Despite the fact that funds have been available for two years, the department 
has not started working drawings,and has not requested funds in the budget year 
for construction. The delays are attributed to unresolved disagreements between 
the South Coast Regional Commission, the City of Huntington Beach and the 
department on the design of new facilities. 

Salt Point State p'ark, CampgrounaDevelopment. Item 498(b) and Item 
503 (k), Budget Act of 1978, appropriated a total of $2,663,200 for working drawings 
and construction of new day-use and camping facilities at Salt Point State Park. Salt 
Point is located on the coast of Sonoma County about 40 miles north of Bodega Bay. 

Because Salt Point is a popular ocean access point for SCUBA divers and a 
destination for owners of recreational vehicles, and because the park is without 
adequate day-use and camping facilities, the Legislature provided funding for 
phase 1 and phase 2 construction in 1978-79 so that both phases could. be imple­
mented simultaneously to expedite completion of the project and to effect savings 
in contracting c.osts. The department concurred and indicated that high priority 
would be given to the project. , 

At the time this analysis was written, construction had not been started. There 
are indications that major revisions in the project are b~ing considered and that 
a substantial augmentation may be necessary. 

Revoke Grant of Tidelands at Candlestick Point 
We recommend that legislation be enacted to (1) revoked the grant of certain tidelands 

at Clindlestick Point and (2) authorize the State Lands Commission to enter into a no-fee 
lease With the Department of Parks arid Recreation so that the lands in the revoked grant 
may be added to the Candlestick State Recreation Area. 

Pursuant to Chapter 1333, Statutes of 1968, certain vacant lands under the juris­
diction and control of the San Francisco Port Authority were granted in public 
trust to the. City and County of San Francisco for purposes of commerce, naviga­
tion and fisheries. 

Since 1978,· the Department of Parks and Recreation has attempted to acquire 
16 parcels of these lands from the city as part of the Candlestick State Recreation 
Area. These attempts have not been successful because the city claims ownership 
of the parcels in full fee, and indicates that a settlement of less than full market 
price would be unacceptable. To resolve the deadlock in negotiations, both the city 
and the department sought Public Works Board approval in August 1980, to com­
mence a condemnation action. 
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In order to avoid protracted and costly litigation and possible state payment for 
lands which were transferred to the ,city at no cost to the city, we recommended 
to the Public Works Board that it deny the request for condemnation and thatit 
ask the Attorney General for an opinion on the authority of the Legislature to 
revoke the grant to the city. The board denied condemnation and requested the 
opinion. 

An Attorney General's opinion, dated September 12,1980, stated that the Legis­
lature may revoke the grant. We therefore recommend that legislation be enacted 
to revoke the grant at Candlestock Point. This legislation should also authorize the 
State Lands Commission to lease the lands at no cost to the department so that they 
may be added to the park. 

STATE PARKS SYSTEM OPERATIONS 
(Items 379-001-001,263,392, 516 and 890) 

The Operations Program manages, operates, and maintains the state parks sys­
tem. The proposed expenditures for this program are $73,355,124 (2,429.Iperson­
nel-years), an increase of $4,028,786, or 5.8 percent, above the current year. The 
budget provides for a net, increase of 113.6 positions. The new positions are as 
follows: 

• 67.4 personnel-years would be added for patrol of new acquisitions and opera­
tion and maintenance of new park facilities. 

• 36 personnel-years would be added for continuation of the Youth Conserva­
'tion Corps suinmer program. 

• 7 permanent field positions would be created through conversion of tempo­
r~ry help positions and contract funds. 

• 6 personnel-years would be added for management of concession contracts. 
• 1 personnel-year would be added to restore a position lost via Section 20 of the 

1980 Budget Act due to a technical overSight. 

Operations Staff Increases 
We recommend a reduction of$876,!J88and 40.5 new positions in Item 37!J.OOl-OOl and Item 

3'i9-001-263 for patrol of new acquisitions, and operation of new facilities because some 
fat:ilities will not be completed and some positions are not needed. 

The budget proposes $1,726,134 (67.4 personnel-years) for patrol of new acquisi­
tions and operation and maintenance of new day-use, camping and boating facili­
ties in the state parks system in 1981.,82. Our analysis indicates that the following 

'reductions in the department's request are warranted on a workload basis: 
American River Bike Trail. The department requests $93,004 (4.2 personnel­

years and associated operating expenses and equipment) for patrol and mainte­
nance of eight miles of bike, trail, consisting of four segments, and two miles of 
riding and hiking trail within Folsom Lake State Recreation Area. The trail is a 
segment of the American River Bike Trail which is being developed between the 
Sacramento River in Sacramento and Folsom Lake. The Folsom Lake State Recre­
ation area is budgeted for 40 permanent positions and $229,414 for temporary help 
in the current year. ' 

We recommend deletion of $31,703 and 2 positions for the bike trail because only 
two segments, rather than four segments, of the trail will be completed during the 
budget year. 

Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. The department requests $209,280 
(6.6 personnel-years and associated operating exenses) for operation and mainte­

,Hance of new day-use facilities at Candlestick State Recreation Area in San Fran­
cisco, This park is budgeted for 5 permanent, staff positions and $34,875 for 
temporary help in the current year. 
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We recommend deletion of $135,850 and 4.6 personnel-years for this project 
because most of the new facilities will not be completed during the budget year. 

Clear Lake State Park. The department proposes to spend $83,449 (3.3 person­
nel-yearsand associated operating expenses) for operation and maintenance of a 
new 65-unit campground at Clear Lake State Park in Lake County. This park unit 
is budgeted for· 9 piermanentstaff positions and $42,750 for temporary help in the 
current year; 
· We recommend deletion of $83,449 and 3.3 positions for this project because the 

department, as previously planned, should close down the existing Lakeview 
campground for redevelopment and rejuvenation of vegetation. This would per­
mit the existing staff to be transferred. to operation and maintenance of the new 
campground. ..' . . 

Crystal Cove State Park (Formerly Irvine Coast Ranch}. The department is 
requesting $193,927 .(18.3 personnel"years and associated operating expenses and 
equipment) for operation and maintenance of beaches and upland terraces at 
Crystal Cove State Park. This unit was acquired in December 1979 and currently 
has no staff. 

We recommend deletion of $193,927 and 18.3 positions because interim operat­
ing facilities. for support of rangers, lifeguards and maintenance personnel, and 
sanitary facilities for the public are not available as provided under an agreement 
between: the department and the tenants at Crystal Cove and Morro Cove. In 
addition, the department has not developed an interim operations plan for this 
tmitto ensure public. access to the· beaches, the upland terraces and the canyon 
area. Until the agreement is secured and the plan completed,. the department 
should continue to contract with local agencies for lifeguard and security services. 

LakeOroYilleState R.ecreation Area-Bidwell Canyon Campground The de­
partment proposes to spend $106,849 (3.7 personnel-years and associatedoperat­
ing expenses and equipment) to operate and maintain the Bidwell Canyon 
campground at Lake Oroville State Recreation Area. This campground was origi­
nally developed and. operated by a concessionaire under a 4O~year contract which 
expires on December 1; 2009. The contract calls for operation of a marina, marina 
store and recreational vehicle campground at Bidwell Canyon, a camp store at 
Loafer Creek and Ii giftshop at the Lake Oroville visitor center. The concession­
!lire discontinued operating most of the facilities last summer and the department 
has been operating them since then. Theconcessionaire now wants to modify the 
contract to operate only the revenue generating facilitie~ at Bidwell Canyon, such 
as the marina.and marina store and turn the money losing campground over to 
the department. The department's facilities at Lake Oroville are budgeted for 31 
perinanent positions and $174,947 for temporary help ill the current year. 
· We recommend deletion of $106;849 and 3.7 personnel-years for operation of 

BidwellCanyon.Further attempts should be made to getthe existing concession­
aire. to manage. the campground in conjunction with the other revenue generating 
facilities. If this is·not posslble,.the.concessionaire should be asked to turn over all 
facilities, including' the marina and the marina store, to the state so that the 
concession can be bid to another operator. 
. Lake . OroYil}eState Recreation .Area..:... Thermalito AFterbay. The department 
proposes' $89;203 (2.2 personnel~years and associated operating expenses and 
equipment} for operation and maintenance of swimming and boating facilities at 
Thermalito Mterbay in the Lake Oroville State Recreation Area. The Afterbay is 
an artificial body with a fluctuating water level which is located-between the 
Thermalito Pow.er Plant and the Feather River. Lake Oroville is budgeted for 31 
permanent positions and $174,447 for temporary help in the current year. 
· We recommend deletion of $89,203 and 2.2 positions for this afterbay project. 
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There are no established recreational facilities at the site~ Public usage of the 
Afterbay is low (25,000 to 40,000 day-use visitations per year) . If the department 
determines that supervision of this area is needed on days of peak public use, it 
should provide it using existing staff at Lake Oroville State Recreation Area. 

Malibu Lagoon State Beach-Adamson House. The department proposes.$32,-
041 (1.1 personnel-years and associated operating expenses and equipment) for 
maintenance of the Adamson House.at Malibu Lagoon State Beach on the Malibu 
coast. The department proposes to convert the house to a house museum. It is 
presently occupied by the Chancellor of PepperdineUniversity under a rental 
agreement with the state. Malibu Lagoon State Beach is included in the Santa 
Monica Mountains area, which is budgeted for 51 permanent positions and $277,-
613 for temporary help in the current year. 

We recommend deletion of $32,041 and 1.1 positions for this project There is 
inadequate parking at Malibu Lagoon State Beach for both beach users and mu­
seum visitors. In fact, a serious safety problem exists on summer days, in that both 
sides of the Coastal Highway at this point are lined with parked cars. The present 
arrangement with.Pepperdine University appears to be satisfactory to both parties 
and the house has been properly maintained by the University for the Chancellor 
and his family. If the decision is made to convert the house to a museum, considera­
tion should be given to leasing the property to the Malibu Historical Society for 
restoration and maintenance. ' .. 

Malibu Creek State Park. The departni~nt proposes !to spend $66;196 (3.3 per­
sonnel-years and associated operating expenses) for operation and maintenance 
of new day-use and camping facilities a(Malibu Creek State Park in the Santa 
Monica Mountains of Los Angeles County.' ',. 

We recommend deletion of $66,196 and :3.3.positio!1sfor this project because. the 
day-use and camping facilities will not b~c0I?-plete'cl during the budget year. 

Pismo Dunes State Vehicle Recreatioll Area. The department proposes to 
spend $219,664 (4 personnel-years and aSIJ,ociated oPerating expenses and eqUip­
ment) for patrol and maintenance of 2,1O(t~cresofll-l,Ild acquired for addition to 
Pismopunes State Vehicle Recreation Area.in,SanLUi,s Obispo County. This unit 
has been budgeted for 19 permanent positions I-I,Ild $1155,000 for temporary help in 
the current year. . . . . 

We recommend deletion of $76,469 and 2 positions for this project. The Legisla­
ture added $200,080 and 7.5 positions in the .1980 Budget Act for patrol and mainte­
nance of the property. Our analysis indica;ies that two positions for operation of 
heavy equipment are justified because Qf equipment additions. However, the 
other two positions do not appear to be justified because the Legislature approved 
sufficient positions for this purpose in the current year; We therefore recommend 
that only the equipment operators be approved., : -! 

Special Adjustment to 9perations Program J~ . 

We withhold recommendation on the proposed, "special adjustment" redpction.(}f$:;8s,OOO 
and 27 positions until the Department of Parks and Recreation submits details onh'ow the 
adjustment will be allocated to individual park units. . 

The budget includes a General Fund "special adjustment" which reduces the 
department's operations program. This adj\lstmentwould delete$585,000a,nd 27 
positions. No details have been provided by the department on how it will allocate 
the staffing cut to its state park units .. We withhold recommendation on this project 
until the department submits the needed information. 
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Reorganization of State Park Operations 
We recommend that the department provide· the liscal subcommittees, at the time of 

budget heaiings,with a rejJort on itsreorganization and an estimate of net savings to be 
gained from theproposedreduction in area oUices. 

In its budget request for the current year, the department proposed a reduction 
of $162,000 (16 positions) inits state park operations program. According to the 
department, these savings would result from consolidating six district offices and 
the Sacramento operations headquarters into four new regional offices. The de­
partment also indicated that it would undertake a major consolidation of its area 
offices in 1980-81. The area offices are organizationally located between the park 
units and the four regions. . 

In acting on the 1980 Budget Bill, the Legislature approved the proposed reduc­
tion in staff. It also adopted language in the Supplemental Report to the 1980 
Budget Act directing the department to limit its reorganization· during 1980-81 to 

. replacement of the Sacramento Operations Headquarters and six district offices 
with four regional offices. The department was also directed not to close its Eureka 
District Office. By letter dated October 22, 1980, the department, informed the 
Legislature of actions which it intended to take during the current year. These 
actions include: 

• Consolidating the six districts into four regions. 
• Reducing the size of the Sacramento Operations Headquarters staff and 

changing their duties from supervision of the division to coordination of re­
gional efforts. 

• Transferring limited engirieering and resource management capabilities to 
the regions. . 

• Creating four special area managers for "sensitive locations," andcreating a 
new State Park . Manager· V classification. 

_ Planning a long~terrii consolidation of area offices for implementation starting 
iIi 1981-'82. ... 

As a second step in this reorganization plan, the department is requesting au­
thority in the budget to (1) close 13 of the 54 area offices and (2) open one new 
area office,in.1981-'82. 

Area Offices to· be Closed 
• . Big Sur. on . the Monterey Coast • Trinidad at Orick 
• Delta at Rio Vista • Hiouchi at Crescent City 
• San Mateo at Half-Moon Bay • Northern Mines at Shasta 
• LaPurisima at Lompoc. Castle Crags at Dunsmuir 
• South Valley at Buttonwillow • McArthur Birney at Birney 
• Eureka at Blairsden _ North Valley at Chico 
• Marshall Gold Discovery at Coloma . . 

. Area . Office to .be Opened . 
• Candlestick at Smith San FrancIsco . . ," 

We agree in. concept with the department's plan to eliminate 13 area offices. 
This should provide for increased efficiEmcies without reducing public services in 
the state parks system. The department, however, has not provided a detailed 
analysis of the estimated costs and savings which should result from making such 
a major change. The .consolidation of district offices into four regional offices is 
expected to produce sizeable net savings in the current.year. The planned consoli­
dation·ofarea offices appears to be of even greater scale and should also produce 
sizeable net savings. For that reason, we recommendthatthe department provide. 
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the fiscal subcommittees, at the time of budget hearings, with a report on its 
reorganization and on the estimated costs and savings associated with the' 
proposed change. . 

Park User Fees 
We recommend that the Department of Parks and Recreation submit to the Legislature 

by September 1, 1981, a formal policy for establishing state park user fees and forrecognizing 
changing public use patterns. 

Section 5010 of the Public Resources Code provides that "the Department of 
Parks and Recreation, whenever in its judgment it is practicable to do so, shall 
collect fees, rentals and other returns for the use of any state parks system area, 
the amounts to be determined by the department.". 

User charges have been levied against park visitors for many years and there has 
been a general acceptance of such charges. There are many sound reasons for 
having fees and charges. Some of the major reasons are: (1) to finance certain 
acquisitions and special recreational programs, (2) to provide enhanced levels of 
services beyond basic facilities and services, (3) to provide some control over 
facility use, and (4) to encourage a sense ofresponsibility among visitors in order 
to minimize vandalism and other anti-social activities. The department, however, 
has never had a coherent or written policy for establishing the levels of fees. 

In the early 1960's, the department, based on an informal goal set by the Legisla­
hire, made an effort to recover at least 50 percent of its annual state parks opera­
tion and maintenance costs through the collection of user fees. As a result, the ratio 
of revenues to field operation costs increased from 37 percent in 1961-62 to a peak 
of 56 percent in 1967-68. Since that tille, there has been a steady decline in 
revenues as a percent of field operation costs-to 29 percent in the current year, 
and. to 28 percent in the budget year. 

There are several reasons for the steady decline in the recovery of costs. The 
principal reasons are: (1) the substantial inflationary increases in the cost of sala­
ries and wages, services and materials, (2). the addition of many new properties, 
faCilities and special programs to the state parks system which are costly to operate 
and maintain, some of which produce little or no revenue, and (3) the lack of 
effective policies to keep user fees and concession rents at a reasonable but up-to-
date level. . 

Chart 1 
State Park System Fees 

Day Use 
(Adult Fees Effective January 1, 1981) 

Camping Per Night·· 
• Per vehicle-: 
• Per vehicle and boat-
• Annual pass per vehicle-
• Annual pass per vehicle 

and boat-
• Walk-in fee-
• Golden Bear pass for 

senior citizens (annual):--
• Disabled veterans pass 

(lifetime) -
Historic Units 

• Walk-in fee-

$2 
$5 

$25 

$50 
$.50 

$3.50 

$3:50 

$.50 

• Hook-up for trailers-
• Developed sites- i 
• Primitive sites- , 
• Reservation fee- ' 
• Group rates-
Hearst San Simeon SHM 
• Tours 1, 2 or 3.,-
• Reservation fee-

a One-half regular fee is charged senior citizens shOwing a Golden Bear pass. 

$6 a 

$5a 
$3 a 

$1.75 
$10-$50 

$7 
$.80 
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In the interest of developing a policy for user fees In the state parks sytem, the 
department undertook, in 1977, a comprehensive study of local, state and federal 
park user fees in nearby western states. This study recommended that the depart­
ment estai>lish a formal, written fee policy as a guide for setting and maintaining 
reasonable u~er fees. Such a stateIllent of policy , however, has not been established 
by the department. . 

Some changes have been made.in fees since 1977, but these changes have been 
based on subjective judgments of what the public will tolerate. The most recent 
change provides for increases in Hearst Castle tour fees from $5 to $7, effective 
January 1, 1981. It is anticipated that this change will increaserevenues by approxi­
mately;$1.4 million annually. The department's current fee structure is shown in 
Chart 1. . . . 

In view of the steady increase in the state parks system operation and mainte" 
nance costs, an.d the steady decline of the percentage 9f cost recovery from user 
fees, we recommend that the Legislature direct the department to submit by 
September 1, 1981, a formal policy for establishing state park user fees and for 
recognizing changing public use patterns. 

Golden Bear Pass 
We recommend that the department discontinue a/lowingsenior citizens to use state park 

facilities for half price, except for holders of the Golden Belir passes for use of day-use 
facilities. 

'We further recommend that legislation be enacted to repeal existing law which provides 
for issuance of the Golden Bear pass. 

Chapter 784, Statutes of 1977, provided that any person (1) who receives Supple­
mental Security Income (SSI) or (2) who is over 62 years of age and whose total 
monthly income from all sources does not exceed $250 for a single person or $500 
for a couple, shall be issued a "Golden Bear Pass for Senior Citizens", upon pay­
ment of' $3;50. Pursuant to Chapter 784, this pass was to have been valid until 
January 1, 1980. At the end of the two-year period, the department was required 
to submit a report to the Legislature on the effectiveness of the program. 

The special pass entitles the bearer to free use of day-use facilities in the state 
park system except for Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument and Sutter's 
Fort State Historic Park. Chapter 784, however, provided that the pass would not 
be valid for overnight camping facilities. 

The Department of Fish and Game has a similar program which provides for 
issuance of a free fishing license to senior citizens meeting criteria specified in the 
Welfare and Institutions Code. Fish and Game's program requires residency of at 
least five years. The Golden Bear Pass program has no residency requirement. 

Prior to the completion of the two-year program authorized by Chapter 784, the 
Legislature enacted Chapter 576, Statutes of 1979, which made the Golden Bear 
pass permanent. In so doing, the Legislature increased the .maximum income 
criteria from $250 to $350 for single persons and from $500 to $700 for couples. The 
provision specifying that the pass would not be valid for overnight camping facili­
ties was. continued. 

The department indicates that only 2,380 Golden Bear passes were issued in 
calendar year 1980. This was less than 10 percent of the 33,000 passes which the 
department originally estimated it would issue annually. 

Golden Bear pass permitted for camping. Despite the statutory provision that 
the Golden Bear pass would not be valid for ovefhight camping facilities, the 
department administratively decided in 1977 to offer camping facilities' to holders 
of the Golden Bear pass at one-half the regular price. 

In addition, since 1977 the department has permitted senior citizens without 
Golden Bear passes to use day-use, boating, and camping facilities at one-half the 
normal fee. During calendar year 1980, the revenue loss resulting from senior 
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citizen use of the state park system at one-half normal fees was estimated as 
follows: 

Facilities Revenue Loss 
Day-use, 184,000 Visitations ............................................................................................................. . 
Boating facilities, 41,271 visitations ................................................... : ........................................... . 
Boating and day-use, 64,670 visitations ......................................................................................... . 
Camping, 19,755 nights ..................................................................................................................... . 

Tot3I revenue loss ......................................................................................................................... . 

$184,271 
41,843 

129,340 
49,367 

$404,821 

Discount fees should be discontinued Given the steady decline in the percent­
age of operating costs recovered through fees, the p::u;k system's growing depend­
ence on the General Fund, the small number of senior citizens applying for the 
Golden Bear pass, the statutory policy that Golden Bear passes not be valid for 
camping, and the high revenue losses associated with the department's practice 
of providing half~price privileges to senior citizens, we recommend that the Legis­
latllTe adopt the following supplemental report language directing the depart­
ment to discontinue half-price privileges for senior citizens except those holding 
Golden Bear passes. 

"The Department of Parks and Recreation shall proVide half-price privileges 
only to holders of Golden Bear passes and orily for day-use purposes." 

We further recoffi!I1end that legislation be enacted to repeal existing law which 
provides forissuarice of the Golden Bear pass. The budget for 1981-82 proposes 
reductions in state programs serving the elderly and the disabled (including cash 
grant increases for aged, blind, and disabled persons). Discontinuance of the 
Golden Bear pass will provide General Fund savings which could be redirected 
to help in minimizing reductions in other state programs serVing elderly and 
disabled persons. 

Contract with Los Angeles County for Operation of State Beaches 
We recommend that the fiscal subcommittees direct the Department of Parks and Recrea­

tion to explain why it did not submit to the legislature on December 15, 1980 a report, as 
directed in the 1980 Supplemental Language Report, on arrangements with the County of 
Los Angeles.to assure continuing operation of state beaches in Los Angeles after the present 
contract with the county expires. 

Since 1949, the Department of Parks and Recreation and the County of Los 
Angeles have been partners in an agreement whereby the state has acquired 
beach lands along the Pacific Coast, and the county has assumed responsibility for 
operation and maintenance of the beaches and for lifeguard serVices (law enforce­
ment has been proVided by the cities). In so doing, the county has retained all 
beach and concession revenues. A few similar agreements exist with other cities, 
counties and special districts elsewhere in the state. 

Contract Expires. On June 30, 1981, the present 25-year contract between the 
department and the County of Los Angeles expires. This contract, which has 25 
amendments, presently providesJor county operation of approximately 22 miles 
of state-owned beaches. The county reports that in 1979-80, cohrity .operation of 
the state beaches resulted in operation, maintenance and lifeguard costs (exclud­
ing law enforcement) of about $4,052,000 and revenues of $812,000. This indicates 
that the county's net cost was approximately $3,240,000 million to provide beach 
services for approximately 33 million persons. 

Following passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, the County of Los Angeles sought 
state financial· assistance to meet operation and maintenance costs· for the state 
beaches. The Legislature· increased the 1978 Budget Bill by $2.5 million for that 
purpose but the Governor vetoed the appropriation because he felt that such a 
subvention was inappropriate. Since that time, the county has refused to provide 

23-81685 
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for operation and maintenance of new state beach properties. 
Study not Ready. In view of the need to provide for continuing operation of 

the state beaches in Los Angeles County and the fiscal problems faced by both the 
state and the county, the Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act required 
the department, in cooperation with the County of Los Angeles and other interest­
ed local agencies to "study arrangements which will assure continuing optimum 
operation and maintenance of units of the state parks system. The results of this 
study and the department's independent evaluation of costs and revenue data and 
recommendations will be submitted to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 
not later than December 15, 1980." 

The department's study and recommendations have not yet been submitted to 
the Legislature .. Therefore, we recommend that the fiscal subcommittees direct 
the department to explain why it failed to submit the report on the required date. 

Bazaar Del Mundo Concession in Old Town San Diego 
We recominend that the fiscal subcommittees direct the Department of Parks and Recrea­

tion to explain why it failed to submit to the Legislature by December 15, 1980, an amended 
contract with Bazaar Del Mundo, for approval pursuant to Section 8.1 of the Budget Act, 
or an analysis of contract alternatives with the department's recommendations as directed 
in the Supplemental Report of the 1980 Budget Act. 

Our Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill pointed out that the state park system's 
largest concessionaire, Bazaar Del Mundo in Old Town San Diego State Historic 
Park, has been paying rent which is substantially below the rent paid by other state 
park concessionaires. Bazaar Del Mundo operates four restaurants having liquor 
licenses and 14 speciality shops. During the current year, it will pay only $3,600 in 
rent, or 0.03 percent ofits gross sales which are expected to approach $10.7 million. 
By comparison, most other state park concessionaires pay in the range of 5 to 13 
percent of gross sales to the state. The second largest concessionaire, Ogden Food 
Services, which operates a snack bar having a beer license and a souvenir shop at 
Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument, is expected to pay $885,888, or 42 
percent, rent on gross sales of $2.1 million during the current year. 

This situation is not fair to either the state taxpayers or other state parks conces­
sionaires. 
. The Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 1980 

Budget Act which directed the department to attempt to renegotiate the contract 
with Bazaar Del Mundo, and if such negotiations were not successful, to submit 
a report to the Legislature .on the status of negotiations, an analysis of alternatives 
and the department's recommendations, by December 15, 1980. The fiscal sub­
committees also verbally directed the department to audit the Bazaar Del Mundo 
contract and operations. 

Audit Report. The department's audit report was completed on May 20, 1980. 
This report, which was limited primarily to examination of gross receipts and 
capital expenditure records, indicates that (1) $331,778 in unpaid rents is due the 
state because rents from gross receipts earned by sub-Ieasees had not been report­
ed or paid and (2) that only $966,158 oflease-hold improvements could be allowed 
for amortization deductions from rents, rather than $2 million as claimed by the 
concessionaire. The auditors also questioned the concessionaire's conformance 
with certain contract requirements. As a possible remedy, the report cited provi­
sions in the contract which give the state the right to buy-out the concessionaire 
after June 30, 1981. 

Negotiations StalJed. The department has not been successful in its attempts 
to renegotiate the contract and it did not submit the required report to the 
Legislature on December 15, 1980. 
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Given the Legislature's need to take remedial action on this concessions con­
tract, we recommend that the fiscal subcommittees direct the department to 
explain why it failed to submit to the Legislature, on December 15, 1980, an 
amended contract regarding with Bazaar Del Mundo for approval or an analysis 
of contract alternatives and the department's recommendations. 

Concessions Program 
The Department of Parks and Recreation has 168 concession contracts, 89 of 

which are house rentals to rangers and their families and to private individuals. 
The 79 concessions doing business in the state parks system range in size and 
activities from beach snack shops at Bolsa Chica State Beach, to a large lodge, 
restaurant, grocery and gift shop complex at Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park. 

Since 1970-71, total revenues earned by the concessions have increased from 
$7.1 million to $22.1 million, more than a threefold increase. However, during the 
same period, rental payments to the state have increased from $705,000 to $1,150,-
000 less than a two fold increase. Thus, the state is not sharing proportionately in 
the growth of sales and profits which the concessions are experiencing. 

Lack of Clear and Consistent· Concessions Policies.. Close examination of the 
department's concessions program reveals a serious lack of clear and consistent 
policies, plans and practices. Some of the smaller concessions are subject to strin­
gent contract provisions, which closely control interior furnishings, prices of mer­
chandise, and clothing worn by the sales persons. Some of the larger concessions, 
are subject to almost no controls. 

The department also lacks a coherent formula for correlating state rents with 
a concessionaire's gross sales receipts. Lacking such a formula, the department 
charges a wide range of rents. Most of the rents are substantially below the rents 
that nearby businesses located on privately-owned properties pay. Concessionaires 
should have the opportunity to earn reasonable profits, but it is equally important 
that the state receive reasonable rents for use of its property, state-provided 
utilities and other facilities or services. 

The department is aware of the deficiencies in its concessions program, and is 
studying ways to improve its contract controls. It is also developing plans for 
increasing concession activities in the state parks system with the objective of 
increasing public services and concession revenues. One alternative being evaluat­
ed is the increased use of nonprofit corporations to provide public services in 
certain park units such as Hearst Castle, the State Railroad History Museum and 
San Clemente State Beach. 

Pacific Grove-Asilomar Nonprofit Corporation. The state currently has conces­
sion agreements with several nonprofit corporations. The most successful is the 
Pacific Grove-Asilomar Operating Corporation, which operates and maintains the 
Asilomar State Conference Grounds on the tip of Monterey Peninsula. Asilomar 
maintains and operates conference facilities, and provides sleeping, dining and 
meeting room accommodations to conference groups on a first-come, first-served 
basis. . 

The Asilomar State Conference Grounds, were acquired by the Department of 
Parks and Recreation in 1953 and have been operated since 1969 under a conces­
sion's agreement between the department and Pacific Grove Operating Corpora­
tion. This agreement expires on July 1, 1998. The Pacific Grove-Asilomar 
Operating Corporation is a nonprofit corporation with the state appointing its 
board of directors. 

Under the concession agreement, the state incurs no financial obligations for the 
operation and development of Asilomar. All costs to operate Asilomar and to make 
capital improvements are paid from Asilomar's revenues. An operating account 
provides for all costs of managing and operating the facilities. At all times, at least 
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$100,000 must be maintained in a reserve account for contingencies. All funds not 
budgeted in the operating account nor included in the reserve accounts are al­
located to the Asilomar Capital Outlay Account for the construction of capital 
improvements. 

Asilomar's operating budget and capital improvements budget must be ap­
proved by the Department of Parks and Recreation annually. However, the 
concession agreement does not provide for independent budgetary review and 
approval by the Legislature. The department may determine that a surplus of 
funds exists in the reserve account which should be transferred to the state. The 
cb~£ession agreement however, does not require that surplus funds be paid to the 
state. The surplus is defined as that amount in the reserve account, the operating 
account and the capital outlay account which is determined by the department to 
be in excess of Asilomar's needs. No surplus has ever been paid by Asilomar to the 
state. 

Since 1969, Asilomar has expended approximately $9.3 million for capital ap­
provements. In 1980, a new facility expansion program estimated to cost $7 million 
was undertaken. 

In 1979-80, Asilomar earned gross revenue of $4,362,473 and paid total operation 
and maintenance costs of $3,506,196, for a net revenue of $856,277. As of June 30, 
1980, the corporation held pass book savings and investment certificates totaling 
$2,712,164. 

Problems of legislative oversight and control. Asilomar provides one example 
where a nonprofit corporation can effectively manage a major unit in the state 
park system. There may be other opportunities for the use of nonprofit corpora­
tions in the state park system but each opportunity would have to be studied in 
detail in order to determine the applicability of the concept. However, it is impor­
tant to point out that if new nonprofit corporations are patterned after Asilomar, 
the best revenue generating state park units would be removed from legislative 
oversight and direct controls over services provided to the public, disposition of 
revenues and expenditures for operation and maintenance and capital outlay 
improvements. 

Concessions Staff Increases 
We recommend a reduction of $85,095 and 2 personnel-years in Item 379-001-001 for the 

Department of Parks and Recreation's concessions program because these positions were 
funded in the 1978 Budget Act. We further recommend that the department work with the 
State Personnel Board to establish a more reasonable salary level for concession specialists. 

In order to improve management of its concessions program, the department 
is requesting $255,287 and the establishment of 6 new positions. According to the 
department, the new positions are needed to (1) formulate and implement an 
aggressive marketing strategy to bring more concessionaires into the system and 
provide a broader scope of services to the public, (2) develop financial manage­
ment and research capability, (3) provide for improved contract management and 
negotiating capability and (4) provide post-audit reviews of concessionaire per­
formance. The department's concessions unit presently has 3 positions. 

In recognition of the need to strengthen the department's concessions program, 
we recommended in our Analysis of the 1978 Budget Bill that the concessions staff 
be increased from three to five positions. The Legislature agreed and added two 
positions. The department, however, absorbed these positions elsewhere in its 
headquarters staff and eventually dropped the positions from its concessions of-
fice. . 

We continue to believe that the department needs increased capability in its 
concessions program, especially with respect to market analysis, revenue forecast-
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ing, and business experience. However, our analysis indicates that only four new 
positions, rather than six, are justified because the department should return the 
two positions to the concessions unit which the Legislature added in 1978. There­
fore, we recommend that two of the six requested positions be deleted. 

The department's proposed pay level of $23,472 for concessions' management 
and audit specialists appears to be too low to recruit and retain experienced 
people. Thus, we further recommend that the department be directed to seek, 
with the assistance of the Department of Finance and the State Personnel Board, 
a realistic salary level for these classifications. 

New Concession Contracts 
We withhold recommendations on four concession contracts proposed by the department, 

pending receipt of information. 

Section 8.1 of the Budget Bill requires legislative approval of new and amended 
concession contracts. The department has included the following concession 
proposals in its budget: 

1. Huntington State Beach-Beach Stands and facilities. 
2. Old Town San Diego State Historic Park-Light Freeman/Wrightington-

Adaptive Use 
3. Morro Bay State Park-Morro Bay Marine operation 
4. Hearst San Simeon State Historical Monument-Snack bar and souvenir shop 
We withhold recommendation on these proposed contracts because sufficient 

details to permit an analysis of them have not been provided by the department. 

State Park Lands Managed by the Department of General Services 
We recommend the Department of General Services be directed to transfer to the Depart­

ment of Parks and Recreation all properties acquired for the state parks system which provide 
a significant recreational and open-space benefit. 

We further recommend that present laws be changed to provide that the Director of Parks 
and Recreation, rather than the Director of General Services, shall determine when it is in 
the best interest of the state to transfer acquired lands to the state parks system. The legisla­
tion should also provide that, upon transfer of properties to the state parks system, all rental 
revenues shall be deposited in the General Fund rather than in the State Property Manage­
ment Account in the General Fund. 

Sections 15862 and 15863 of the Government Code provide that the Department 
of General Services shall manage all properties acquired for the state parks system 
until the Director of General Services determines that transfer of the property to 
the Department of Parks and Recreation is in the "best interest of the state." Any 
rents received by the Department of General Services for leasing such property 
are deposited in the Property Management Account in the General Fund which 
is continuously. appropriated to the Department of General Services to cover 
property administration, maintenance, law enforcement and improvement costs 
incurred in managing the properties. Any unneeded balance in the account can 
be transferred to the General Fund, by order of the Director of General Services. 

Income producing properties held by General Services. As of June 30, 1980, the 
Department of General Services managed approximately 79,000 acres of land 
which have been acquired for the state parks system. Most of the properties held 
by General Services are income producing agricultural and commercial proper­
ties, with some prime agricultural and commercial properties such as Carmel 
River Ranch (artichokes), Wilder Ranch (brussel sprouts) and Candlestick Point 
(industrial operations) having been held for several years. 

The Department of General Services has reported that state park properties 
under its management resulted in total rental revenues of $756,138 and expenses 
of $802,570 in 197~0 and an accumulated surplus of $596,774 on June 30, 1980. The 
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department anticipates, however, that, starting in 1981-82, its rental revenues will 
be increased by about $1 million annually, and its costs will be increased by only 
$250,000. The large increase in rental will result from a 19-year lease which will 
soon be signed with 294 mobilehome owners at Crystal Cove State Park (Irvine 
Coast Ranch). These leases will provide rental revenues in the range of $19 million 
to $30 million over the next 19 years, depending on future inflationary increases. 
Under existing law, none of the rental revenues will be reported as state park 
revenues, nor will any of the revenues be directly deposited in the General Fund 
for appropriation by the Legislature. The surplus, which expected to be increased 
substantially starting in 1981-82, could be transferred to the General Fund, but the 
last such transfer was made in 1977 before the law wa~·'amended to cancel the 
requirement that the State Controller routinely transfer all surplus monies to the 
General Fund. 

Properties should be transFerred to the state parks system. We believe the 
Legislature did not intend that properties acquired for the state park system with 
general obligation bond proceeds should be withheld from public enjoyment and 
used for purposes other than those provided by the Department of Parks and 
Recreation when the acquisition was approved by the Legislature. We also believe 
the Legislature intended that. substantial rental revenues be deposited in the 
General Fund, rather than be used by the Director of General Services for other 
purposes. 

Based on our understanding oflegislative intent, we recommend adoption of the 
following Budget Bill language requiring transfer of properties acquired for the 
park system to the Department of Parks and Recreation: 

"The Department of General Services shall transfer all properties acquired for 
the state parks system which will provide a significant recreational or open­
space benefit to the public to the Department of Parks and Recreation for 
inclusion in the state parks system as soon as possible." 
We also recommend that legislation be enacted to amend Sections 15862 and 

15863 of the Government Code to provide that the Director of Parks and Recrea­
tion, rather than the Director of General Services, shall determine when a transfer 
of lands to the state parks system is in the best interest of the public. Such legisla­
tion should also require that, upon transfer of properties to the state parks system, 
all revenues shall be deposited in the General Fund rather than in the Property 
Management Account. 

State Park Reservation System 
In our Analysis of the 1980 Budget Bill, we pointed out that since 1971 the 

department has relied on a contractor-operated system to reserve space in the 
state parks system. The contractor has 150 walk-in ticket offices, located primarily 
in retail stores in heavily populated areas of the state. This system has serious 
deficiencies in that (1) the locations of offices are not well known to the public, 
(2) in many cases, people must wait in line to make reservations, (3) reservation 
agents often are not familiar with the state parks system, and (4) persons in rural 
areas and small towns are not served by convenient offices and must make reserva­
tions by mail. 

To make it more convenient for the public to reserve space in state park units, 
the Legislature adopted language in the 1980 Supplemental Language Report that 
requires the department to submit to the Legislature by March 1, 1981, its recom­
mendations for implementing a statewide telephone reservation system. The sys­
tem would use (a) an 800 toll-free number, or (b) local telephone numbers in each 
region. These telephone systems would operate under one of three alternatives 
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(1) a state-owned and operated computer and telephone reservation system, (2) 
a contractor-owned and operated computer and telephone reservation system, or 
(3) a contractor-owned and operated computer system and a state-operated reser­
vation system .. 

The department indicates that the required plan will be submitted to the Legis­
lature by March 1, 1981 iri. order to permit the fiscal subcommittees to review and 
decide what alternative should be implemented. 

RESOURCE PRESERVATION 
(Items 379-001-001,263 and 392, and Item 379-001-890) 

The Resource PreserVation and Interpretative .Division has been assigned the 
~" responsibility to protect the natural, cultural and historical resources of the state 

parks system. The budget proposes expenditures of $3,727,396(75.7 personnel­
years) for this program in 1981..,.82, which is an increase of $703,936, or 23.3 percent, 
over estimated current year expenditures. This reflects a net increase of six posi­
tions as follows: 

• 3 temporary help positions would be converted to permanent positions for 
archaeological investigations. 

• 2 positions for protection of natural resources in the off-highway vehicle parks 
would be added. 

• 1 position would be established for administrative support. 

Resource Management Projects . 
We recommend a reduction of $473,250 in Item 375-001-392 for resource preservation 

projects because the existing level of funding appears to be sufficient. 

In the current year, $500,000 was provided from the Energy and Resources Fund 
for an expanded Resource Management program in the state parks system. The 
budget proposes to continue the program and requests $1,073,250 from the State 
Parks and Recreation Fund for this purpose in 1981..,.82. The department is also 
requesting $283,825 under Item 379-301-188 from the State Parks and Recreation 
Fund for seven minor capital outlay projects which relate to resource preservation 
activities. This would provide the department a total of $1,357,075 for such projects. 

Oui analysis indicates that the department can effectively manage up to $900,-
000 ($600,000 for the resource management program and $300,000 for related 
minor capital outlay projects)' of preservation projects each year, using up to 20 
temporary workers and outside contractors. Its ability to adequately staff and 
supervise a $1.36 million program, however, is questionable without a sizeable 
increase in staff. For that reason we recommend (1) that $473,250 be deleted and 
the resource preservation program approved in the amount of $600,000 under 
Item 375-001-392 and, (2) that $283,825 be approved under Item 379-301-188 for 
minor capital outlay projects. This will expand the program by $100,000 over the 
current year. Some of the larger drainage and redevelopment projects should be 
included within future minor arid major capital outlay projects in order to assure 
that the improvements are properly enginee~edand constructed. 

ASSISTANCE TO PUBLIC AND PRIVATE RECREATIONAL AGENCIES 
(Items 379-001';001,263, and Items 379'-101, 140,263,733,742 and 890) 
The Recreation and Local Services Division is responsible for providing financial 

and technical assistance to public and private recreational agencies. The budget 
proposes expenditures of $47,332,896 (33.7 personnel-years), a decrease of $10,892,-
167, or 18.7 percent, below the current year level. The budget proposes a net 
increase of 1 personnel-year as follows: 

• One position is proposed for deletion to reflect the decreasing workload as-
sociated with grants from the 1976 Bond Act. . 
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• Two positions are proposed to administer the proposed Urban Fishing grants 
program. 

The department's local assistance grants programs peaked in 1978-79, ata level 
of $78 million in program expenditures, and have declined steadily to an estimated 
level of $47 million in 1981-82. The 1981-82 level reflects completion of the state's 
bond-funded grant programs in the current year. Grant programs funded from the 
General Fund, the Energy and ResourceS Fund and the Federal Land and Water 
Conservation Fund are expected to continue in future years. Table 3 shows the 
estimated grant amounts for the current and budget years from various funding 
sources. ' ' ",. 

Table 3 
Parks and Recreation Grants by Source of Funding 

Estimated Expenditures 

Estimated 
Fund Source 1980-81 
General Fund ................................................................ $11,771,942 

Energy and Resources Fund .................................... .. 
State Parks and Recreation Fund ............................ .. 
Off-Highway Vehicle Fund ...................................... .. 
State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical 

Facilities Fund of 1964 ...................................... .. 
State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical 

Facilities Fund of 1974 ....................................... . 
Nejedly-Hart State Urban and Coastal Bond Fund 

of 1976 ..................... : ............................................... . 
California Environmental Protection Program 

Fund ......................................................................... . 
Energy and Resources Fund ..................................... . 
Federal Trust Fund ..................................................... . 

Total ............................................................................ .. 

150,000 
7,094,309 

831,500 

4,301,069 

12,984,263 

450,000 
2,000,000 

17,300,000 

$56,883,083 

Proposed 
1981-82 

$10,000,000 

9,972,660, 

1,639,267 

1,400,000* 

22,939,847 

$45,951,774 

Budget BiD Item 
Chapter 1166, 
Statutes of 
1979 
379-lOl-188 

379-101-742 

379-101-140 

379-101-890 

• Includes $300,000 grant for "Hall of California Ecology" at Oakland Museum and $1,100,000 grant to City 
of Torrance for acquisition of Madrona Marsh. 

California Parklands Bond Act of 1980 
The California Parklands Bond Act of 1980 was approved by the voters in the 

November 1980 Gen~ral Election. It provides $85 million in grants to cities, coun­
ties and special districts for local and regional parks, swimming pools, and other 
neighborhood and community recreation facilities. These grants will be distribut­
ed on the basisof population, but no county will receive less than $100,000. Park 
development graQts will cover 100 percent of total project cost, while grants for 
land acquisition will cover 75 percent of total project cost. An additional $30 million 
will be provided under the Roberti-Z'berg Urban, Open-Space and Recreation 
grants program for urban parks with 25 percent local matching. 

The department's request does not iQclude appropriations for grants under the 
1980 Parkl~nds Bond Act. We anticipate, however, that the department will re­
quest the full $30 million available for urban park grants by budget change letter 
this spring.' , ' 
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California Urban, Open-Space and Recreation Local Grants Program 
We recommend deletion of$10 million in Item 379-101-188 from the Energy and Resources 

Fund for urban park grants and urban fishing projects. 

Chapter 174, Statutes of 1976, established the Urban, Open-Space and Recrea­
tion grants program. This program allocates money on the basis of population to 
cities, counties and districts for the acquisition and development of high priority 
recreation and open-space projects. These projects place emphasis on the most 
urgent recreation needs in the most heavily populated areas. 

Since 1976, the Legislature has made Budget Act appropriations totaling $75 
million for this grant program. Chapter 1166, Statutes of 1979, supplemented these 
funds by appropriating an additional $10 million in 1980-81 and $10 million in 
1981-82 from the General Fund. 

The Governor's Budget requests $10 million Jrom the Environmental Resources 
Fund for this program. Of that amount, $4 million would be granted to urban park 
projects and$6 million would be used for a new urban fishing program. 

Urban Park Grants. The department's request for $4 million from the Energy 
and Resources Fund, when combined with the $10 million appropriated by Chap­
ter 1166, Statutes of 1979, and the $30 inillion which the department is expected 
to request from the 1980 Parklands ~oild AcHor the budget year, would provide 
$44 million for urban park grants in 1981-82. This would substantially exceed the 
departments' capability to administer the grants given that it has only handled a 
peak of $27 million in 1978-79. Also at issue is the ability of the local park agencies 
to absorb increased grants and to implement an increased number of projects in 
the budget year and provide for substantial increases in ongoing; operational 
maintenance costs. For these reasons, we recommend that the $4 million from the 
Energy and Resources Fund be deleted. . 

Urban Fishing Program. The Department of Parks and Recreation, in coopera­
tionwith the Department of Fish and Game, is proposing to implement an urban 
fishing grant program in heavily populated areas of the state. These grants would 
be financed with $6 million from the Energy and Resources Fund. Preliminary 
information from the Department of Parks and Recreation indicates that the 
grants would be made to local agencies to rehabilitate for fishing small lakes and 
reservoirs, such as Lake Merritt in Oakland. The Department of Fish and Game 
would stock the lakes and reservoirs with fish and advise the local agencies on 
maintaining fish habitats. 

We have no problems with the primary objectives of the proposed urban fishery 
program. However, the request is premature because there arE1 major unresolved 
problems involving (1) restoring and maintaining of satisfactory water quality and 
natural habitat conditions in the lakes and reservoirs, (2)· whether the Department 
of Fish and Game is able to increase its hatchery production to stock the lakes and 
(3) whether the Department of Fish and Game has the capability to ensure that 
individuals fishing in these areas are properly licensed. In addition, the Depart­
ment of Parks and Recreation has not provided sufficient information to permit 
an analysis of what can be accomplished under the program and what the cost of 
the individual projects would be. For these reasons, we recommend deletion of $6 
million tor this program. 

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 
(Items 379-001-001, 263, 392 and Item 379-101-733) 

Departmental administration is the responsibilityofthe director, his staff and 
the administrative services diviSion. The budget proposes $8,004,707 for this pro­
gram (186.4 personnel-years), an increase of $433,586, or 5.7 percent, over the 
current year. This reflects a net increase of 9.2 personnel-years as Jollows: 

• 4 personnel-years for increased accounting workload . 

.. _- ... __ . ----_. ---
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• 2 personnel-years to support increased operation and maintenance in the state 

parks system. . 
• 3.2 personnel-years for management of the department's off-highway vehicle 

program. 
Our analysis indicates that the above positions are justified aI,ld should be ap: 

proved. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION~CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-188from the Ener­
gy and Resources Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981--82 ..........................•....................•.... , .................... . 
Recommen,dedapproval ............................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
(a) Project Planning and Design ........................................ ; ........... ; .... . 
We recommend approval. 

$584,686 
584;68p 

$160,044 

This request reimburses the department's support Item 379-001-001 for project 
planning and design of capital outlay projects which will eventually be financed 
for construction from the Energy and Resources Fund. 

(b) Minor Capital Outlay Projects ,..................................................... $424,642 
We recommend approval. . 
This request is for the second phase of the department's solar retrofitting pro­

gram. Under this program, the department is installing solar-assisted hotwater 
heaters and heat pumps in state parks facilities, such as restrooms, shops, resi­
dencesand offices. In the second phase of the program, the department will install 
solar equipment· in. 25 • buildings. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-263 from the Off­
Highway Vehicle Fund Budget p. R 145 

·Requested 1981--82 .............. ~ ................... : ..... ; ... , ... ~ ........................ . 
Recommended approval ......................... ;~ ..... , ........ :~ ..................... . 
Recommended. reduction ...................... : ....................................... . 
Recommendation pending ....................•...... : ..........•................... i. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS· 
(a) Hollister HillsState VehiCle Recreation Area~workii1g draw-

$13,168,700 
618,300 

4,800,000 
7,750;400 

ings for facility improvements ................................ ,....................... $250,400 
We withhold recommendation, pending completion of cost estimates for this project. 
H~llisterHills State Recreation Area is located in the northwest portion of San 

Benito Colinty, about 7 miles south of the City of Hollister. This park, which 
consists of 3;326 acres of mountainous canyons is very popular with the owners of 
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off-highway vehicles from the San Francisco Bay Area. Soil erosion is a difficult 
problem at this unit because motorcycles and four-wheel drive vehicles dig ruts 
which become badly gullied during storms. 

The proposed project would provide working drawings and specifications for 
(1) erosion control and revegetation work, and construction of sediment catch­
ment basins and drainage culverts, (2) rerouting of trails and hill climbs, (3) 
renovation of an existing ranger residence, (4) construction of two solar shower 
facilities and a storage building, (5) construction of gravel roads, and (6) procure­
ment of several items of mobile equipment. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed work and improvements are justified 
and reasonable. We withhold recommendation, however, pending receipt of .the 
State Architect's preliminary design analysis and cost-estimate for this project. 

(b) Carnegie State Vehicle ReereatilJl1 Area-acquisition.............. $1,100,000 
We recommend deletion of $l,loo,()(}(} for this project. 

Carnegie State Vehicle Recreation Area is located in the southwest corner of San 
Joaquin County, approximately 12 miles southeast of Livermore. This off-highway 
vehicle park, which presently consists of 1,540 acres, is within a 2-hour drive from 
the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento areas. 

The proposed addition contains approximately 2,222 acres divided among 10 
ownerships. The topography of the proposed addition consists of gentle, open 
rolling hills with gradual to steep slopes. The property is presently being used for 
sheep and cattle grazing, and there is no evidence that the property has been used 
by off-highway vehicles. There are no residences on the property, and it is zoned 
for general agricultural parcels of 160 acres minimum size. The department has 
not completed an appraisal of the property, as required by Chapter 1080, Statutes 
of 1979. 

We understand that the property owners ate unWilling sellers and that the 
surrounding rural community is opposed to state acquisition of the property and 
further expansion of Carnegie Off-Highway Vehicle Park. The department also 
indicates that it will not use condemnation and that consideration is being given 
to dropping the project. For these reasons, we recommend that the acquisition be 
deleted. 

(c) Hollister Hills State Vehicle Recreation Area-acquisition.... $2,000,000 
We recommend deletion of $2,ooo,()(}(} for this project. 

Hollister Hills State Vehicle Recreation Area is located in the northwest portion 
of San Benito County, about 7 miles south of the city of Hollister. This off-highway 
vehicle park, which consists of 3,326 acres of rolling hills and mountainous canyons, 
is popular with owners of off-highway vehicles from the San 'Francisco Bay Area. 

The proposed acquisition would add approximately 2,010 acres of gentle to steep 
rolling hills to the park. The land, which is split between two ownerships, is 
presently used for sheep and cattle grazing and has no residences or ranch build­
ings. The properties are fenced and the use of off-highway vehicles is not permit­
ted. The department has not completed an appraisal of the property, as required 
by Chapter 1080, Statutes of 1979. 

We understand that the property owners are unwilling sellers and that there is 
considerable resistance in the community of Hollister to state acquisition of this 
prime grazing and viewshed area. The department indicates that it will not use 
condemnation to acquire the property and that it is giving consideration to drop­
ping the project. As a consequence, we recommend that the acquisition be delet­
ed. 

(d) Ocotillo Wells, State Vehicle Recreation Area. ........................ $7,500,000 
We withhold recommendation, pending completion of the appraisal on the property. 

Ocotillo Wells State Vehicle Recreation Area is located approximately 100 miles 
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northeast of San Diego, on the east boundary of Anza-Borrego State Park. This 
popular off-highway vehicle park, which consists of approximately 12,200 acres, is 
undeveloped desert and desert mountains that are subject to uncontrolled and 
extensive use by off-highway vehicle owners, primarily from the Los Angeles, San 
Diego, and Riverside areas. 

The proposed addition contains approximately 52,800 acres, of which 18,585 
acres is under Bureau of Land Management ownership, 4,650 acres is under State 
Lands Commission ownership and 29,565 acres is under private ownership. The 
Bureau of Land Management and State Lands Commission lands would be trans­
ferred at no cost to the state parks system. Fee title for the privately-owned lands 
would be acquired. 

The project is similar to the existing state-owned lands at Ocotillo Wells. It 
consists of open desert and desert mountains which have been subject· to heavy 
use by off-highway vehicles for several years. There are no improvements on the 
properties but there is one natural spring which the department plans to protect 
and preserve from further damage by off-highway vehicles. The department's 
operating costs for the first three years are estimated to be $454,000.· 

Given the large acreage, remote location and extensive off-highway vehicle 
usage of the property, we believe that the proposed acquisition is a logical addition 
to the existing off-highway vehicle park. This major expansion has the potential of 
consolidating state ownership of recreational lands in the area and, through proper 
management, minimizing uncontrolled use and protecting fragile desert re­
sources. However, we withhold recommendation pending completion of the ap­
praisal on the property required by Chapter 1080, Statutes of 1979. 

(e) Sycamore Canyon-acquisition ...................................................... $1, roo,{}()() 
We recommend deletion of $1,700,{}()() For this project. 

Sycamore Canyon is located in San Diego County, approximately 6 miles north 
of Santee and 20 miles south of Escondido. The proposed acquisition would pro­
vide for a new state operated and maintained area for use by off-highway vehicle 
owners in the San Diego area. The 554 acres proposed for acquisition are adjacent 
to an existing 1,326-acre undeveloped county park which is to be deeded at no cost 
to the state. 

The project is split into two portions. The western acquisition is the 320-acre 
Goodan Ranch which consists of a wide, flat canyon floor with gently sloping hills. 
The vegetation in the canyon consists of oak and sycamore trees and an old grove 
of olive trees. The ranch is now used for light-truck farming and grazing. It has 
a residence, several ranch buildings and two productive wells. A variety of wild 
animals and migratory song birds can be found on the ranch. The northern acquisi­
tion consists of several small parcels which have been developed into ranchettes. 
Two new homes have recently been constructed. The homes have outstanding 
views across the Goodan Ranch. The properties are all fenced, including the 
county park, and access by off-highway vehicles has not been permitted. An ap­
praisal of the property has not been completed, as required by Chapter 1080, 
Statutes of 1979. 

We recommend that the project be deleted for the following reasons: (1) the 
department has not completed a study, as required by Item 532.5, Budget Act of 
1980, of the feasibility of developing this property into an off-highway vehicle park, 
(2) the department is proposing to acquire a 65,000 acre state off-highway vehicle 
park at Ocotillo Wells which is east of San Diego, (3) the proposed acquisition of 
improved properties, including recently developed ranchettes, may require con­
demnation, and (4) unlike other properties acquired for state off-highway vehicle 
parks, this land has not been previously used by off-highway vehicles. The vegeta-
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tion, trees and wildlife habitats on this property are undisturbed and have been 
preserved in their natural state. The property may be better suited to develop­
ment as a multi-use regional park, rather than as an area for use by off-highway 
vehicles. 

(f) Minor Capital Outlay Projects ...................................................... $618,300 
We recommend approval. 

This request is for 18 projects involving erosion control, soil reclamation, revege­
tation, sediment catch basins, drainage lines, and rerouting of trails at state off­
highway vehicle parks. The number and cost of such projects is anticipated to 
increase steadily as the existing state off-highway vehicle parks are expanded and 
new park units are acquired and developed. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-392 from the State 
Parks and Recreation Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 
Recommended augmentation ..................................................... . 
Net recommended approval ....................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
(a) Big Basin State Park-working drawings and construction for 

sewer ................................................................................................... . 
We recommend approval. 

$16,003,105 
12,229,894 

866,211 
2,907,000 

218,400 
$12,448,294 

$713,000 

Big Basin State Park is located in the Coastal Mountains, approximately 20 miles 
southwest of San Jose. 

The sewage collection and treatment system at Big Basin State Park was con­
structed in the early 1930's. On July 13, 1979, the Central Coast Regional Water 
Quality Control Board adopted Order No. 79-64 requiring the Department of 
Parks and Recreation to "cease and desist" from discharging treated sewage efflu­
ent into the east branch of Wad del Creek because the treated effluent exceeds the 
board's wastewater regulations. Full compliance with the regulations is required 
by December 1, 1982. 

As a result of the cease and desist order, the department is requesting $713,000 
to construct and install: (1) a roof on the existing sand filter beds, (2) a storage 
tank for retention of improperly treated effluent when the treatment plant mal­
functions, (3) coagulation, chlorination and dechlorination chambers, and (4) 
automatic controls and alarms at critical points in the treatment system. The 
department intends to apply for reimbursement of these costs. under the federal 
Clean Water Grant program. 

The sewage treatment system at Big Basin State Park is obsolete and seriously 
inadequate to treat sewage from two major campgrounds and the park headquar­
ters area. During the late summer and fall, the natural flows in East Waddel Creek 
are low and the potential for contamination of the creek is high. The project should 
be approved. 

(b) Torrey Pines State Reserve:--construction for erosion control $304,450 
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We recommend a reduction of $3.{}()(} and approval of this project in the reduced amount 

of $301,450. 

Torrey Pines State Reserve is located on the coast of San Diego County, approxi­
mately 15 miles north of the City of San Diego. The northern portion of Torrey 
Pines State Reserve is included within a 280-acre watershed. A portion of this 
watershed, which is outside of state ownership; is occupied by streets, a paved 
school yard and a residential subdivision. The drainage from these state lands and 
the developed areas descends through the state reserve. During the winter, storm 
waters erode a large gulley on state-owned lands. The City of San Diego contribut­
ed to the erosion by placing a water main and a sewer main in the existing natural 
channel, before the state acquired the property. These mains have been exposed 
by erosion during major storms. If-broken, they would cause extensive damage. 

In order to carry the storm waters to the ocean and prevent severe erosion of 
state park lands, the department is requesting $304,450 for construction of an open 
drainage canal approximately 1,760 feet long. Item 530 (f), Budget Act of 1980, 
appropriated $46,850 for working drawings for this project. 

We recommend approval of this project. The drainage channel is needed and 
the department's design appears to be reasonable. We also suggest that the depart­
ment seek reimbursement from the City of San Diego for a portion of the project 
costs. 

The State Architect's estimate of October 23, 1980, is for $301,450. Therefore, 
$3,000 can be removed from the request. 

(c! S~lver Strand State Beach-.working drawings and construc-
tIon for stOTlIl damage repaIr.......................................................... $7(}(},OOO 

We withhold recommendation, pending completion of cost estimates For this project. 

Silver Strand State Beach is on the coast of San Diego County, approximately 
4 miles south of the City of Coronado. This beach has received severe damage from 
a series of storms, the last of which occurred during the winter of 1980. Three 
combination restroom and dressing room buildings have been closed for two years 
due to prior damage, and a fourth combination building was destroyed by ocean 
waves last winter. Item 532(b), Budget Act of 1980, appropriated $453,878 for 
phase 1 repairs to this beach. 

After an October 1980 review of the project, the department decided that the 
combination restroom and dressing room buildings on the beach should be demol­
ished, rather than repaired, and that new buildings should be constructed adjacent 
to the service road where they would be removed from wave damage. The depart­
ment is requesting $700,000 for both working drawings and construction of new 
combination buildings and utilities and demolition of the existing buildings in 
order to expedite the project. In addition, the project provides for sheet piling 
around the headquarters plaza area to lessen erosion during storms and hightide 
periods. 

The Office of State Architect has not completed its design analysis and cost­
estimate for this project. We withhold recommendation, pending completion of 
the cost-estimate. 

(d) Folsom Lake State Recreational Area-construction of camp-
ing and day-use facilities at Beales Point .................................. $2,949,775 

We recommend approval. 

Folsom Lake State Recreation Area is located in Sacramento County, approxi­
mately 22 miles northeast of downtown Sacramento. This is one of the most popu­
lar recreation areas in the state parks system. Most of the recreation use is 
concentrated in the Granite Bay area because it is the only area which has ade­
quate day-use, beach and boating facilities. 
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In recognition of the need for additional facilities at this unit, the Legislature 
appropriated $54,000, under Item 585 (f), Budget Act of 1980, to prepare working 
drawings for additional beach, day-use and camping facilities at Beale's Point. The 
working drawings .are to provide for construction of a 28-acre swimming beach, 
a 500-car parking area, 130 picnic sites, an improved entrance road, beach sanitary 
facilities, concession facilities and utilities. The project also includes rehabilitation 
of an an existing campground and construction of 19 new camp sites. 

We recommend approval of the department's request for construction of this 
project. Additional day-use and camping facilities are needed at Folsom Lake State 
Park and the department's design appears to be reasonable. . 

(e) Malibu Creek State Park---,.construction of camping and day-
use facilities ........................................ ,............................................... $1,858,830 

We recommend approval. 

Malibu Creek State Park is located in the Santa Monica Mountains, approximate­
ly 5 miles south of the City of Thousand Oaks. 

Phase 1 construction of an entrance road and day-use facilities, costing $204 
million, is currently in process. Item 578(k), Budget Act of 1980 appropriated 
$210,420 to prepare working drawings for phase 2 camping facilities. The phase 2 
facilities consist of a 6O-unit family-type campground, a 90-person primativegroup 
camp, a campfire center, a trailer sanitation station, a concrete bridge, sanitary 
facilities, an entrance kiosk, underground utilities, landscaping and irrigation. 

We recommend approval of the phase 2 camping facilities. Developm:ent of 
day-use and camping facilities is critically needed at this urban park in the Santa 
Monica Mountains. . 

(f) Angel Island State Park---,.constiuction of day-use facilities.... $1,800,000 
We recommend a reduction of$518,211 and approval of this project in the reduced amount 

of $1,281,789. 
Angel Island State Park is located in San Francisco Bay, immediately north of 

the City of San Francisco. Its main features are day use facilities and historic 
military buildings. Because of the need to improve day-use facilities and renovate 
certain historic buildings at Angel Island State Park, the Legislature, under Item 
578(c), Budget Act of 1980, appropriated $79,800 for working drawings of new 
day-use facilities, ground improvements, and renovation of existing historic build­
ingsat Ayala Cove, North Garrison, East Garrison; and West Garrison. Specifically, 
the project calls for development of new day-use facilities, renovation of historic 
buildings, site preparation and surface drainage, sanitary facilities, water systems, 
electri.caland telephone systems, landscaping and irrigation,. and interpretive 
displays. 

The State Architeqt's revised cost-estimate, dated December .18, 1980, reflects 
minor changes in project scope and reduces the cost by $518,211. We recommend 
a reduction of $518,211 and approval of the project in the amount of $1,281,789. 
Construction of the new day-use facilities, extension of utilities and renovation of 
the historic buildings is needed at this large urban park unit. 

(g) . Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument-working draw-
ings for water. system ........................................................................ $77,000 

We withhold recommendation, pending completion of cost-estimates for this project. 
Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument is located on the Coast of San Luis 

Obispo County, approximately 35 miles northwest of the City of San Luis Obispo. 
Approximately5,000 person per day visit Hearst Castle during peak periods. Their: 
water use is estimated to be at the rate of 80,000 gallons per day. This water, which 
comes from three springs, a collection system and reservoirs on the Hearst Corpo­
ration's property, is four times the daily amount of 20,000 gallons per day allocated 
to the state under the gift deed for the property which was executed between the 
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Hearst Corporation and the state. Although the Hearst Corporation has not asked 
the Department of Parks and Recreation to reduce its water consumption, the 
corporation has expansion plans at the Hearst Ranch and has cautioned the state 
that its use of water may have to be reduced in the future. This would force a 
reduction in visitors to the Castle and implementation of stringent water conserva­
tion measures. 

Based on an estimate that Hearst Castle peak visitation may increase to 6,000 
people per day and water usage may increase to 100,000 gallons daily during peak 
periods, the department provided $35,000 to the Department of Water Resources 
to investigate additional water sources on the Hearst Corporation property. The 
Department of Water Resources report, which was completed on September 1, 
1980, indicates that a new supply of approximately 100,000 gallons per day can be 
developed at a cost of approximately $538,750. Specifically, this project would 
consist of: (1) reworking the catchment areas of existing springs to provide more 
water, (2) drilling one or two horizontal wells below the Chrisholm and Phelan 
Springs and connecting them to existing pipelines, (3) constructing an impound­
ment reservoir "on Oak Knoll Creek, and (4) implementing water conservations 
measures. 

The Department of Parks and Recreation is requesting $77,OOOto prepare work­
ing drawings for these water system improvements. A request for construction 
funds is planned in the department's 1982-83 budget following execution of an 
agreement with the Hearst Corporation on the sharing of costs for development 
of new water supplies. 

We agree that joint efforts must be made with the Hearst Corporation for 
development of additional water capacity for Hearst San Simeon State Monument. 
However, we withhold recommendation, pending completion of a final design 
analysis and cost-estimates by the Office of State Architect. 

(h) Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument-rehabilitation 
and repair ............................................................................................ $505,050 

We recommend augmentation by $67,500 and approval in the increased amount of $572,-
550. 

This request for $505,050 is for an ongoing program of artifact restoration, and 
building stabilization and repairs at Hearst Castle. Specifically, this request pro­
vides for (1) restoration and waterproofing of building exteriors, (2) installation 
of burglar alarms, smoke detectors and terrace lighting, (3) repair of walks and 
terraces, (4) exterior and interior painting, (5) restoration of the "tea terrace," (6) 
an engineering study of retaining walls for the "c terrace," and (7) restoration of 
art objects such as tapestries, paintings, carvings, sculpture and furniture which 
have deteriorated due to exposure to light, temperature and humidity. 

Based on the State Architect's estimate of December 2, 1980 for this work, we 
recommend the project be increased by $67,500 and approved in the increased 
amount of $572,550. 

(i) Hearst San Simeon Historic Monument-'-road repair .............. $500,000 
We recommend an augmentation of $150.900 and approval in the increased amount of 

$650.900. 
The lower portion of the access road to Hearst Castle was constructed in 1959. 

It is a two lane asphalt/concrete road on a 100 foot easement. The upper portion, 
which was constructed in 1964, is two way, with separated lanes On 60 foot ease­
ments. At the time the road was built, only automobile traffic was expected. Since 
then, there has been a shift from cars to heavy buses and service vehicles. The 
number of buses which take tour groups up to the Castle has increased through 
the years. The added traffic, coupled with poor drainage and road slip-outs, has 
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caused severe deterioration of the road in many places. A program of routine 
repairs has been underway for several years, but this work cannot correct the 
major problems. 

Because the Hearst Castle has 1 million visitors per year, and the road problems 
often restrict bus traffic, the department is requesting $500,000 for phase 1 road 
repairs. This request is based on a study by Caltrans to determine the extent of· 
rehabilitation needed for the Hearst Castle road. The study indicates that major 
work must be accomplished, which will cost approximately $1,507,000. 

Based on a State Architect's cost-estimate of October 16, 1980, we recommend 
augmentation by $150,900 and approval of this project in the amount of $650,900. 
Permanent road repairs are needed for Hearst Castle which is expected to earn 
revenues of approximately $5.7 million in the budget year. 

(j) Columbia State· Historic Park-construction of theatre and 
saloon .................................................................................................... $500,000 

We recommend approval. 

Columbia State Historic Park is located in Tuolumne County approximately. 5 
miles north of the City of Sonora. 

The Legislature has appropriated a total of $687,057 for the first phase of this 
project which includes restoring the historic Fallon Hotel and Theatre, the project 
is estimated to ultimately cost $3.5 million. 

The Fallon Hotel,which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, has 
deteriorated and is structurally unsafe. The roof has caved in and rain water Was 
destroying the interior of the building until a temporary roof was constructed. The 
theatre, which is presently used by local groups and the Ulliversity of Pacific 
Theatre Arts Department, is in need of extensive rehabilitation and restoration. 

The department is requesting $500,000 for phase 2 restoration work. Specifically, 
the phase 2 work coIi~ists of structural stabilization and the installation of new 
utility systems, fire alarm and sprin:kler systems, heating, ventilation and air condi­
tioning, and electrical and sound systems in the theatre. We recommen:d approval. 

(k) Old TOWll San Diego State Historic Park-working drawings 
for reconstruction .............................................................................. $50,000 

We withhold recommendation on this project, pending completion of a cost estimate for 
the project. 

The 12-acre Old Town San Diego State Historic Park is located adjacent to 
Interstate 5 iIi the City of San Diego. . 

This request is for $50,000 to prepare working drawings of the Ma.chado-Wright­
ington, Light-Freeman, and U.S. House adobes which the department plansto 
reconstruct in Old Town San Diego. These adobes will be constructed end to end 
with common end walls. They will be operated and maintained by concessionaires. 

The department's preliminary design for these adobes appears to be reasonable. 
However, we withhold recommendation, pending completion of cost estimates by 
the State Architect. 

(1) Old Sacramento State Historic Park-working drawings for 
4ger Scene ............................................................................................ $80,000 

We withhold recommendation, pending receipt of additional information on this project 
and completion of the cost-estimate. 

Old Town Sacramento State Historic Park is located on the east bank of the 
Sacramento River in downtown Sacramento. The department is requesting $80;-
000 to prepare working drawing for reconstruction oBI historic structures on the 
half block known as the "4ger Scene" in Old Town Sacramento. The site of the 
"4ger Scene" is presently being filled with earth and landscaped using $524,iOO 
appropriated under Item 578(1), Budget Act of 1980. . 

We withhold recommendations because (1) sufficient information about this 
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project has not been provided by the department, and (2) cost-estimates have not 
been completed by the State Architect. 

(m) Bale Grist Mil/-construction of access road and parking /01$515,000 
We recommend approval 

Bale Grist Mill State Historic Park is located in the Napa Valley approximately 
5 miles northwest of the town of St. Helena. 

The Legislature has previously appropriated $469,669 for phase 1 reconstruction 
of the historic mill and for phase 2 working drawings for relocation ofthe entrance 
road and development of a new parking area. This is a cooperative project 
between the Department of Parks and Recreation and the California State Parks 
Foundation. The department is responsible for restoration of the mill and con­
struction of day-use and parking facilities. The State Parks Foundation intends to 
finance the installation of machinery to make the mill fully operative. 

We recommend approval. The new entrance will provide adequate space for 
left turn and merging traffic lanes on Highway 29, and the expanded parking is 
needed for buses and automobiles. 

(n) Minor Projects •.. , ................................................................. ;.............. $2,300,000 
We reCOil1mend a reduction of $95,000 and approval in the amount of $2,205,000. 

This request is for $2.3 million for minor capital outlay projects ($100,000 or less) 
throughout the state park system. Specifically, this request provides for (1) re­
placement of expendable items such as park furniture and chemical toilet units (2) 
repairs to water, electrical and sewer systems, (3) erosion control, boundary fenc­
ing and resource management, (4) minor restoration of historic structures, and (5) 
construction of lifeguard towers, bridges, minor shop buildings and restroom facili­
ties. 

We recommend approval .of 50 of the 51 minor capital outlay projects. We 
recommend deletion of $95,000 for replacement of underground electrical service 
to four buildings at Silver Strand State Beach in San Diego County. Subsequent 
to formulating this minor capital outlay request, the department decided to de­
molish the existing combination . rest room and dressing room buildings, which 
have been heavily damaged by storms, and to construct new buildings which are 
removed from the threat of storm damage. To accomplish this work, the depart­
ment is requesting $700,000 under (c) of this budget item. This cancels the need 
for the minor capital outlay project. . 

(0) Chino Hi//s-acquisition.................................................................. $2.000,000 
We withhold recommendation, pending col1Jpletion of the appraisal for this properly. 

On April 1, 1979, the Department of Parks and Recreation competed afeasibility 
study of the Chino Hills for acquisition and development of public J:ecreation and 
open-space lands. The Chino Hills study area includes about 50,000 acres of open­
space located in the four adjacent corners of Los Angeles, San Bernardino,Orange 
arid Riverside Counties. This area is within a 40 mile radius of approximately 9.2· 
million people. 

The Chino Hills are characterized by a complex system of winding canyons and 
gentle to steep rolling hills. The land form provides many panoramic views and 
ridgeline vistas. Vegetation consists of oak and walnut studded grasslands, chapar­
ral and riparian woodlands. The hills support some heavily forested areas of Cali -
fornia walnut. There are ninnerous. wildlife habitats throughout the canyons. 
Underground water supply is defiCient in the Chino Hills, with only a few small 
capacity wells. Watershed runoffrates are relatively high, Currently, the lands are 
used for power transmission lines, water collection and storage, livestock grazing, 
limited oil extraction operations and waste disposal sites. The property borders on 
the west with the Carbon Canyon Park and on the south with the Yorba and 
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Featherly Regional Parks. 
The department's study concluded that approximately 12,500 acres in the Chino 

Hills should be acquired for development as a large state urban park. Priority one 
was given to acquisition of 4,500 acres in Telegraph Canyon, priority two was given 
to 4,700 acres in Aliso Canyon, and priority three was given to 3,300 acres in the 
Upper Tonner Canyon. The cost of acquiring these properties was estimated to be 
approximately $57 million. 

Chapter 809, Statutes of 19BO, appropriated $5 million from the State Parks and 
Recreation Fund for phase 1 acquisition of 935 acres in Telegraph Canyon. The 
department is now requesting $2 million to augment the phase I project by 439 
acres. 

Our analysis indicates that the 439-acre acquisition would be a logical addition 
to the phase 1 project. However, we withhold recommendation because the de­
partment has not completed an appraisal, as required by Chapter lOBO, Statutes 
of 1979. The department indicates that the required appraisal will be completed 
before budget hearings. . 

We believe the department should consider the possibility of acquiring approxi­
mately 157 acres at the east end of Aliso Canyon and on the south bank of the Santa 
Ana River in Riverside County. This property would provide access to the Chino 
Hills from Riverside County and allow for development of day-use and camping 
facilities. It also appears to be under the threat of subdivision development. 

(p) In-Holding purchases ...................................................................... . $500,000 
We recommend approval. 

Many state park units surround small parcels of land that remain in private 
ownership. These parcels are generally small and are referred to as "in-holdings". 
The department has not been required to bring acquisitions of this type to the 
Legislature for approval. We recommend approval of this request. 

(q) Opportunity Purchases .................................................................... $500,000 
We recommend a reduction of $2SO,()(}() and approval of this request in the reduced amount 

of $25O,()(}(). 

On occasion, small properties which are contiguous to state park units become 
available to the state. In order to take advantage of such opportunities and to 
prevent incompatible development of such properties, the Legislature normally 
provides the department with an appropriation which permits proceeding quickly 
with opportunity purchases. 

We recommend that money for such purchases continue to be made available. 
However, the request for $500,000 is excessive and should be reduced to $250,000 
which is the amount normally provided for this purpose. If major acquisitions are 
needed, the department should request them as specific projects in the Budget 
Bill. 

(r) Acquisition Costs................................................................................ $150,000 
We recommend approval. 

The department is requesting $150,000 to cover costs incurred by the Real Estate 
Services Division of the Department of General Services to prepare budget esti­
mates for proposed acquisition projects and for processing gifts to the state parks 
system. We recommend approval. 
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Items 379-301-728 from the Rec­
reation and Fish and Wildlife 
Enhancement Bond Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended apprval ................................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

$8,071 
8,071 

This request is a reimbursement to the department's support Items 379-001-001 
for preliminary planning and project management of capital outlay acquisition and 
development projects which are financed from the Recreation and Fish and Wild­
life Enhancement Bond Fund. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-732 from the State 
Beach, Park, Recreational and 
Historical Facilities Bond Act 
of 1964. Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

$13,669 
13,669 

This request is a reimbursement to the department's support Item 379-001-001 
for preliminary planning and project management of capital outlay acquisition 
projects which are financed from the 1964 Park Bond Fund. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-733 from the State, 
Beach, Park, Recreational and 
Historical Facilities Fund of 
1974 Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ...................................................... ; ................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

$1,096,392 
1,096,392 

This request is a reimbursement to the department's support Item 379-001-001 
for preliminary planning and project management of capital outlay acquisition and 
development projects which are financed from the 1974 Park Bond Fund. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-742 from the State, 
Urban, and Coastal Park Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ................ ; ............................................. ;. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

$541,686 
541,686 

This request is for reimbursement to the department's support Item 379-001-001 
for preliminary planning and project management of capital outlay acquisition and 
development projects which are financed from the 1976 Park Bond Fund. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY , 

Item 379~301-890 from the Fed­
eral Trust Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We withhold recommendation. 

$784,375 
784,375 

This request is for $784,375 to be transferred to the State Park Contingent Fund 
for two acquisition projects proposed under Item 379-301-952. 

Consistent with our recommendation on Item 379-301-952, we withhold recom­
mendation on this transfer. 
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OUTLAY 

Item 379-301-952 from the State 
Park Contingent Fund Budget p. R 145 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

($784,375) 
(784,375) 

This item would appropriate federal grant funds to pay half the costs of purchas­
ing two properties which the Save-the-Redwoods League has acquired. The 
League will gift the other half interest to the state. 

(a) Julia Pfeiffer Bums State Park-acquisition .............................. $60,000 
We withhold recommending, pending completion oE the appraisal Eor the property. 

Julia Pfeiffer Burns State Park is located on the Pacific Coast about 40 miles south 
of the City of Monterey. The park contains approximately 1,904 acres of coastal 
mountain land, having heavy stands of redwoods and mixed conifers. The park is 
relatively undeveloped, with only four overnight camp sites, a few picnic sites, 
limited parking facilities, and several miles of trails. An old smuggler's tunnel has 
been rehabilitated to give SCUBA divers access to Partington Cove. 

The proposed acquisition would add approximately 19 acres along the northern 
boundary of the park. The Save-the-Redwoods League has purchased the land and 
is now holding the property for the state. The League proposes to deed the parcel 
to the· state for one-half its original acquisition cost of $120,000. 

This 19-acre parcel, is heavily forested with redwoods, and appears to be a logical 
addition to the park. However, we withhold recommendation pending completion 
of an appraisal for this project, as required by Chapter 1080, Statutes of 1979. 

(b) Wilder Ranch State Park-acquisition ........................................ . $724,375 
We withhold recommendation, pending completion oE an appraisal Eor the property. 

Wilder Ranch State Park is located on the Pacific Coast approximately five miles 
west of the City of Santa Cruz. This park, which consists of approximately 3,200 
acres, has approximately three miles of broad ocean terrace with pocket beaches 
on the ocean side of Highway 1. The terrace areas are leased by the Department 
of General Services for the production of artichokes and brussel sprouts. The areas 
of the park which are upland from Highway 1, are coastal mountain and canyon 
lands with old growth redwood forest, conifer forest, and some quarried areas. The 
ranch center, which contains several historic buildings, is open to the public for 
limited use. 

The proposed acquisition would add 148 acres of old growth redwood and Dou­
glas fir to the upland portion of the park. However, the property would not be 
contiguous to upland park properties, but would be contiguous to several hundred· 
acres of coastal mountain and canyon property which is owned by the State Lands 
Commission and is under consideration for transfer to Wilder Ranch State Park. 
The Save-the-Redwoods League has purchased and is now holding the lands for 
the state. The League proposes to deed the property to the state for one-half of 
its original purchase cost of $1,448,750. 

State acquisition of the property would assure preservation of the old growth 
redwoods, and would make a logical addition to the property owned by State 
Lands Commission if it is transferred to Wilder Ranch State Park. However, we 
withhold recommendation, pending completion of an appraisal on the property 
as required by Chapter 1080, Statutes of 1979. 
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(c) Amount Payable from FederalTrust Fund {Item 37!f0301-890) -$784,315 
We Withhold recummendation. 

This reimbursement from the Federal Trust Fund would pay the state's one-half 
share of the acquisition costs for the proposed Julia. Pfeiffer Burns State Park and 
Wilder Ranch acquisition projects. Consistent with our recommendations on those 
projects, we withhold recommendation on the reimbursement. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND 
RECREATION ...... REAPPROPRIATION 

Item 379-490 from the General 
Fund and various special 
funds 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We withhold recommendation. Additional information is needed for evaluation of the 

requestedreappropriations for local assistance and capital outlay projects. 
This item requests reappropriations for capital outlay acquisition and develop-

ment projects from the following SOUrces: . 

• General Fund 
• State Account for Capital Outlay, General Fund 
• Off-Highway Vehicle fund 
• State Parks and Recreation Fund 
• Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund 
• State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical· Facilities Bond Fund of 1964 . 
• State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Bond Fund of 1974 
• State, Urban, and Coastal Park Bond Food 
• State Park Contingent Fund 

Total ............................ ; ............................................................. ; .................................. ; .............. . 

1 project 
1 project 
5 projects 

29 pr!ljects 
3 projects 
4 projects 

31 projects 
17 projects 
1 project 

88 projects 

We withhold recommendation on these reappropriation!., pending receipt of 
additional information from the department. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION~REVERSIONS 

Items 379-495 from the General 
Fund· and various speCial 
funds 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We withhold recommenaatio,;. Additional i~formationis needed for evaluation of the 

requested 'reversions forcapitaJ outlay projects. . 

. This item proposes reversions for capital outlay. acquisition· and developmerit, 
and local assistance grant projects from the following sources: 

• General Fund 
• Bagley Conservation Fund 
• Off-Highway Vehicle Food 
• State Parks and Recreation Fund 
• Recreation and Fish and Wildlife Enhancement Fund 
• State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Bond Fund of 1964 

1 project 
1 project 
3 projects 

17 projects 
1 project 
2.projects 
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. DEPARTMENT ,Of PARKS AND RECREATION-REVERSIONS-Continued 
,·,.~:smte~iEarkF.Recreational and HistorKilili~s1Jond Fund of 1974 
".'~'j\Utban;,anaZCoasta1:~~ 

• State "park ContingentFWili 

Total 

13 projects 
17 projects 
3 projects. 

58 projects 

We wifhlrol'drecommendationon-fIlese;reversfons pending receipt of additional 
information from the department. 

Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA EXPOSITION AND STATE FAIR 

Item 380 from the General 
Fup.d Budget p. R 168 

Requeste.d 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated. 1980-81 ...... , ......................................... ; .......................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
in,creases) $281,220 (+3.3 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1981~ FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
380-001-Q01...;...$upport 
38O-011-QOI-Appropriation of Revenues 

Total 

Fund 
General 
General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$8,740,453 
8,459,233 
7,848,340 

Pending 

Amount 
$3,240,453 
5,500,000 

$8,740;453 

Analysis 
page 

1. Revised Revenue and Expenditure Estimates. Withhold recom­
mendation, pending receipt of a detailed, revised analysis of reve­
nues and expenditures. 

633 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Exposition and State Fair (Cal-Expo) began operations at its 

preseIit site in Sacramento during June 1968. The construction and initial opera­
tion of the exposition facility was managed by a nonprofit corporation under the 
general supervision of the California Exposition and Fair Executive Committee 
with4t the Department of General Services. 

In 1973, Chapter 1152 abolished the Executive Committee and transferred all 
control overCal~EXpo to the Department of Parks and Recreation. At the same 
time, an appreciable increase in funding was provided, the exposition concept was 
aban~oned and the mOre traditioIial state fair approach was once again adopted. 

Pursuant to language iIi the Budget Act of 1978, a task force was appointed to 
formulate a long-range plan for Cal-Expo. The Master Plan was presented to the 
Legislature in April 1980. This plan recommended an organizational change and 
emphaSis on agricultural themes. 

Chapter 1148, Statutes of 1980 (AB 3173), established Cal-Expo as a separate 
state entity governed by an 11-member board of directors. The board is to serve 
as the policymaking body for Cal-Expo, and will have full responsibility for the 
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management and operation of its facilities. Chapter ·1148 also states legislative 
intent that the board work towards fiscal independence from state General Fund 
support. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes two appropriations from the General Fund totaling 

$8,740,453fQr support of Cal-Expo in 1981-82. This is an increase of $281,220, or 3.3 
percent, over estimated current-year expenditures. The budget also includes a 
continuing appropriation of $265,000 from the Fair and Exposition Fundfor sup­
port of Cal-Expo. 

Item.380-001-001 appropriates the state's General Fund subsidy of Cal-Expo's 
operations, which is equal to the difference between operating revenues at Cal­
Expo and total budgeted costs. The budget r~quests $3,240,453 for this purpose in 
1981-82, which is a decrease of $304,220, or 8.6 percent, from the estimated current­
year expenditures. The subsidy will increase by the amount of any salary or staff 
benefit increases approved for the budget year. 

Item 380-011-001 appropriates the operating revenues that Cal-Expo expects to 
receive in the budget year. The amount proposed-$5,500,OOO-is $920,292, or '20.1 
percent, above appropriated current-year revenues and $558,748, or 11.3 percent, 
above total estimated current-year revenues. 

Revised Revenues and Expenditures 
We Withhold recommendation on the proposed budget for Cal-Expo, pending receipt of 

a revised, detailed analysis of revenues and expenditures. . 

Our analysis indicat~s that the estimates in the budget do not provide an aC;Gu­
rate assessment of Cal-Expo's likely revenues and expenditures during the budget 
year, for three reasons. 

First, staff for Cal-Expo have indicated that there are significant errors in the 
amount projected as operating revenue. These problems and inaccuracies in the 
revenue estimate should be resolved,. 

Second, the proposed budget request is based on thecild management structure, 
wherein Cal-Expo was part of the Department of Parks and Recreation. As noted 
above, Chapter 1148,Statutes of 1980, established Cal-Expo as a separate entity, 
effective January 1, 1981. The 11-member board of directors created by Chapter 
1148 has not had a chance to review the proposed budget, nOr hasit made any 
decisions on the permanent level of staffing or possible program changes~ The 
budget priorities of the new board may be quite different from those reflected in 
the Governor's Budget. . 

Third, while the proposed reduction in the General Fund subsidy is a step in the 
desired direction of fiscal independence for Cal-Expo, it is not clear from available 
information that the major increase in operating revenue anticipated in the 
budget is realistic. 

Accordingly, we believe the new board should resubmit its Qudgetand provide 
a revised, detail~d analysis of revenues and expenditures prior to budget heatlngs. 
Pending receipt of this information, we withhold, recommendation on the 
proposed budget. 
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CALIFORNIA EXPOSITION AND STATE FAIR ...... CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 380-301 from the Special 
Account for Capital Outlay 
General Fund Budget p. R 170 

Requested 1981-82 .......................................................................... . 
Recommended ·approval ............................................................... . 

At4AL YSIS AND· RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend lipproysl 

$520,000 
520,000 

The budget proposes $520,000 from the Special Account for Capital Outlay inthe 
General Fund for minor capital outlay at Cal-Expo. The requested funds would be 
used primarily to complete projects previously reviewed and approved by the 
Legislature, or to make improvements necessary for fire protection and public 
safety. The individual projects are: . 

1. Floor covering and door hardware, exhibit building A ............................................... ; ......... . 
2. Floor covering and door hardware, exhibit building B ........................................................ .. 
3. Completion of tote board wiring ................................................................................................ .. 
4. Activation of well #3 ....................................................................................................................... . 
5. Back-flushing of wells #1, #2,·and #4 .; ....................................................... ~ .......................... .. 
6. InStallation of reusable fire hoses; replacement of. hose cabinets ....................................... . 
7. Installation of fire .llydrant and fire call box .......... , .................................................................. . 
8. Replacement of expansion joint seals in building roof .......................................................... .. 

Total ..................................................................................................................................................... . 

Our analysis indicates the proposed amount is justified. 

Resources Agency 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY 

$75,000 
75,000 
75,000 

100,000 
50,000 
75,000 
35,000 
35,000 

$520,000 

Item 381 from the General 
Fund· Budget p. R 171 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ............................ , ................ ; ............................. . 
Actual 197~0 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $14,572 (+5.0 percent) 

Total recommended reduction 

$315,219 
300,647 
100,000 

in reimbursements ................................................. ~ .................... (-$351,200) 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Park/ands Fund. De/ete reimbursement of $351,200 and 4.5 posi­

tions in Item381~OOl-001 because the appropriation is not author-
ized by the Park/ands Act of 1980. I 

Analysis 
page 

635 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
Chapter 1087, Statutes of 1979, established the Santa Monica Mountains Conserv­

ancy, effective January 1,.1980, with responsibility for implementing the land 
acquisition program prepared by its predecessor, the Santa Monica Mountains 
Comprehensive Planning Commission. 

The conservancy is authorized to purchase lands and provide grants to state and 
local agencies to further the purposes of the federal Santa Monica National Recrea­
tion Area and the Santa Monica Mountains Comprehensive Plan. Specifically, the 
conservancy is authorized to: (1) acquire and consolidate subdivided'land, (2) 
create buffer zones surrounding federal and state park sites, and (3) restore natu­
ral resource areas in a manner similar to the State Coastal Conservancy. The 
conservancy consists of a six-member board of state agency representatives and a 
twelve-member advisory committee representing local agencies in the Santa Mon­
ica Mountains. Public members are also appointed to both bodies. 

Unless extended by the Legislature, the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
will terminate on January 1, 1984. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $315,219 from the General Fund for 

support of the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. This is an increase of $14;572, 
or 5.0 percent, above estimated current-year expenditures. This amount will in­
crease by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increases approved for the 
budget year. 

Total program expenditures, including reimbursements, are projected at 
$666,419. This is $365,772, or 122 percent, above estimated current-year expendi­
tures. The increase reflects a request for 4.5 new positions and additional consult­
ant services for project planning work on the conservancy's proposed capital 
outlay program funded by the Parklands Fund of 1980. To fund total expenditures 
of $666,419, the budget proposes to transfer $351,200 from the Parklands Fund in 
Item 381-301-721 to this item where it would be scheduled as a reimbursement to 
the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy. 

Administrative Support from Parklands Fund Not Authorized 
We recommend deJetion of $351,200 in reimbursements and 4.5 positions in Item 381-()o1~ 

()o1 because the appropriation is not authorized by statute. 

The voters approved the California Parklands Act of 1980 (Chapter 250, Statutes 
of 1980) in the November 1980 general election. The act contains up to $5 million 
for disbursement in the Santa Monica Mountains zone for unspecified projects. 
The funds will be disbursed as part of a $30 million coastal resources grant program 
administered by the State Coastal Conservancy under the guidelines specified in 
the Bond Act. The intended purpose of the funds and the procedures to be 
following in disbursing them has been subject to debate. 

An opinion issued by the Legislative Counsel (Opinion #00012) concluded that 
the $30 million allocation for the grant program (which includes the $5 million 
allocation to the Santa Monica Mountains zone) is to be disbursed solely by the 
State Coastal Conservancy when appropriated by the Legislature. Furthermore, 
the opinion states that "nowhere in the act is provision made for the reimburse­
ment of administrative expenses which may be incurred by the California. Coastal 
Commission, BCDC or the Mountains Conservancy as a result of their involve­
ment in the grant program." Under the provisions of the act, support funds are 
only available to the Coastal Conservancy for the administration of the program. 

The budget requests $4,000,000 of the $5,000,000 authorized for the Santa Monica 
Mountains to fund a capital outlay program for the Santa Monica Mountains Con­
servancy (Item 381-301-721). The remaining $1,000,000 is in the State Coastal 
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SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY-Continued 
Conservancy's budget (Item 376-101-721) for expenditure by the Coastal Conserv­
ancy. The $4,000,000 requested by the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy con­
tains $351,200 which is proposed for transfer to Item 381-001-001 to finance 4.5 new 
positions in order to adminster the proposed capital outlay program of the Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy. 

Based on the Legislative Counsel's opinion, the Santa Monica Mountains Con­
servancy is not authorized to receive an appropriation from the Parklands Fund 
for either support or capital outlay purposes. Only the State Coastal Conservancy 
is authorized to receive such an appropriation. 

Therefore, based on the Legislative Counsel opinion, we recommend deletion 
of 4.5 positions and $351,200 proposed as a reimbursement from the Parklands 
Fund in 1981-82. 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 381-301 from the Parklands 
Fund of 1980 Budget p. R 172 

Requested 1981--82 .......................................................................... . 
Recommended reduction ............................................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$4,000,000 
4,000,000 

We recommend deletion 01$4 miJJion in Item 381-301-721 because the appropriation is not 
authorized by the Parklands Act 011980. 

The budget proposes Ii $4 million appropriation from the Parklands Fund of 1980 
for project planning and acquisition work to be undertaken by the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy in 1981-82. Of this $4 million, $351,200 is proposed to be 
transferred to Item 381-001-001 to fund 4.5 new positions and the project planning 
cost of implementing the acquisition program. 

As we discussed in our analysis of Item 381-001-001, a recent Legislative Counsel 
opinion (#00012) concluded that only the State Coastal Conservancy is author­
ized under the Parklands Act of 1980 to disburse Parklands Funds in the Santa 
Monica Mountains zone. Based on the opinion of the. Legislative Counsel, we 
recommend that the $4 million for capital outlay be deleted. 
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Resources Agency 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

Item 382 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 173 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $64,810 (+8.6 percent) 

Total recommended reduction in reimbursements ............... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Federal Reimbursements. Recommend $25,000 reduction in fed­

eral reimbursements to eliminate funding for amicus briefs. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$814,708 
749,898 
623,103 

($25,000) 

Analysis 
page 

638 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) 
was created by the Legislature in 1965. The commission consists of 27 members 
representing citizens of the Bay Area and all levels of government. BCDC is 
charged with implementing and updating the San Francisco Bay Plan. 

The commission has regulatory authority over the following: 
1. All filling and dredging activities on the San Francisco Bay, including San 

Pablo and Suisun Bays, specified sloughs, creeks and tributaries; 
2. Changes in use of salt ponds and other "managed wetlands" adjacent to the 

bay; and 
3. Significant ch;anges in land use within a loo-foot strip inland from the bay. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $814,708 from the General Fund for 

support of commission activities in 1981-82. This is an increase of $64,810, or 8.6 
percent, over estimated current year expenditures, primarily because of increases 
in staff benefits and rent. The requested amount will increase by the amount of 
any additional salary or staff benefit increase approved for the budget year. 

In addition to $814,708 in state funds, the commission proposes to spend $422,038 
in federal reimbursements, bringing total expenditures to $1,236,746 in 1981-82. 
This amount is $62,655, or 5.3 percent, more than estimated current year expendi­
tures. 

Changes in Reimbursements 
For the past several years, BCDC has received approximately $310,000 annually 

in federal funds from the U.S. Office of Coastal Zone Management (OCZM) for 
support of its operation. The funds are initially received by the California Coastal 
Commission, which is the designated recipient of all federal funds from OCZM. 
Consequently, the money is shown as a reimbursement from the Coastal Commis­
sion in BCDC's budget. 

Based on BCDC's grant application to OCZM, the budget shows an increase in 
reimbursements of $112,038 for 1981-82. The increase consists of: (1) $25,000 for 
additional legal services, (2) $29,452 for one new position to improve the permit 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION-Continued 

Item 382 

enforcement program, (3) $35,548 for updating BCOC's information system, and 
(4) $22,038 for a compensation adjustment to federally funded positions. It is not 
certain that all of these federal funds will be received. Our analysis indicates that, 
with the exception of the request for additional legal services, these program 
changes are reasonable. 

Reimbursement for Amicus Briefs Not Appropriate 
We recommend a reduction of $25,000 in federal reimbursements to eliminate funds for 

amicus briefs. 

Since 1965, BCOC has~'participated in approximately seven amicus ("friends of 
the court") appeals filed by the Attorney General in land use cases because of the 
potential effect of decisions in these cases on BCOC's ability to carry out its 
statutory responsibilities. 

For 1981-82, the budget requests $25,000 in federal reimbursements to contract 
for outside legal assistance in filing an unspecified number of amicus briefs. This 
request is in addition to (a) the amount budgeted for legal services to be provided 
Beoc by the Attorney.Genetal, and for (b) $400,000 budgeted in the Governor's 
office for unspecified contracted legal services. 

The commission justifies its request for the $25,000 on the basis that in the 
current year, the Attorney General declined to file an amicus brief in its behalf 
for a land use case, San Diego Gas and Electric Company v. City of San Diego, 
which was before the U.S. Supreme Court~ In this instance, the Governor's office 
provided approximately $15,000 for contracted legal services to prepare the brief 
in behalf of BCOC, the California Coastal Commission, and the California Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency. The Governor's office advised BCOC that further 
funding for amicus briefs during the current year is unlikely because a large 
portion of the $400,000 appropriated by Item 26.1 has already been committed to 
litigation involving nuclear power plants. . 

In enacting the 1980 Budget Bill, the Legislature adopted the policy that funds 
for contracted legal services should be expended by the Governor's Office (Item 
26.1), not by individual state agencies. As a result, an appropriation of $400,000 was 
added to Item 26.1, subject to the provision that these funds could be expended 
only upon written certification that the Attorney General declines to furnish 
requested legal services. The 1981-82 Governor's Budget proposes to continue this 
policy by requesting a $400,000 appropriation to the Governor's Office for con-
tracted legal services. . 

Given the $400,000 request for contracted legal services, the amount requested 
for such services in this item is unnecessary. Furthermore, providing funding for 
contracted legal services to an individual agency would be inconsistent with exist­
ing legislative policy. Consequently, we recommend a reduction of $25,000 in 
reimbursements. 

Legislative Mandates Deleted 
In 1979-80 and 1980-81, the state reimbursed participating local agencies from 

the GeneraJ. Fund for state-mandated costs incurred in preparing a Suisun Marsh 
Local Protection Program, as required by the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act of 
1977. No funds are requested in 1981-82 because the budgeted work has been 
completed. . 
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Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Item 386 from the General 
Fund and the Energy and Re­
sources Fund Budget p. R 176 

Requested 1981--82 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 197.9--80 .................................................................................. . 

$25,539,909 
27,283,105 
21,015,805 

Requested decrease (excluding amount for salary 
increases) -$1,743;205 (-6.4 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 
Total recommended pending ..................................................... . 

$908,800 
$1,813,500 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description Fund 
386-001-OO1-Support General 
386-001-188--Water Conservation and Reclamation Energy and Resources 

Amount· 
$21,680,900 

3,859,(01) 
Total Projects 
386-101-OOI-Local Assistance General 

$25,539,900 
5,000,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Reimbursements. Recommend that reimbusements and expendi­
, tures proposed in Item 386-001-001 (d) be reduced by $800,006 to 

correct a technical error. 
2. Office of Water Conservation. Withhold recommendation pend­

ing receipt of information on current and budget year programs. 
Recommend adoption of supplemental report language requesting 
the Department of Water Resources to report on specified activi­
ties of the Office of Water Conservation. 

3. California Irrigation Management Info~ation Services (CIMIS). 
Reduce Item 386-001-188 by $753,800. Recommend deletion of 
second year implementation costs of CIMIS program because suffi­
cient carryover is available from the current· year program. 

4. Demonstration Landscapes. Reduce Item 386-001-188 by $75,000. 
Recommend deletion of support for construction of demonstration 
landscapes because the program has not been shown to be either . 
cost-effective or utilized by the targeted communities. 

5. Conservation Education. Recommend that $234,000 proposed for 
conservation education be provided from the California Environ­
mental License Plate Fund rather than the Energy and Resources 
Fund because it involves ongoing activities. (Reduce Item 386-001-
188 by $234,000 and. establish neW Item for $234,000.) 

6. Unidentified Expend/tures. Reduce Item 386-001-001 by $80,600. 
Recommend reduction of General Fund support proposed for uni­
dentified studies the need for which has not been justified. 

Analysis 
page 
642 

644 

646 

648 

648 

649 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES-Continued 

GENERAl. PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Department of Water Resources (DWR) is responsible for (1) planning for 

the protection and management of California's water resources, (2) implementa­
tion of the State Water Resources Development System, including the State Water 
Project, (3) public safety and the prevention of damage through flood control 
operations, slJperVision of dams, and safe drinking water projects, and (4) furnish­
ing technical services to other agencies. 

The department headquarters is in Sacramento. District offices are in Red Bluff, 
Fresno, Sacramento and Los Angeles. The operations and maintenance of the 
"State Water Project is carried out through the department's field offices. 

Th~California Water Commission, consisting of nine members appointed by the 
Governor and confirmed by the Senate, serves in an advisory capacity to the 
department and the director. 

The Reclamation Board, which is within the department, consists of seven mem­
bers appointed by the Governor. The board has various specific responsibjlities for 
the COhstruction, maintenance and protection of levees within the Sacramento 
and San Joaquin River valleys. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes two appropriations totaling $25,539,900 from the General 

Fund ($21,680,900) and the Energy and Resources Fund ($3,859,000) for support 
of the Department of Water Resources in 1981-82. This is a decrease of $1,743,205, 
or 6.4 percent, below estimated current year expenditures. This amount will in­
crease by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for the 
budget year. 

The budget proposes total expenditures by the department of $496,669,400 in 
1981-82, an increase of $132,954;179, or 36.5 percent, over the current year. This 
amount includes support; capital outlay, and local assistance. Of the total, $42,961,­
BOO, or 8.6 percent, is proposed for appropriation in the Budget Bill. 

Significant Budget Changes 
Table 1 summarizes total expenditures proposed for 1981-82, and details signifi­

cant program changes by fund. A total of $26,680,900 is proposed for expenditure 
from the General Fund, a decrease of $5,640,638, or 17.5 percent, from estimated 
current year General Fund expenditures. This amount includes $21,680,900 for 
support and $5,000,000 for local assistance. With the exception of $584,891 request­
ed for price increases during the budget year, all of the significant General Fund 
changes proposed for 1981-82 are decreases. These decreases reflect: 

(a) Completion during the current year of certain capital outlay expenditures, 
primarily at Sutter-Bypass, costing $3,388,129. 

(b) A $671,000 "special adjustment." 
(c) A $2,166,400 credit to the State Water Project to compensate for previous 

overpayments by the General Fund for its share of operation and mainte­
. nance costs pursuant to the Davis-Dolwig program. 

As Table 1 shows, the primary changes affecting funding from other sources in­
clude: 

(a) A net increase of $4,375,941 from the Energy and Resources Fund for vari­
ous water conservation programs and construction of a reverse osmosis desalting 
plant. 

(b) A net increase of $134,966,380 from various State Water Project funds. Major 
changes include: 

• $4,992,528 for various capital outlay projects in 1981-82 . 
• $102,720,380 for construction costs of the Reid-Gardner generating unit. 



Table 1 

f 
Department of Water Resources ~ 

Proposed B",dget Adjustments-1981~ ft 
Speci1lJ' State Safe Siate, Urban Renewable 

En:r 
S ... c,) 

~ Account for Energy Water 1JrinldrJg and , Resources ~ General Capital Special }foje;t Water Bond Coastal Paik Investment Resources Federal Reimburse-
Fund Outlay Account· Fund Fund Fund Fund Fund Funds ments Total 

1980-81 Base Budget (Revised) $32,321,538 $1,103,530 $250,000 $281,282,39D $36,782,324 $137,602 $1,884,303 $3,363,059 $1,726,594 $4,863,951 $363,715,221 
A.Workioad Adjusbnents 

1. Various one-time capital 
_ outlay expenditures .......... -3,388,129 ,4,992,528 -137,602 1,466,797 
2. Water -conservation de-

vices (Ch. 1104, Stats. of 
1979) ., .............. : ................ ~ .. -1,312,803 -1,312,803 

3. Construction Reid-Gard-
ner Power Plant.. .............. 102,79D,380 -I 102;720,380 

4. Sui&un Marsh mitigation 
facilities; ............................... 12,386,341 12,386,341 

5. Bond service and adminis-
tration ............. ; .................... ~3,0l7,000 -3,017,000 

6. Delete coal technology 
activities .............................. -3,115,321 -3,115,321 

7. Increase power purchases 6,000,000 '6,000,000 
8. Technical error .............. : ... 800,006 800,006 

,9. Misce¥eous adjust-
584,891 3,470 -250,000 14,999,452 105,076 -3,363,059 -427,494 471,843 12,124,179 ' ments, ................................ 

B. New Pr~arns 
, , 1. Speci adjuStments .......... -671,000 -671,000 

, 2. Adjusbnent to Davis-Dol-
wig ........................................ -2,166,400 -2,166,400 

3. Reverse Osmosis Desalter 4,680,000 4,680,000 
4. Urban Water IConserva-

1,617,200 1,617,200 = tion ...... :.: ............................... 
5. Conservation Education .. 402,000 402,000 t:rI 
6. AgricultUral Water Con-

en 
0 

servation .............................. __ 1,039,800 1,039,800 sa --- ---
Totals,1981-a2 Budget Change -$5,640,638 $3,470 -$250,000 $134,966,380 $105,076 -$137,602 _$1,312,803 $4,375,941 -$427,494 $1,271;849 $132,954,179 C".l 
1981-a2 Proposed Budget .......... $28,680,900 $1,107,000 --- $416,248,700 $36,887,400 = $571,500 $7,739,000 $1,299,100 $6,135,800 $496,669,400 t:rI en 

• State Energy Resources ConServation and Development .special Account, General Fund. " 
b Includes California Water Fund, California Water Resources Development Bond Fund, Central Valley Water Project Construction Fund and Central Valley Project ! Revenue Fund.' '-- ... 
C Including price increase and completion of projects having one year of ERF funding. 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES-Continued 
• $12,386,341 for construction of Suisun Marsh mitigation facilities, and 
• $6,000,000 for the increased cost of power for pumping. 
(c) A decrease of $1,312,803 from the Renewable Resources Investment Fund 

for distribution of water conservation devices in 1980-81, and 
(d) An increase of $800,006 in proposed reimbursements resulting from a tech­

nical error. 

Special Adjustments 
The Governor's Budget includes a "special adjustment" that reduces the 

proposed General Fund appropriation by $671,000. The Department of Finance 
indicates that this adjustment, which is equal to 3 percent.of DWR's General Fund 
support budget, would reduce funding for the activities listed in Table 2. Although 
the Department of Finance has identified the general activities proposed for 
reduction, the specific fiscal detail was not available in the budget. We understand 
that further detail will be provided prior to legislative hearings through Budget 
Bill amendment letters. 

Table 2 
Proposed Special Adjustments 

Activity 
General Fund 

Reduction 
Recreation planning and implementation ..................................................................................... . 
Reclamation Board-flood control activities .................................................................................... .. 
Administration of flood control subventions ................................................................................ .. 
Quality of water supplies ......................................... : .......................................................................... .. 
Topographic mapping ......................................................................................................................... . 
Weather modification .......................................................................................................................... .. 
Watermaster service ............................................................................................................................ .. 

Total ................................................................................................................................................ .. 

$50,900 
85,776 

102,357 
100,000 
120,000 
64,500 

147,467 

$671,000 

Two of the reductions listed in· Table 2--those proposed for weather modifica­
tion and watermaster service-are dependent on the passage of legislation. If 
legislation to change existing law is not enacted in early 1981-82, these reductions 
cannot be achieved and the department will have to reduce other General Fund 
activities. 

Overbudgeting of Reimbursements 
We recommend that reimbursements and expenditures proposed in Item 386-001-001 (d) 

be reduced by $800,006 to correct a technical error. 

The budget includes $6,135,800 for reimbursements, an increase of $1,271,849,or 
26.1 percent, over the estimated reimbursements in the current year. Our analysis 
indicates that $800,006 of this increase results from a technical error, in that reim­
burements for DWR's services to other agencies were included twice. Conse­
quently, we recommend that reimbursements and expenditures requested in Item 
386-001-001 (d) be reduced by $800,006. This will have no effect on the General 
Fund appropriation. 

Revenue Bonds for Energy Development 
As. part of an effort to meet the long-range energy require~ents of the State 

Water Project, the Department of Water Resources has entered into an agreement 
with the Nevada Power Company (NPC) to share the construction and operating 
costs of a new 250 megawatt coal-fired generating unit at NBC's Reid-Gardner 
power plant north of Las Vegas. Under the agreement, DWR would obtain 169.5 
megawatts of generating capacity for a 15-year period, and a decreasing amount 
over the remaining life of the project. The department anticipates that construc­
tion will be completed in 1983 at a cost to DWR of approximately $196 million. 
Contracts have been awarded in the current year for the major equipment acquisi­
tions as well as for construction of the unit. 
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The budget schedules $102,720,380 from State Water Project funds for the 1981-
82 costs associated with Reid-Gardner. Funding for these expenditures, however, 
is not presently available, but is dependent on the sale of revenue bonds. The 
department attempted to market $100 million in revenue bonds in October 1980, 
but all bids exceeded the maximum legal interest rate of 8.5 percent and the sale 
was not completed. The department intends to offer the bonds again when the 
market improves and/or legislation is enacted to raise the maximum interest rate. 
If the bonds cannot be sold, the department will be unable to finance the project. 

Reduction for Davis-Dolwig Costs 
The Davis-Dolwig Act (Sections 1l900-1l923 of the Water Code) establishes 

state policy tlflit recreation and the enhancement of fish and wildlife resources are 
among the purposes of the state. water projects, and that costs incurred for the 
development of such facilities shall be paid by . all of the people. 

Pursuant to the act, the state annually reimburses the State WaterProject 
(SWP) for that portion of capital and operating costs allocated to recreation, fish 
and wildlife enhancement. The state's share of capital costs is supported by a $5 
million annual transfer of tidelands oil and gas revenues, while operating costs are 
supported by an annual support appropriation from the General Fund. 

The allocation of costs between the SWP and the state is derived through a 
complex formula. The department periodically reviews the allocation factors con­
tained in the formula to verify that the allocation provides an accurate distribution 
of costs. The department's latest review resulted in a significant reduction in the 
allocation to recreation and fish and wildlife enhancement. Based on the revised 
allocation, the General Fund has overpaid the SWP approximately $6.3 million in 
recent years. The budget proposes to correct the overpayment over the next three 
years by eliminating the General Fund support payment to the State. Water 
Project: Consequently, the Governor's Budget for 1981-82 reflects a General Fund 
reduction of $2,166,400. The budgets for 1982-83 and 1983-84 will also reflect in a 
General Fund reduction of approximately $2.1 million. 

WATER CONSERVATION 
The Department of Water Resources has been involved in urban and agricul­

tural water conservation activities for a number of years. During the current year, 
DWR's water conservation program received major emphasis as a result of three 
actions: (a) a departmental reorganization which centralized state-supported wa­
tercpnservation activities in a new Office of Water Conservation (OWC) (b) a 
large increase in state funding for water conservation and (c) the water conserva­
tion program continued in SB 200, as enacted. Table 3 details the increase in 
funding for water conservation, by funding source, as proposed in the 1981-82 
Governor's Budget. 

Table 3 
Office of Water Conservation 

Expenditures by. Fund 
1979-80 to 1981-82 

General Fund· ............................................................................... . 
Environmental License Plate Fund ....................................... . 
Renewable Resources Investment Fund ............................. ; .. 
Energy and Resources Fund .................................................. .. 
Federal funds ............................................................................... . 

Tot~ls ....................................................................................... . 

Actual 
1979-80 
$614,697 
190,938 
343,747 

166,808 

$1,316,190 

Estimated 
1980-81 
$1,088,893 

1,884,303 
2,395,129 

85,200 

$5,453,525 

Proposed 
1981-82 

$1,107,500 

571,500 
3,059,000 

$4,738,000 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES-Continued 

As Table 3 indicates, state support for activities in the OWC increased from 
$1,316;190 in 1979-80 to $5,453,525 in the current year, an increase of $4,137,335, or 
314 percent. This major augmentation included the following: 

.$2,395,129 from the Energy and Resources Fund, primarily for a variety of 
research projects in agricultural water conservation. 

• $1,540,556 from the Renewable Resources Fund for the distribution of water 
conservation kits and conservation education, and 

• $474,196 from the General Fund for a variety of conservation activities. 

The magnitude of the increase in water conservation has created a number of 
budgetary and management problems for the-Office of Water Conservation. 
These problems are discussed below. This section is followed by a more detailed 
discussion of the agricultural water conservation program and five of its projects: 
California Irrigation Management Information System, Distribution of Water Con­
servation Kits. Demonstration Landscapes, Funding Transfer for Conservation 
Education and Unidentified Expenditures. 

Problems in Program Management 
We withhold recommendation on funding for the water conservation program pending 

receipt of information from the department on how it will implement the currentand budget 
year programs and how it will handle .the problems identified below. We further recommend 
that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language directing the. Department of Water 
Resources to report to the Legislature no later than December 1, 1981 on the implementation 
of the programs in the Office of Water Conservation. 

Before evaluating the 1981-82 budget request, we reviewed the implementation 
of the current year program. Although the 314 percent augmentation in the cur­
rent year may eventually result in long-term benefits, the size of the augmentation 
in combination with the recent reorganization within the department, has result­
ed in serious short-term administrative problems which jeopardize the effective­
ness of certain program activities. These problems not only limit the effectiveness 
of the program during the current year; they also make evaluation of the budget 
year proposal difficult. The problems include: 

• Delay in project implementation. OWC received $2,150,000 in the current 
year for 17 specific agricultural water conservation projects. As of January 
1981, only 8 contracts were being negotiated; the other 9 projects (totaling 
$580,000) have been dropped. The department proposes to redirect the $580,-
000 to alternative projects, but it has not received approval from the Depart­
ment of Finance for the revision. These changes appear to result from the 
haste with which the program was prepared last year. 

• Lack of program detail. Certain programs are proposed for 1981-82 that are 
inadequately justified. For example, $90,600 is proposed in 1981-82 for uniden­
tified studies. An additional $85,000 is proposed for coordination with regula­
tory agencies, but there is no supporting material for the request. 

• Inadequate measures of program eFFectiveness. Certain activities lack goals 
and/or measures of program effectiveness: For example, the 1981-82 budget 
proposes $75,000 from the ERF to demonstrate water conserving landscapes. 
However, no data exists to prove either the effectiveness ofthe water conserv­
ing landscape as compared with conventional landscapes or the interest of 
communities in utilizing the demonstration landscapes. 

• Budget inaccuracies. At the time this analysis was written, the department 
could not provide the budget detail necessary to reconcile the level of expend­
itures or the personnel-years authorized in the 1980 Budget Act with the 
programcomponent detail furnished by the OWe. Consequently, it is imposs-
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ible to accurately evaluate whether certain activities are adequately support­
ed. Furthermore, the Governor's Budget proposes to appropriate $571,500 
from the Renewable Resources Investment Fund (RRIF) in the budget year. 
However, the OWC indicates that only $233,500 from RRIF will be available 
for expenditure. 

These and additional problems have made a thorough review of the 1981-82 
budget proposal impossible. Although certain of the problems are attributable to 
departmental reorganization and the implementation of major new activities, we 
have no assurance that they will be resolved in the near future. Resolution of these 
problems is especially important because the department is likely to receive a $4 
million grant from the State Clean Water Bond Fund made by the State Water 
Resources Control Board. This grant, which is not included in either the depart­
ment's or the board's budgets, would establish a number of new water conserva­
tion projects and impose an additional administrative burden on the OWC. 

We defer recommendation on the overall water conservation program, pending 
receipt of information needed to permit legislative review of the requested 
amount. We also recommend that the Legislature adopt the following supplemen­
tal report language calling for a report on the accomplishments of the program, 
in 1981-82: 

"The Department of Water Resources shall report to the Joint :Legislative 
Budget Committee and the legislative fiscal committees no later than December 
1, 1981 on the activities of the Office of Water Conservation. The report should 
include, but not be limited to, a breakdown of each activity for 1980-81 and 1981-82 
describing the amount, funding source, personnel-years, anticipated implementa­
tion date, program objectives and accomplishments." 

Agricultural Water Conservation 

Agricultural water conservation is a major portion of the work of the OWe. The 
1980 Budget Act included an augmentation of $2,150,000 from the Energy and 
Resources Fund (ERF) for additional research projects in agricultural water con­
servation. The budget proposes $1,039,800 from ERF for additional research in 
1981-82. 

We have already noted that the $2,150,000 appropriated by the 1980 Budget Act 
was intended to fund 17 specific projects. The department, however, is presently 
proposing to implement only eight of the original 17 projects, at a revised level of 
of $1,570,000~ The date of implementation for many of these projects is uncertain 
because most of the eight contracts.were still being negotiated in January 1981. 

As detailed in Table 4, the department proposes to drop nine of the budgeted 
projects totaling $580,000, andt:o redirect funds to six alternate projects. One of the 
six, watershed management, is not related to agricultural water conservation and 
would not be administered by the Office of Water Conservation. 

As Table 4 indicates, an appropriation of $1,039,800 from· the ERF is proposed 
for expenditure on five specific projects (plus contract administration) in 1981-82. 
Three of these, totaling $833,000, are projects initially approved in the 1980 Budget 
Act. One of these projects, involving $753,800;is the California Irrigation Manage­
ment Information System (CIMIS), discl,lssed in detail below. The remaining 
$180,000 would provide second year funding for research in brackish water irriga­
tion ($130,000) and improved water mariagement in orchards and vineyards ($50,­
(00). If these projects are not undertaken in the current year, the $180,000 should 
be removed from the budget year request. We anticipate that more information 
on these projects will be available prior to budget hearings. 
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Table 4 

Agricultural Water Conservation 
Energy and Resources Fund Projects 

1980-81 and 1981-82 

Contract Administration ................................................. . 
(1) CIMIS ...................................................................... .. 
(2) Cropping practices .................................................. . 
(3) Plant br~ding ......................................................... . 
(4) Soil-water evaporation relationships ................ .. 
.(S) Price incentives ...................................................... .. 
(6) Demonstration projects .. ; ..................................... .. 
(7) Irrigation scheduling ....... : ..................................... . 
(8) Sensors and measuring devices .......................... .. 
(9) Imperial Valley conservation plan ..................... . 

. (10) Irrigation requirements of crops ...................... .. 
(11) Water production functions ................................ .. 
(12) Field efficiency of irrigation methods .............. .. 
(13) Cultural practices .................................................. .. 
(14) Economic benefits of water conservation ...... .. 
(IS) Drainage modeling ................................................ .. 
(16) Computer systems for water management ..... . 
(17) Replacement cost pricing .................................... .. 
(18) Brackish water ......................................................... . 
(19) Distribution systems ............................................... . 
(20) Orchards and vineyards ....................................... . 
(21) Irrigation methods survey ................................... . 
(22) Irrigation technician curriculum ....................... . 
(23) Watershed management ....................................... . 

Totals ........................................................................... . 

1980-81 
1980 

Budget Act 

$40,500 
981,200 
49,000 
24,500 
49,000 
24,500 

196,200 
74,000 
98,100 
98,100 
98,100 
98,100 
98,100 
98,100 
24,500 
24,500 
49,000 
24,500 

$2,150,000 

Proposed 
Revision 

$80,000 
981,000 
45,000 
25,000 
50,000 
40,000 

200,000 
74,000 
7S,OOO 

147,000 
50,000 
50,000 

125,000 
58,000 

150,000 

$2,150,000 

Item 386 

1981-82 
Proposed 

$26,000 
753,800 

30,000 
50,000 

130,000 

50,000 

(17S,OOO)b 
(216,OOO)e 

$1,039,800 

• These projects are proposed for continuation in 1981-82 using part of a proposed $4 million State Water 
Resources Control Board grant from the State Clean Water Bond Fund. 

b Irrigation technician curriculum is intended to be a multi-year program with $175,000 expended in 
1981-82. However, the Governor's Budget does not provide funds· for the program in the budget year. 

e The department indicates that budget year costs for watershed management will come from State Water 
Project funds. 

California Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS) 
We recOmmend elimination of $753,800 from Item 3tJ6..001-188 for the second year im­

plementation costs of the Califomia Irrigation Management Information Services program 
(CIMIS) because sumcient carryover is available from the current year. 

The 1980 Budget Act appropriated $2.15 million for agricultural water conserva­
tion, of which $981,200 was proposed to establish and implement the California 
Irrigation Management Information System (CIMIS). This program proposes to 
establish a computerized data bank, operated by the University of California, to 
provide farmers with up-to-date weather and soil information. This information 
could be accessed by farmers to increase their irrigation efficiency.' 

At the time that funds for CIMIS were provided by the Legislature, there was 
little detailed information available on how the program would be implemented. 
As of January 1981, a number of questions remain unanswered; . 

• Total Cost. Although the department's request last year was for a one-year 
appropriation of $981,200, the full cost ofCIMIS is now estimated to be $3.6 
million over a four-year period . 

• Implementation Schedule. The initial proposal developed by the University 
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was based on an implementation date of November 1, 1980. DWR had not 
received a formal contract proposal from UC as of January 1981. 

• Pilot Test vs. Full Implementation. The CIMIS proposal described the first 
phase as a "pilot test". However, the proposal now proposes to go forward with 
full implementation, leaving no opportunity for evaluation of a limited pilot 
experience. If the contractors determine that a pilot phase is necessary, the 
initial costs may be scaled down. 

• Coordination/Consolidation. The proposed hardware configuration for the 
CIMIS computerized data bank is similar to that of the Integrated Pest Man­
agement (IPM) program presently being implemented by the Department 
of Food and Agriculture and the University of California. However, no provi~ 
sion is made in either the CIMIS or IPM proposals for coordination or consoli-~' 
dation. Consequently, in September 1980 we requested that staff responsible 
for the two programs discuss such consolidation. We have received. verbal 
indications from UC that such coordination will result in reduced CIMIS costs 
of approximately $150,000 but we have seen no detail to reflect such a reduc­
tion. 

The budget proposes $753,800 from the Energy and Resources Fund for the 
second year of CIMIS implementation. At the time this analysis was written, the 
department had submitted no data to justify this expenditure level. Consequently, 
this appropriation request is premature. As noted above, the contract with UC has 
not been submitted to DWR for approval. Subsequent to. the department's ap­
proval, both the Department of General Services and the Department of Finance 
must review and approve the contract, requiring additional time. Because of the 
delays plus the probable reduction in hardware computer needs, we anticipate 
that much of the current year $981,200 will be carried over to the budget year and 
can be used to continue support for the program in 1981-82. Given the likely 
availability of these carryover funds and the lack of adequate justification for the 
entire CIMIS program, we recommend that the proposed 1981-82 appropriation 
of $753,800 be deleted. If additional detail justifying the need for additional funds 
becomes available prior to budget hearings, we will amend our recommendation 
accordingly. 

Distribution of Water Conservation Kits 
We recommend approval. 

The Governor's Budget requests $1,383,200 from the Energy and Resources 
Fund (ERF) to cover the costs of distributing water conservation kits to 1.1 million 
households in 1981-82. The kits include water displacement devices for toilets and 
flow restrictors for showers. This program was begun under Chapter 1104, Statutes 
of 1979. (SB 201) which appropriated $2,211,300 from the Renewable Resources 
Investment Fund (RRIF) to DWR for this purpose. Of the amount appropriated 
by Chapter 1104, all but $175,000, which is reserved for future evaluations, will be 
fully expended in the current year. 

During the current year, most of the kits are being distributed in the Humboldt 
Bay area and Ventura, Santa Clara, Orange 'and Fresno Counties. The priority 
locations for 1981-82 have not been identified. The department indicates that 
approximately $125,000 of the proposed $1,383,200 appropriation will be used spe­
cificallyto distribute kits to low-income, inner-city households. An additional $61,-
000 appropriation from the ERF and $233,500 from a separate RRIF appropriation 
will be used to fund a water conservation education program in areas designated 
for kit distribution. 

Based on installation rates experienced in previous pilot programs, the depart­
ment estimates that the annual savings in water and energy costs will exceed the 
one-time cost of this program by a factor of three. For this Tf'aSOn, we recommend 
that the funds be approved. 
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Demonstration Landscapes 

Item 386 

We recommend that $75,000 requested from the Energy andResources Fund for construc­
tion of demonstration landscapes be deleted because the program has not been shown to be 
either cost effective or utilized by the targeted communities. 

The current year budget provides $25,300 from the Energy and Resources Fund 
(ERF) to construct four demonstration water-conserving hmdscapes. The land­
scapesare intended to encourage builders, landscape architects, nurseries and 
homeowners to utilize water-conserving landscapes. The budget proposes to in­
crease ERF funding for·this activity in 1981-82 to $134,000. The proposed appro­
priation includes $7§.,000 to construct eight to 10 additional demonstration 
landscapes, and $59,000 for an 18-month comparison of drought tolerant land-
scapes vs. conventional landscapes. . 
: Our· analysis indicates that, prior to· construction of additional demonstration 

landscapes two questions should be answered: (1) Are the "water-conserving 
landscapes" a cost-effective alternative in terms of water, energy and labor cost 
savings, compared to conventional landscapes and (2) once constructed, are the 
landscapes utilized by nurseries, architects and homeowners or are they one-time 
demonstrations? Th~ first of these questions is to be answered by the study 
proposed in the budget, which will not be completed for 18 months. The depart­
ment had no data available that might answer the second question. 

We recommend that the $59,000 requested for an 18-month study of drought 
tolerant landscapes be approved on the basis that this information is needed to 
guide future state activity in this area. We further recommend that the proposed 
study be amended to provide information on target group Jltilization. 

We recommend, however, that the $75,000 requested for demonstration land­
scapes be deleted from Item 386-001-188 at this time. Future construction of water­
saving landscapes should be deferred until it is demonstrated that (a) water­
conserving landscapes are a cost-effective alternative to conventional landscapes 
and (b) the landscapes are effectively utilized by the target groups in the com­
munities. 

Funding Transfer for Conservation Education 
We recommend that $234,000 for conservation education be appropriated from the Califor­

nia Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF) rather than from the Energy and Resources 
Fund (ERF), because it would support an ongoing activity. 

The budget proposes $234,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) for 
conservation education activities in 1981-82. These activities include dissemination 
of information to public schools, teacher training. and curriculum development. 
Conservation education has been an ongoing activity of the Department of Water 
Resources since 1977. Since that time the program has been funded from a variety 
of sources, including the General Fund, the California Environmental License 
Plate Fund (ELPF) and the ERF. 

The Governor's Budget for 1980-81 proposed that support for this program be 
provided from theELPF. Subsequently, however, estimated revenues to the 
ELPF in 1980-81 were. revised downward. In response, the Legislature shifted 
funding for this program from the ELPF to the proposed· ERF. 

Chapter 899, Statutes of 1980 (AB 2973), which established the Energy and 
Resources Fund, includes a statement oflegislative intent that funds from the ERF 
are to be used· only for short-term. projects, and not for ongoing programs. The 
conservation education activities proposed for support with ERF money are ongo­
ing and do not meet the legislative intent expressed in Chapter899. Consequently, 
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we recommend that the $234,000 proposed to support this program be appropriat­
ed from the ELPF, rather than from the ERF. (Reduce Item 386-001-188 by 
$234,000 and establish a new item for $234,000 from the ELPF). The activities of 
the program are in accord with the purposes of the ELPF, which include "environ­
mental education, including formal school programs and informal public educa­
tion programs." The Governor's Budget projects a June 30, 1982 accumulated 
surplus of $~,487,580 in the ELPF, which is more than adequate to fund the 
$234,000 requested for 1981-82. . 

Uriidentified Expenditures 
We recommend that $90,600 requested for unidentified studies in Item 386-()()1-()()1 be 

reduced to $lO,fXJO, for a General Fund savings of $80,600. 

The budget proposes $234,000 from the General Fund for cooperative studies in 
1981-82. These studies are intended to encourage conservation measures, and will 
involve individual farmers, local water agencies, the Cooperative Extension Serv­
ice and the Agricultural Research Services. Current year studies include investiga­
tions in the Imperial Valley, Jackson Valley and Ventura Valley. 

The proposed amount for 1981-82 represents an increase of $114,600, or 96 
percent, over the current year level. In addition to requesting funds needed to 
continue investigations supported in the current year, the budgE'lt requests $90,600 
for "unidentified studies." This is a major increase over the $8,000 provided for 
such studies in both 1979-80 and 1980-81. According to the department, the $8,000 
has been used to identify new areas for future cooperative studies which are then 
separately budgeted. Neither the DWR nor the Department of Finance, however, 
have provided data to justify the budget year increase to $90,600. Consequently, 
we have no basis on which to recommend that a major increase· in funding for 
these studies be approved. Consequently, we recoIIlIl;lend that the appropriation 
be reduced to $10,000 (current year level plus inflation), for a General Fund 
savings of $80,600 .. i 

Local Assistance 
We recommend approval. 

The federal government, through the Corps of Engineers, conducts a nation­
wide program for the construction of flood control levee and channel projects. 
Congress requires local interests to sponsor projects and participate financially by 
paying the costs of rights-of-way and relocation. Prior to 1973, California reim­
bursed the local interests for all of their costs. Since 1973, these costs have been 
shared between the state and local agency as provided by Chapter 893, Statutes 
of 1973. 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $5 million from the Gerieral Fund as 
the State's share for the construction of flood control levees and channel projects. 
This is the same funding level approved in the 1980 Budget Act. The requested 
amount will be used to pay (a) approximately $1 million in unpaid claimscarried 
over from the current year and (b) $4 million in claims that will be presented and 
processed by the department in· the current year. Our analysis indicates that the 
amount requested is needed to reimburse local agencies for their costs in the 
current arid budget years. 
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Item 386-301 from the Special 
Account for Capital Outlay 
and the Energy and Re­
sources Fund Budget p. R 205 

Requested 1981-82 ......................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ................................................ , .............. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$4,987,000 
4,987,000 

The budget proposes' appropriations of $4,987,000 from two funds for capital 
outlay projects of the Department of Water Resources in 1981-82, A total of $1,107,-
000 is proposed from the General Fund, Special Account for Capital Outlay, and 
$3,880,000 is proposed from the Energy and Resources Fund. 

Special Account for Capital Outlay 
The budget requests $1,107,000 from the Special Account for Capital Outlay to 

(a) support flood control activities under Reclamation Board authority and (b) 
continue 'the program to convert the snow data collection system to satellite 
communication. 

(a) Flood Control 
We recommend approval. 

The budget proposes $1,045,000 from the General Fund, Special Account for 
Capital Outlay, for the acquisition ofland easements and rights-of-way by the State 
Reclamation Board. This land will be acquired for the following flood control 
projects in the Sacramento and San Joaquin River systems which are being under­
taken by the U.S. Corps of Engineers: 

(a) Sacramento River and tributaries flood control project ......... . 
(b) San Joaquin River and tributaries flood control project ....... . 
(c) Sacramento River bank protection ............................................... . 

Total ................................................... : .............. : .................................. . 

$30,000 
15,000 

1,000,000 

$1,045,000 
Our analysis indicates the proposed amount is justified and we recommend 

approval. 

(b) Snow Data Telemetry 
We recommend approval. 

The budget proposes $62,000 for six satellite-tracked snow data collection plat­
forms. This is the fourth phase of a five-year program of state participation in the 
conversion of 30 data collection sites from land-based microwave communications 
to Geostationary Environmental Satellites (GOES) communications. Other 
cooperating agencies (utility districts, flood control districts, and other water relat­
ed entities) will participate in an additional 92 telemetry sites to be included in 
the statewide system. Prior budget appropriations for the first three phases of the 
project total $213,050. When the system is completed, the information available to 
the department will improve control of streamflows 'and reservoir storage. 

The Energy and Resources Fund-Reverse Osmosis Desalination Plant 
We recommend approval. 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $800,000 from the Energy and Re­
sources Fund for design and support costs to be incurred in 1981-82 in connection 
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with the development of a pilot reverse osmosis desalination plant (Item 386-001-
188). An additional $3,880,000 is requested by this item from the same fund for 
construction costs in 1981-82 

The department has been investigating the possible applications of desalting 
(reclaiming) saline and brackish waters for a number of years. One focus of these 
investigations has been agricultural waste waters in the San Joaquin Valley which 
are too salty to be used for irrigation and therefore create a serious. disposal 
problem. Since 1971, the department, in cooperation with the University of Cali­
fornia, has been developing reverse osmosis technology as one alternative to re­
claiming this wastewater. In September 1979, the department completed 
operation of a small-scale, 25,000 gallon-per-day reverse osmosis pilot plant at a test 
site in the San Joaquin Valley. , ' . 

The 1980 Budget Act provided $777,500 from the Energy and Resources Fund 
for the siting and design costs of a larger, one million gallon-per-day pilot reverse 
osmosis desalination plant. An additional $3,322,500 was proposed in the 1980-81 
budget to cover costs of construction. These funds were eliminated during budget 
hearings because the department would be unable to begin construction in 1980-
8l. 

According to the department, the proposed pilot plant will be used to provide 
design, operating and cost data necessary to evaluate the feasibility of a larger, 25 
million gallon-per-day desalting plant for the State Water Project. If proven feasi­
ble, the 25 million gallon-per-day plant will be constructed from State Water 
Project funds. 

The pilot plant appears to be consistent with the purposes of ERF to develop 
water reclamation and water conservation programs. Our review of the proposal 
indicates that it is justified and we recommend approval. 

DWR indicates that approximately$l.2 million will be required annually from 
1982-83 through 1984-85 for operating costs of the pilot plant during the test phase. 
Future year funding for these costs will depend on the availability of funds in the 
ERF and the relative priority given to the project in competition with other 
proposals. 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Item 394 from the General 
Fund and Energy and Re­
sources Fund Budget p. R 207 

Requested 1981-82 .............................................. ; .......................... . 
Estimated 1980-81 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1979-80 .................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,103,379 (+22.7 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 
Recommendation Pending .............• .' ............................................ . 

1981-82 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 

394'()()1,OO1-Support 
394-101-188-Local Assistance-Sedimentation Con· 

trol 
394·001-890-Federal Support 

Total 

Fund 

General 
Energy and Resources 

Federal Trust 

$16,783,181 
13,679,802 
10,434,450 

$2,320,883 
$978,063 

Amount 

$14,783,181 
2,OOO,0Q0 

( 14,578,963) 

$16,783,181 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD...,..Continued 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Administration of Wastewater Facility Grants. Recommend adop- . 

tion of supplemental report language requesting information on 
the allocation of funds received pursuant to the federal Construc­
tion Management Assistance Grant program in excess of $7,361,501. 

2. State Assistance Program. Recommend that the board report to 
the fiscal subcommittees at budget hearings on the final allocation 
of grants under the State Assistance Program. 

3. Upper Newport Bay. Eliminate Item 394·101·188, for savings of 
$2 m11lion to Energy and Resources Fund Recommend elimina­
tion of support for Upper Newport Bay sedimentation control 
project because the request is premature. 

4. Toxics. Reduce Item 394·(J()1·89f) (Federal Trust Fund) by $217,'-
116. Recommend reduction in federal support because funds are 
not available pursuant to Federal Resources Conservation Recov· 
ery Act (RCRA). Withhold recommendation on remaining $1,202,-
667 ($978,063 General Fund, $224,604 reimbursements) for. toxics 
program pending submittal of a board report to the Legislature 

. prior to budget hearings on the board's overall vacancy rate and 
steps being taken to reduce it. 

5. Water Rights Backlog. Reduce Item 394·(J()1·(J()1 by $154,883. 
Recommend deletion of 5.5 positions for processing water rights 
permits because they would have no effect on the existing backlog. 
Further recommend adoption of supplemental report language reo 
questing the board to conduct a comprehensive review of the water· 
rights permit process. . 

6. Office of Water Recycling. Recommend adoption of supplemen­
tal report language requesting the board to abolish the Office of 
Water Recycling because the Department of Water Resources is 
the lead state agency for this work. 

7. Salary Savings. Reduce Item 394"(J()1.(J()1 by $16G,(}(}{). Recom· 
mend that total salary savings be increased by $400,000 to reflect 
past experience, resulting in a General Fund savings of $166,000 and 
a $234,000 reduction to other funds not appropriated in the Budget 
Bill. 

8. Technical Adjustment. Reduce Item 394·(J()1·890 by $794,949 and 
increase expenditures and reimbursments within Item 394·(J()1·(J()1 
by an equal amount. Recommend a reduction in expenditures 
from the Federal Trust Fund and an equal increase in reimburse­
ments· to correct a technical error in the budget. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
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The State Water Resources Control Board has two major responsibilities: control. 
of water quality and administration of water rights. The board is composed of five 
full-time members who are appointed by the Governor to serve staggered, four­
year terms. Nine regional water quality control boards carry out water pollution 
control programs in accordance with the policies of the state. board. 

The state board carries out its water pollution control responsibilities by estab-
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lishing requirements for wastewater discharges and by administering state and 
federal grants to local governments for the construction of wastewater treatment 
facilities. Water rights responsibilities involve issuing permits and licenses to appli­
cants who desire to appropriate water from streams, rivers and lakes. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget proposes two state appropriations totaling $16,783,181 for support of 

the State Water Resources Control Board in 1981-82, consisting of $14,783,181 from 
the General Fund and $2,000,000 from the Energy and Resources Fund. This is an 
increase of $3,103,379, or 22.7 percent, above estimated current~year expenditures. 
This amount will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increases 
approved for the budget year. 

The board proposes total expenditures from all sources of $126,057,327 in 1981-
82, a decrease of $609,317, or 0.5 percent, from estimated expenditures in the 
current year. 

Sources of Funding 
The board's total funding for 1981-82, by source, is shown in Table 1. Neither 

the State Clean Water Bond Fund nor the State Water Quality Control Fund is 
subject to appropriation in the Budget Bill. 

Fund 

Table 1 
State Water Resources Control Board 

Sources of Funding for 1981-32 

General Fund (Item 394-001-0(1) .............................................................................................. .. 
Energy and Resources Fund (Item 394-101-188) .................................................................... .. 
State Clean Water Bond Fund ..................................................................................................... . 
State Water Quality Control Fund ............................................................................................. . 
Reimbursemen~ ............. , ............... ; ................................................................................................. . 
Federal Funds (Item 394-001-89()) ............................................................ , .................................. . 

Total ........................................................................................... ; ..................................................... . 

Amount 

$14,783,181 
2,000,000 

93,638,353 
198,696 
858,134 

14,578,963 

$126,057,327 

The major funding sources for· the board's programs are discussed below. 
• The board will receive $93,638,353 from the State Clean Water Bond Fund in 

1981-82. This amount does not appear in the Budget Bill because the bond 
funds are continously appropriated by the authorizing bond acts. Of this 
amount, $87,500,000 is budgeted for grants to local agencies. The remaining 
$6,188,353 from the bond fund will be used for research, water quality control 
planning and data management, and to reimburse the Treasurer for his ex­
penses ($50,000) .. 

• The State Water Quality Control Fund provides low-cost loans to assist in the 
construction of facilities for the collection, treatment or export of wastewater 
in cases of extreme hardship. The budget has allocated $500,000 for this pur­
pose, and has scheduled $30l,30~ in repayment of existing loan principal for 
a net expenditure of $198,696. 

• Reimbursements of $858,134 come primarily from fees paid by applicants for 
permits to appropriate water and for waste discharge permits. 

• The board expects to receive $14,578,963 in federal funds in 1981-82. This 
amount includes $8,253,188 for administration of clean water grants and 
$6,325,783 for water quality planning and regulation programs. 



Table 2 CIt en 
-I en 

State Water Resources Control Board ~ olio 

Proposed Budget Adjustments m ...... 
1981-82 ~ = t"l • V) 

Renewable Energy -I 0 
State Resources State Water and m C ;a = General Clean Water Investment Quality Resources Federal ;a Cj 

Fund BondFund Fund Control Fund Fund funtk Reimbursements Total t"l m V) 
CIt 1980-81 Base Budget (Revised) .................. $13,679,802 $95,691,120 $4,500,000 $374,747 $11,587,932 $833,043 $126,666,644 0 

A. Workload Adjustments C 
1. Reduction in various contract activi- ;a 

n ties ............................................................ -474,839 -474,839 m 
2. Reduction for 1980-81 federal toxics CIt 

n expenditures .......................................... -287,303 -'lB7,303 0 3. Reduction in state match for facilities Z 
construction ............................................ -2,500,000 -2,500,000 -I ;a 4. 1980-81 Basin Plan revision ................ -175,687 -175,687 0 5. Reduction for one-time water recla- ... 
mation appropriation .............. ; ........... -4,500,000 -4,500,000 l1li 

6. Increase Federal 208 planning .......... 931,941 931,941 0 • 7. Increase st;atewide indirect costs ...... 500,622 500,622 ;a 
8. Miscellaneous· adjustments (includ-

304,183 f ing price increase) ................................ 445,272 278,913 -176,051 25,091 877,408 
B. Significant Program Changes n 

0 
1. Increase Toxics Program .................... 978,063 441,720 1,419,783 :I ::r. 2. Increase water permit processing .... 305,383 305,383 :I 
3. Special adjustment ................................. -150,500 -150,500 c 

CD 4. Update Basinplans ............................. , 344,007 344,007 A. 
5. Newport Bay sedimentation control $2,000,000 ..,... 2,000,000 
6. Improve operation and maintenance 

of treatment plailts .............................. 208,189 208,189 
7. Increase construction inspection of 

1-4 treatment plants .................................... - " 891,679 891,679 ~ 
(1) 

Total, 1981-82 Budget Change .................... $1,103,379 -$2,052,767 -$4,500,000 ~$176,O51 $2,000,000 $2,991,031 $25,091 -$609,317 9 
Total, 1981-82 Proposed Budget .................. $14,783,181 $93,638,353 $198,696 $2,000,000 $14,578,963 $858,134 $126,057,327 c.". 

:f 
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Significant Budget Changes 
Table 2 summarizes the proposed changes in the board's budget, by funding 

sources. These changes include a number of offsetting increases and decreases. 
The increase totals $7,479,012, and includes $5,169,041 for new or expanded pro­
grams. These programs, and funding source, are as follows: 

(a) $1,419,783 forincreases in the toxics program ($978,063 General Fund and 
$441,720 from federal funds). 

(b) $305,383 (General Fund) for 8.5 additional positions to process applications 
for water rights. 

(c) $344,007 (State Clean Water Bond Fund) for 10 positions to update water 
quality basin plans. 

(d) $2,000,000 (Energy and Resources Fund) for construction of sedimentation 
control facilities at Upper Newport Bay. 

(e) $208,189 (federal funds from the U.S. Corps of Engineers) under the Fed­
eral Intergovernmental Personnel Act for 22 positions to assist in managing 
and reviewing the construction of wastewater treatment .facilities. 

These increases are more than offset by budget year reductions of $8,088,329. A 
major part of the reduction reflects the fact that one-time expenditures in the 
current year will not continue in the. budget year. For example, Chapter 1104, 
Statutes of 1979, appropriated $4.5.milli6n from the Renewable Resources Fund 
for wastewater reclamation projects. These. funds are scheduled for expenditure 
in the current year and will not cont~nuein the budget year. Additional significant 
reductions include: . 

(a) $474,839 (General Fund) for reduction in contracted work primarily in data 
processing aild water qIJality surveillance and monitoring. 

(b) $287,303 (federal fUnds) for varIous toxics programs that will not be con­
tinued in the budget year, . 

(c) $2,500,000 (State Clean Water Bond Fund) reduction in state match for 
wastewater treatment facilities construction. . 

(d) $175,687 (State Clean Water Bond FUnd) and 4.5 positions for basin plan­
ning authorized in the current year only. 

(e) $150,500 (General Fund) for a special adjustment reduction to the water 
rights program. 

Status of Clean Water Bond Fund 
The budget estimates that, as of June 30, 1982, approximately $135 million will 

remain for expenditure in the Clean Water Bond Fund. If the existing expenditure 
level continues, the fund will b~ depleted in 1983-84. The board indicates that a 
new bond election may be proposed for 1982. 

. .. 
Special Adjustment Reduction 

The budget includes a General Fund reduction of $150,500 for "special adjust­
ments". This amount is equal to approximately 1 percent of the board's proposed 
1981-82 General Fund budget. Althqugh the amount of the reduction was deter­
mined by the Deparhnent of Finance, the board was given the flexibility to 
allocate the reduction. Accordingly, the board chose to reduce its proposed aug­
mentation for water rights/permit processing from $305,383 (8.5 positions) to 
$154,883 (5.5 positions). This reduction is included in our discussion of the water 
rights proposal. . 
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Clean Air, Sanctions 
Under provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act, California must include a manda­

tory annual vehicle inspection program as part of the State Implementation Plan 
to achieve and maintain federal ambient air quality standards. On December 12, 
1980, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced that California 
had failed to make reasonable progress towards enactment of an annual inspection 
program. Consequently, EPA restricted the use of federal funds for highway con­
struction and sewage treatment facilities in California until an approved program 
is enacted. 

These sanctions or restrictions do not apply to all sewage treatment projects. 
EPA guidelines exempt from the restriction those projects which are required for 
immediate public health needs and which do not expand usable capacity by more 
than one million gallons per day. According to the board, the EPA restrictions 
definitely apply to seven projects scheduled for funding in 1980-81 with an es­
timated cost of $51 million .. Funding of an additional five projects, totaling $5.2 
million, mayruso be restricted but a final decision has not been made by EPA. The 
board has no information on the potential impact of the restrictions for 1981-82. 

Understated Program Expenditures 
The budget proposes total program expenditures of $126,057,327 in 1981-82. Our 

analysis indicates that this total could be understated by as much as $57 million in 
the budget year. The unschedUled expenditures include: . 

• Administration of Wastewater Facility Grants. Funding for the administra­
tive cost of grants for wastewater treatment facilities' is prOvided by the fed­
eral government through the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 
Federal legislation enacted late in 1980 revised the basis for determiiling 
eligible administrative costs. This will resUlt in the state board receiving up 
to $7.2 million in additional funds in 1981-82. 

• State Assistance Prograin. The board is sch,eduled to meet early in 1981 to 
, approve up to $50 million from the State Clean Water Bond Fund for grants 

to municipalities for pollution control, water reclamation and/ or water con­
servation projects. The expenditure of. these funds is not included in the 
budget. The impact on the budget year expenditure level.isuncertain until 
a final implementation plan is adopted. 

Administration of Wastewater Facility Grants 
. We recommend adoption of supplemental report language requesting the board to report 

on the. allocation of any funds received pursuant to the federal Construction Managerpent 
Assistance Grant Program in excess of $7,361,501. . . 

Funding for the board's cost of administering wastewater treatment grants is 
provided through theD.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) by federal 
Construction Management Assistance Grants (CMAG). In previous years, the 
amount of the grant has been equal to approximately 2 percent of the California's 
allocabon for federal Clean water construction grants. On this basis, the Governor's 
Budgetscheduled federal CMAG expendItures of $7,361,501 for 1981-82. However, 
as a result offederallegislation enacted late in1980, the CMAG grant is now based 
on the amount authorized rather than allocated for clean water construction 
grants. Preliminary estimates by board staff indicate that the state board will 
receive up to $7.2 million in additional CMAG funds in 1981-82. 

EPA is still in the process of drafting regulations to allocate the additional funds. 
According to board staff, the funds may not be restricted to administration of the 
construction grant program as long as EPA is assured that there is an acceptable 
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level of funding for the grants administration. Consequently, some federal funds 
maybe available which could be redirected to programs currently supported from 
the State Clean Water Bond Fund or the General Fund. In order to deterInine the 
availability of additional funding and to ensure that the additional funds are ex­
pended to comply with legislative priorities, we recommend that the Legislature 
adopt the following supplemental report language. 

"The State Water Resources Control Board shall report to the Legislature no 
later than November 1, 1981 on the allocation of any funds received pursuant to 
the federal Construction Management Assistance Grant which is in· excess of 
$7,361,501. The report shall include, but not be limited to, the amount received, 
the amount proposed for allocation by year, the number of positions established 
and the functions of the positions established." 

State Assistance Program 
We recommend that the board report to the fiscal subcommittees during its budget hear­

ings on the final tillocabon of grants under the State Assistance Program~ The report should 
include, but not be limitedto: project description, total cost, funding by source (including 
local support) and proposed date. of project implementation. 

The Clean Water and Water Conservation Bond Law of 1978 authorizes the 
board to use up to $50 million of bond proceeds for grari.ts to municipalities for 
pollutiori control, water reclamation or.waterconservation projects (State Assist­
ance Program). During the current year the board developed a preliminary listing 
of grant projects totaling $56,194,756. The preliminary listing is separated into 
three categories as follows: . 

• Water Pollution Control. A total of$35,312,174 isrecommended for 22 pollu­
tion control projects, including $10,000,000 for remedial erosion and urban 
runoff control at Lake Tahoe, $4,036,000 for cleanup and abatement of the 
Stringfellow hazardous waste site and $2,000,000 for construction of sedimen-
tation basins for Upper Newport Bay. . . 

• Water Conservation. $7,520,960 is proposed for seven water conservation 
projects, including $4,000,000 to the Department of Water Resources for uni­
dentified projects and $1,058,400 to the San Juan Basin Authority for a diver­
sion stn,lcture for Oso Creek. 

• Wastewater Reclamation. $13,361,622 is included for 5 projects to reclaim 
and use wastewater. 

The $56,194,756 proposed in the preliminary list is approximately $6.2 million 
more than is available for the program. When the board approved the excess 
amount it assumed that one or more of the larger projects would dropout or 
receive funding from other sources; The board will likely consider final approval 
of the grant applications in February 1981. 

As previously noted, funds from the Clean Water Bond Fund are not included 
in the Budget Bill because the bond funds are continuously appropriated. Conse­
quently, allocations of funds under the State Assistance Program (SAP) would not 
typically be reviewed by the Legislature. However, our analysis indicates that SAP 
deserves legislative review for. the following reasons: 

• New program. The expenditure of$50 million in .bond funds for water pollu­
tion,.conservation andredamation projects represents a major new program 
of the state board .. Previous expenditures from the Clean Water Bond Fund· 
have been made pursuant to federal regulations in the form of a state match 
for the construction of wastewater treatment facilities. Under SAP, the board 
has drafted its own criteria for project eligibility and determined funding 
priorities. Legislative review is appropriate to assure that the board's priorities 
are consistent with legislative priorities. 

• Previous legislative interest. Certain of the projects proposed for funding 
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have been the subject of previous legislative interest, such as the $10 million 
for Lake Tahoe erosion control and the $4,036,000 for cleanup and abatement 
of the Stringfellow hazardous waste site. 

• Budget impJicatiQns. Allocation of the $50 million for SAP will have a direct 
effect on at least two proposed 1981 Budget Bill appropriations. Item 304-101-
188 proposes $2 million from the Energy and Resources Fund to augment $1 
million from SAP and $1 million in local funds to construct sedimentation 
basins for Upper Newport Bay (see the following discussion on Upper New­
port Bay). The preliminary listing also includes $4 million for unidentified 
conservation projects to be administered through a contract with the Depart­
ment of Water Resources' Office of Water Conservation. These funds are not 
scheduled in the department's budget. 

Because the $50 million proposed for the State Assistance Program represents 
a new board program and has a direct impact on the 1981-82 budget proposals of 
two state agencies, we believe that the Legislature should be fUlly aware of the 
approved projects in the program. Accordingly, we recommend that the board 
report to the fiscal subcommittees during budget hearings on the implementation 
of the State Assistance Program. The report should include, but not be limited to: 
project description, total project cost, project funding by source (including local 
support) and proposed date of project implementations. 

Upper Newport Bay Sedimentation Control 
We recommend that $2 million for Upper Newport Bay sedimentation control be deleted 

(eliminate Item 394-101-188) because the request is premature. 

Upper Newport Bay has been designated a State Ecological Reserve and is an 
integral part of the Pacific flyway for waterfowl. However, substantial sedimenta­
tion is occurring and this is endangering the habitat of the bay. According to the 
board, most of the sedimentation results from upstream construction activities, 
agricultural erosion and stream bank erosion. A number of alternatives have been 
proposed to reduce the impact of the sedimentation including (a) measures to 
reduce and! or eliminate the sedimentation at its source upstream from the bay 
and (b) construction of catch basins to reduce the amount of sediment reaching 
the bay. 

The budget proposes $2 million from the Energy and Resources Fund (ERF) 
to partially support the construction of a sedimentation control project for Upper 
Newport Bay. The budget proposal indicates that an additional $2 million will be 
provided from the board's State Assistance Program ($1 million from the State 
Clean Water Bond Fund and $1 million in local matching funds), for a total project 
cost of $4 million. The $4 million would provide for the construction of (a) two 
sedimentation basins above Upper Newport Bay within the stream channel of San 
Diego Creek and (b) a sedimentation basin within Upper Newport Bay itself. 

Based on the information available on the project, We are unable to recommend 
approval of the request at this time for the following reasons: 

• Uncertain board priority. The Clean Water Conservation Bond Law of 1978 
authorized the use of up to $50 million for grants to municipalities for pollution 
control, water reclamation or water conservation projects. Under this pro­
gram (SAP) , grant recipients in most cases must provide up to 50 percent of 
project costs from other sources. The budget proposal assumes $2 million of 
the $4 million project cost will be provided under SAP-$1 million from the 
state and $1 million in local match. Under the board's preliminary list of 
approved SAP projects, however, Upper Newport Bay was funded at $4 mil­
lion~$2 million state and $2 million local. The board also assigned it a priority 
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of 21 out of 22 projects. If this ranking is not improved in the final list, the 
project could be eliminated entirely because adequate funding would not be 
available. 

• Alternate Funding possibilities. As noted above, the board's preliminary 
project approval list for SAP recommended funding of $4 million for the 
project, including $2 million from local sources. Even if the board reduces the 
commitment of State Clean Water Bond Funds from $2 million to $1 million, 
the local contribution of $2 million should still be available and could result 
in reducing the needed ERF appropriation to $1 million. 

• Uncertain loca/commitment. The construction of sedimentation basins is a 
short-term measure which will not reduce the sedimentation at its source. 
Source reduction can only be accomplished by effective land use and manage­
ment measures. As of January 1981, the board was unable to demonstrate a 
commitment on the part oflocal governments that such action would be taken 
or that the SAP grant would be conditioned on these actions. 

• Ongoing Cost of Maintenance. According to the grant application submitted 
by the City of Newport, there will be ongoing maintenance costs of approxi­
mately $300,000 annually to remove sediment from the basins. The application 
indicates that the city intends to request that the state establish a maintenance 
account to be financed by annual grants from the Energy and Resources Fund. 
Use of ERF funds for ongoing projects would not be consistent with legislative 
intent as expressed in AB'2973-the act establishing the ERF. The $300,000 
ongoing cost is not included in the budget proposal: 

• Permits Required Before construction can begin a number of permitap· 
provals must be obtained, including the approval of the California Coastal 
Commission, Regional Water Quality Control Board, Department of Fish and 
Game and' U.S. Corps of Engineers. In addition, an environmental. hnpact 
report (EIR) must be drafted, publicly reviewed and certified. Any of these 
steps could result in delay or elimination of the project. 

In summary, the project request is premature. Substantial additional informa­
tion should be available on the level of required funding, local commitment and 
completion of permits before funds are provided for this project. Consequently, 
we recommend that the $2 million request for ERF support be denied,and that 
Item 394-101-188 be eliminated. 

Increased Toxics Enforcement 
The 1980 Budget Act appropriated approximately $1 million from the General 

Fund for an additional 22.5 staff years to increase the board's monitoring and 
enforcement activities aimed at toxic pollutants that affect water quality. The 
budget proposes an additional $1,419,783 for 23.5 new positions to further increase 
the board's emphasis on controlling toxic. pollutants in 1981-82. The $1;4 million 
increase includes $978,063 from the General Fund and $441,720 from the federal 
Resources Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). '. 

Implementation of the toxics program has been among the board's top priorities 
in the current year. The implementation, however, has not been without difficul­
ty. The most significant problem involves difficulties in recruiting trained staff. 
The 22.5 new positions approved for the current year could not be filled by hiring 
persons with the necessary skills outside .the board. Because the toxics .program has 
a high priority, the board chose to fill the new positions with existing. staff1 thus 
leaviogvacancies in its ongo\ng program. Even so, several elements of the new 
toxics program are several months late in being implemented. Table 3 summarizes 
thecurtent year vacancies, by regional boards and at the state board. 
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"Table 3 
State Water Resources Control Board 

1980-81 Staff Year Vacancies 

Budgeted 
Regional Boards' StafTYears 

1 .............. ; ....................................... : ................................. ;......................... 24.0 
2 ...... ; .......................................................................... : ...... ::........................ 48.2 
3 .............................................. ;................................................................... 20.2 
4 ... ;.............................................................................................................. 38.4 
5 ........ ,......................................................................................................... 64A 
6 ...................................... ; ............ , ................................................. ;............. 26.1 
7 .... , .......................................... ,., ...................................................... , ........ ,.. 17.9 
8 ............................ ,..................................................................................... 22.0 
9 .................................................................................................................. 17.2 

Total, Regional Boards .......................................................................... 278A 
State Board .............................................................................................. 442.7 

Total Staff years ........ ,................................................................. 721.1 

a Vac.ancies are as ofJanuary 1981 

VaclInciei' 
2.0 
7.0 
1.0 
4.0 

10.0 
3.0· 
1.0 
4.0 
3.0 

35.0 
38.0 

Item 394 

Percent 
VaclInt 

8.3% 
14.5 
5.0 

lOA 
15.5 
11.5 
5.6 

18.2 
17.4 
12.5 
8.6 

10.1% 

AsTable 3 indicates, as late as January 1981, over 10 percent of the total author­
izedboard positions were vacant. The vacancy rate among the regional boards, 
which do most of the on-site. inspections, was even higher, at 12.5 percent. The 
board indicates that the recruitment difficulties resultJrom a combination of a lack 
of qualified candidates and noncompetitive salaries. In order to improve these 
conditions, the board is working with the State Personnel Board (SPB) to (a) 
provide continuous testing for the water resources control engineer classes and 
(~) redefine and upgrade the environmental specialist classes. The SPB has given 
approval for the continuous testing but the changes in environmental specialist 
classes had not been approved at the time our Analysis was completed. 

1981-82 Budget Proposal 
We recommend that federal expendituresin Item 394-001-890 be reduced by $217,116 to 

remove ReBA funding that is not available. We withhold recommendation on $1,202,667 
($978,063 General Fund, $224,604 reimbursements) and further recommend that the board 
report during budget hearings on (a) the number of current year positions filled by region 
and program, (b) the steps that have been taken to reduce the current year vacancy rate and 
(c) the alJocation of proposed 1981-82 positions by region and program. 

The$1.4 million (23.5 staff years ) proposed for toxics enforcement in the budget 
year includes the following major increases: $441,720 (11.8 staff years) for im­
plementationof two programs pursuant to the Federru. Resources Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA), $244,034 (5.1 staff years) for continuation and expan­
sion of a pretreatment program and $168,947 ({5 staff years) for field inspections 
of hazardous waste sites. The remaining $565,082 (2.1stafi years) is proposed for 
a variety of research costs, primarily for additional groundwater monitoring in the 
central valley. 

We have reviewed the board's request and have no significant programmatic 
difficulty with the proposal. However, two aspects of the request are questionable: 
(a) the amountoHtinds available underRCRA and (b) the ability of the board 
to effectively utilize the additional positions in 1981:...s2. . . 

• Insufficient ReBA Funding. The board'sbudget includes $441,720 in federal 
RCRA funds for lIB positions. The funds are anticipated to be available from 
two contracts: (1) $224,604 (6.0 staff'years) in reimbursements from the De­
partment of Health Services (DHS) for a number of joint activities under 
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RCRA and (2)$217,116 (5.8 staff years) from the Solid Waste Management 
:Soard (SWMB) to assist in.the development of an Open Dump Survey. The 
$224,604 from DHS was included in the departinent's 1981-82 budget. The 
SWMB however,.has·notirtcluded$217;116 in its budget, and it indicates that 
adequate federal funds. are not available for. the Open DumpSurvey. Conse­
quently, we recommend that $217,116 (5.8 staff years) in proposed.federal 

'. funds be reduced from Item 394-001-890. 
• . Need. for additional positions~ .Aspreviously noted, the board has 73vacan~ 

ciesand is still attempting to backfill the vacanciescreatedby the currellt year 
augmentation. There is no assurance that it Will be .successful in doing so. 
Before approving an additi()nal 11.7 new positions inthe budget year (23~5 
requested IUinus the 5.8 for RCRA) , theLegislature should be assured that the 
current-year positions have been filled. Accorcllngly,we Withholci recommen­
dation on the remaining $1,202,667 andrecommend that the board reporUo 
the fiscal subcoqlmittees(iurmg budget hearings on (a) the ~umber of cur­
rent yea,rpositionsfilled by region and program, (b) thestt~ps it has taken to 

,reduce the current yearvacancy rate and (c) the allocation of proposed 
1981-82 positions by region and program. . 

Water Rights Backlog 
We recommend that Item 394-()(}l-f}(Jl be reduced by $1$4,883 to delete funding for 5.5 

positions requested to process water rights permits because theywould have'noeffect on the 
existing backlog. We further recommend that the Legislature adopt suppleIiJental report 
language requesting thebolird to conduct a comprehensiVe review of the water rights petmit 
process and report its findings and recommendations for iinprovementto the Legislature by 
November 1, 1981. 

Any person Wishing to use water from surface streams; other surface bodies of 
water or. defined subterranean streams must apply to the board for a permit to 
appropriate water. The timely processing of these applications has been a problem 
for years, and there usually is a substantial backlog; The Legislature has taken a 
niimber of steps to reduce the backlog as summarized below. 

• The 1976 Budget Act included 21 additional positions to eliminate a backlog 
of 700 applications. The board presented a· plan at that time to eliminate the 
backlog Within three years. Instead, the backlog increased to about 800 
applications by January 1977. . 

• The 1977 Budget Act included a further increase of3 positions. However, due 
in part to the drought, tile backlog continued to increase, and by November 
1~77it was nearly 1,100; 

• Chapter 1200, Statutes Of 1977, provided an appropriation of $331,250 to the 
.board which was used to hire 12 additional personneL The board also .received 

'. it special one-time augmentationf()r drought mitigation purposes which was 
uSed for 20 temporary positions to reduce the backlog. . . 

• The 1978 Budget Act provided $142,867 for an additional five positions for one . 
year only to process the increased number of applications' caused by the 

. drought. 
Despite these efforts, the' backlog of applications continues; although. at a re­

duced level. The board reports a backlog of 345 applications as of} anuary 1981. 
Based on existing workload standards and estimated filings, the backlog is likely 
to increase during . the currertt year. The board is' budgeted for· 52.3 positions 
(including clerical) for this work in 19B<h:81. Based on an average output of7A 
applications per position per year, the board will process 387 applications. It is 
estimated, however; that 460 applkationsWill be received in 1980-81 adding 73 
more applications to the backlog by June 30, 198L 

The substantial backlog affects both individual water users and the entire. system . 
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of water rights in California. The average time required to process applications 
exceeds two years. Persons applying for water rights find such a lengthy wait 
intolerable, and many use water without authorization while waiting for a permit. 
The delay also could have a secondary effect of decreasing the credibility to water 
users of the water rights work of the board. 

In order to reduce this backlog, the budget is proposing an increase of $154,883 
for 5.5 new positions. The budget initially provided $305,343 (8.5 positions), but the 
board chose to apply a $150,500 "special adjustment" to this request and reduced 
the proposal by 3 positions and operating expenses. 

We recognize the need to improve and expedite the processing of water rights 
applications. Nevertheless, our analysis indicates that the budget proposal'is not 
a cost-effective means for accomplishing this objective. Based on existing workload 
standards, the' additional 5.5 positions would process only 41 applications. This 
increase will not cover the projected increase in current year applications and will 
have no hnpact on the backlog. The entire administrative process requires a 
comprehensive review; minor incremental change will have rio significant effect 
on the existing backlog; Accordingly, we recommend that the proposed augmenta­
tion be denied, for a General Fund savings of $154,883. We believe that, before any 
additional positions are authorized the board should provide the Legislature with 
the full cost and implications of all reasonable alternatives for resolving this prob­
lem~ Specifically, the following questions should be answered: ' 

• What is the total cost of eliminating the existing backlog under- the current 
process and current workload standards? 

• ' How can the efficiency of the existing process be improved? 
• What is the'projected impact of the ongoing automation effort begun in 1978? 
• What is a reasonable processing time? What is a reasonable backlog? 
• What alternatives exist to the existing system and what is the costand impact 

of each? 'For example, the board has considered and rejected several alterna­
tives, including exempting small filings from the process, contracting with 
private consultants and requiring all filings to be made by state licensed 
, personnel. 

With this information, the Legislature can more effectively address the needs 
of the entire process. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the 
following supplemental report language. 

"The State Water Resources Control Board shall conduct a comprehensive re­
view of its administration of the water rights permit process and report its findings 
and recommendations to the Legislature no later than November 1, 1981. The 
review should include, but not be limited to, the total cost required to eliminate 
the existing backlog,' possible increased efficiencies to' the existing process and 
alternatives to the existing process." 

Office of Water Recycling 
We reCOmmend that the 'Legislature adopt supplemental report language requesting the 

State Water Resources Control Board to abolish the Office of Water Recycling because the 
Department of Wilter Resources is the, lead state agency in this work. 

The budget proposes $518,400 from the Clean Water Bond Fund to continue 
support for 7 positions in, the Office of Water Recycling (OWR) in 1981-82.Al­
though,programs supported from the Clean Water Bond Fund are continuously 
appropriated and are not included in the Budget Bill, we believe that the board~s 
water recycling program ·requires legislative review and direction. 

The OWR was established in October 1977 by executive order to promote the 
construction of facilities capable of recycling 400,000 acre-feet of water by 1982. To 
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emphasize the importance of the program and give visibility to it, OWR reported 
directly to the board's executive officer. 

Most water reclamation projects are capital intensive, with a high initial cost for 
pumps, piping and other equipment. The high initial cost precludes most local 
agencies from undertaking reclamation projects without funding assistance. OWR 
sought to provide this support by requesting EPA to approve the use of Clean 
Water grants for reclamation projects. Initially, EPA gave approval to use clean 
water grant funds for reclamation planning. This year,however, it specifically 
disapproved use of the .grants for construction of reclamation projects. This denial 
eliminated the only source of construction funds available to OWR and thereby 
eliminated its primary reason for existence. Rather than eliminating the seven 
positions in OWR, however, the board transferred them to the Division of Water 
Rights and significantly revised the duties of these seven positions to emphasize 
water conservation rather than water reclamation. 

We have analyzed the new responsibilities of the seven positions and have 
concluded that they duplicate existing functions of other units within both the 
board and the Department of Water Resources (DWR). For example, 1.8 staff 
years are proposed to investigate licensed projects "to evaluate the reasonableness 
of current use." This is an ongoing responsibility of the Water Management and 
Enforcement unit within the Division of Water Rights for which there ar~ 24.5 staff 
years authorized. Additional staff time is proposed "to review and coordinate 
pertinent state and federal agencies' activities and programs in areas of water 
reclamation and conservation." The 1981-82 DWR budget proposes $85,000 for the 
same purpose. 

The Department of Water Resources has historically been the state's lead 
agency for water conservation and water reclamation. The budget proposes $4.7 
million for water conservation activities in the department in 1981-82. Although 
we have been critical of the way the departme~t has managed that program, the 
proposed work is nevertheless an approprhiteresponsibility of DWR.If the board 
requires services for water conservation, it should contract with the department 
for' such services, rather than establish a separate unit. For these reasons, we 
recommend that the Office 'of Water Recycling be abolished, for a savings of 
$518,400 to the Clean Water Bond Fund. Because expenditures from this fund are 
continuously appropriated and do not require legislative approval through the 
Budget Bill, we recommend that the Legislature express its views by adopting the 
following supplemental report language: 

"n is legislative intent that the State Water Resources Control Board abolish the 
Office of Water Recycling and eliminate the seven positions associated with it." 

Salary Savings. Understated 
We recommend that the total salary savings be increased by $400,(){}() to reflect actual 

experience, for a savings of $166,(){}() to the General Fund (Item 394-001-(01) and $234,(){}() 
to other funds. 

All state agencies have some vacancies in authorized positions during the fiscal 
year because of staff turnover, delay in filling new positions or refilling positions 
at a lower salary level. Consequently, state agencies do not receive funding for the 
full costs of all authorized positions. "Salary savings" are estimated and deducted 
from the appropriation to account for the difference between the maximum cost 
of authorized positions and actual expenditures for salaries and wages. 

Our review of the board's expenditures for salaries and wages indicates that 
salary savings have been consistently understated during the past three years. 
Table 4 compares budgeted salary savings with actual salary savings for 1977-78 
through 1979-80. 
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Table 4 
State Water Resources Control Boarct 

Salary Savings Experience 

Budgeted Actual 
Salary Salary 

Savings Savings 
,1979-80 .......................................................... .. $807,533" $1,524,001 
1978-79 .......................................................... .. 377,3~ 1,531;716 
1977-78 """"""""""'''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''''' 413,361 1,516,935 

Total' ............................................................ $1,598,221 $4,572,652 

a Included $214,450 mandated by Section 27.2 of the 1978 Budget Act. 

Increase 
Amount Perc~t 

$716,468 88.7% 
1,154,389 305.9 

'1,103,574 267.0 

$2,974,431 186.1 % 

Over the three-year period, actual salary savings exceeded the amount budget­
ed by approximately $3.0 million, or an average of $1.0 million annually. Although 
budgeted salary savings were increased in 1979-80, actual salary savings still ex­
ceeded the budgeted amount by $716,468, or 88.7 percent. The 1980-81 budget 
includes $894,305 for salary savings, or the equivalent of 26.8 vacant positions. 
Nevertheless, the board has indicated that, as ofJanuary 1981,73 positions were 
vacant. 'This is a vacancy rate approximately three times higher than is required 
for salary savings. 

The proposed budget includes $1,008,856 for salary savings (equivalent to 26.8 
, positions) in 1981-82. This is the same level as budgeted for the current year, 

adjusted for inflation. Based on the department's experience over the past four 
years, this is considerably less than the savings that will actually be realized. We 
recommend an increase of $400,000 in budgeted salary savings,which is a conserva­
tive increase, given past experience and the current number of vacancies. We 
estimate that this will result in a General Fund reduction of approximately $166,-
000 to Item 394-001-001, with the remaining $234,000 savings accruing to other 
funds which are not appropriated in the Budget Bill. 

Technical Adjustment 
We recommend thilt Item 394-001-890 be reduced by $794,949 and that reimbursements and 

expenditures within Item 394-001·001 be increased by an equal iHnount to correct a technical 
error in the 'Budget Bill. 

',The Budget Bill includes $794,949 scheduled for appropriation from the Federal 
Trust FUnd (Item 394-001-890) which should properly be scheduled as reimburse­
ments,within Item 394-001-001. This amount includes $542,237 in proposed reim­
bursements from the Oepartment of Health Services and the Solid Waste 
:Management Board plus $252,712 in proposed reimbursements from local plan­
ning agenCies. Werecommend that Item 394-001-890 (Federal Trust Fund) be 
reduced by $794,949 and that expenditures and reimbursements within Item 394-
001-001 be increased by an equal amount. If the Legislature adopts our recommen­
dation on toxics work to eliminate proposed reimbUrsements from the Solid Waste 
Management Board, this recommendation should be modified accordingly. 


