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CAPITAL OUTLAY
SUMMARY

The Budget Bill includes a total of approximately $183.4 million from all
sources for capital outlay. This is 34 percent more than the appropriation
included in the Budget Act of 1975. A summary of the distribution of the
amounts in the budget is provided in Table 1.

Table 1
Summary o‘f 197677 Budget Bill Capital Outlay Appropriations
. N Total
. General Special " Bond All

Organizational Unit Fund Fund Funds. Sources
General Government............con.. $557,130 — — $557,130
Agriculture and Services 21,774,100 —_ — 21,774,100
Business and Transportation -.......... —_ $4,466,631 = 4,466,631
Resources 7,215,917 5,643,000 $8,182,597 - 21,041,514
Health and Welfare ... 10,779,100 255,500 — 11,034,600
Education rranens — 57,602,900 66,933,600 124,536,500

Total $40, 326,247 $67,968,031 $75,116,197 $183,410,475

® Includes $34,059,600 from the California Community College Construction Program Bond Act of 1976
which will be presented to the electorate in June 1976. ] :

General Fund

Approximately $40.3 million or 22 percent of the total proposal is from
the General Fund. This is nearly double the General Fund appropriation
in the Budget Act of 1975. The major portion of the amount in the Budget
Bill for 1976-77 is for the Departments of General Services ($21.7 million)
and Health ($6.7 million). The remainder is for a series of relatively minor
projects in the Departments of Conservation, Parks and Recreation, Wa-:
ter Resources, Corrections and the Youth Authority.

The amount provided for the Department of General Services is mainly
for new state office buildings in Sacramento. The Department of Health
proposal is related to fire and life safety corrections at the State Hospitals.

Education

Over two-thirds of the proposed capital outlay program is in education.
The total of $124.5 million includes $19.3 million for the Department of
Education, Schools for the Deaf and Blind, Berkeley and $105.2 million for
the segments of higher education. The proposed amount is from special
funds and bond funds and represents a 42.5 percent increase above that
prov1ded in the Budget Act of 1975. The major dlfferences are 1ndlcated

in Table 2

Other Programs v

The program for the Department of Parks and Recreatlon totals nearly
$12.7 million exclusive of General Fund sources. Nearly all of this amount
is from the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Bond
Act Program of 1974 ($6.6 million) and the Collier Park Preservation Fund
($5.1 million). The remainder is from an assortment of bonds and special
funds. Approximately $2.5 million of the amount from the 1974 Bond Act
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Table 2
Capital Outlay—Education
Comparison of Appropriations
Budget Act of 1975 and Budget Bill 1976-77

Budget Act Budget Bill
. of 1975 for 1976-77
Segment Fund Amount Amount

. University of California. Health Science Bonds $31,040,000 $32,874,000
University of California. Educational fee 6,560,500 —
University of California COFPHE* . 6,224,000 14,779,000
California State University and Col-

leges COFPHE* 22,949,000 23,232,000
California Community Colleges ... Bonds 90,407,400 ° 34,059,600
Department of Education ........cec... COFPHE* e 19,300,000

Total $87,180,900 $124,244,600

2 Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. ]
b Funded from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education.

program is related to historical parks and the balance is for planning or
development of other state parks. The amount from the Collier Park
Preservation Fund contains 10 proposals totaling $4.6 million for land
acquisition and three projects for park developments.

Appropriation requests from the State Transportation Fund, Motor Ve-
hicle Account total approximately $4.5 million. This provides nearly $2.6
million for purchase of (1) communication equipment and (2) leased field
offices for the California Highway Patrol. The remaining $1.9 million is for
construction of new field offices and purchase of leased facilities for the
Department of Motor Vehicles.

The balance of the capital outlay program is from a_variety of special
funds and represents a minimal capital expenditure effort. The Depart-
ment of Fish and Game proposes to use $1 million from the State Beach,
Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities Bond Act Program of 1974 for
acquisition of wild trout, steelhead and salmon habitat. Other relatively
minor projects are included for the Employment Development Depart-
ment, Board of Equalization and the Departments of Parks and Recrea-
tion and Fish and Game.

Environmental Impact Reports

Section 2100 et seq. of the Public Resources Code created the Environ-
mental Quality Act of 1970. A major requirement of this act is the necessity
to prepare an “Environmental Impact Report” (EIR) for projects under-
taken in whole or in part by any public agency, including leasing, permits,
licensing or other entitlements. With respect to EIR’s the act requires:

1. An EIR be prepared, by the responsible state agency, board or com-
mission, for projects which may have a significant effect on the envi-
ronment. The EIR is to be prepared prior to requesting funds and no
state agency, board, or commission shall authorize expenditure of
funds, other than funds appropriated in the Budget Act, unless an
EIR accompanies the request.

2. The responsible state agency must include an EIR as part of the
regular project report used in the existing review and budgetary
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SUMMARY—Continued

process.

3. The EIR must be avaz]ab]e to the Leg]s]ature

4. Projects involving feasibility or planning studies for possible future
actions which are not approved by the responsible agency are ex-
empt from the EIR requirement.

There appears to be a certain degree of confusion regarding the proper
time to prepare an EIR. It is unclear if an EIR should be available to the
Legislature when funds are requested for acquisition of a site and / or when
funds for development of the site are requested. It is our understanding
that EIR’s are prepared for the Department of Motor Vehicles field offices
prior to purchase of a site. However, the EIR is not available to the
Legislature prior to appropriation of site acquisition funds. Preparation of
the report prior to site acquisition is appropriate, because the state intends
to develop the site in a specific manner and, if the development is not
compatible with the environment, the state should not purchase the site.

In the case of higher education most requests are related to projects on
existing campuses. A recent Superior Court ruling indicates that an EIR
must be available to the governing board prior to approval of a project and
to the Legislature before funds are appropriated. In effect this would
require an EIR for all proposed projects, many of which will not be ap-
proved either by the governing board, the state administration or the
Legislature for reasons other than environmental concerns. This require-
ment will result in expenditures of significant amounts for projects which
will not be approved. As an example, the cost for development of a simple
negative declaration EIR can be as much as $2,500 and for a complete EIR
nearly $100,000.

We believe EIR’s are an important element of the capital development
process. However, it is but one part of the process and it must be used in
a positive, meaningful manner and in the proper sequence of develop-
ment in order to provide the desired results in a cost effective mode. It
appears to us that an EIR is required at different times in the sequence
of capital development depending upon the circumstances. Purchase of a
new site to be developed and development of an existing site that is
already in progress, are two different situations. We believe the Legisla-
ture should reevaluate the requirements of the Environmental Quality
Act and where necessary make clarifications to assure consideration of
environmental effects, proper planning and cost-effectiveness.

Minor Capital Outlay

We recommend funding all minor capital outlay programs under the
capzta] outlay section of the Budget Bill.

For the past several years minor capital outlay projects ($100,000 or less
per project) have been included in departmental support and operation
budgets. Prior to this change, projects were budgeted in the capital outlay
section of the Budget Bill.

Projects in this category are essential to provide phys1cal space altera-
tions and improvements to meet current and changing departmental pro-
grams. This need has been recognized and funds historically have been
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appropnated for this purpose. However, the present method of budgeting
“ minor capital outlay has resulted in inappropriate expenditures of these
funds. For example, one department established two new personnel posi-
tions utilizing minor capital outlay funds. There are also indications that
departments have used these funds for other support budget functions.
These expenditures tend to increase the support budget base line amounts
" resulting in unsubstantlated increases in ongoing support and operations
- budgets.
*Budgeting minor capltal outlay in this manner also has resulted in a lack
of coordination between major and minor capital outlay proposals. In one -
case, a department has requested minor capital improvements for build-
.ings which have been approved for replacement under the major capital
program. In other cases departments have requested minor capital funds
for items deleted from major capital request because (1) the department
did not consider the item essential for the major project and/or (2) it was
not supported by the administration or the Legislature in the major capital
request
In view of these dlfficultles we believe it is appropriate to return to

funding minor capital outlay as an item in the capital outlay section of the
Budget Bill. This will (1) provide the appropriate level of review by the
administration and the Legislature, (2) assure that necessary capital im-
provements will be accomplished as intended and (3) prevent unsubstan-
tlated increases in support budgets

‘ STATE BOARD OF EQ.UALIZATION
. Item 371 from the General

Fund - | o Budget p. 118
REQUESEEd LOTE-TT covvoroeeeeereeeeeseseesessessssssssssenseesns enerereen $235,130
Recommendation pending .................. SRR —— - 235130

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS : o

(a) Purchase leased facility—Covina. ......cccooeurneiemernniiinnneionns $235,130

We withhold réecommendation pending further information. .

This building is a build-to-suit leased facility with options to purchase.
It consists of 7,800 square feet for up to 55 employees and public service
areas. The building is sited on approximately one-half acre in an area
designated the “Civic Center” in downtown Covina. The requested
amount reflects the purchase pnce as required in the contract. It does not
provide funds for acquisition services provided by the Real Estate Services
Division, Department of General Services. The funding of this project is
unclear and we withhold recommendation pending further information.
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UNALLOCATED CAPITAL OUTLAY |
Item 372 from the General

Fund SR . B _ Budget p 193
Requested 1976-77 ....... SO O SOOI S SO $150,000
Recommended approval.....;....;."..........‘7.........; ................... rerrvresnes $150,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATlONS

This item provides for preliminary plans for projects proposed to be
funded from the, General Fund in 1977-78. Allocatlons are proposed by the
Department of Finance. .

Based on 1% percent . for prehmmary planmng, the proposed amount
would provide for approx1mately $10 million in construction cost. A pro-
gram of this' rnagmtude appears reasonable. - »

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES
Item 373 from the Genera.l

Fund ' s , . L ’ Budgetp 322
Requested 1976—77 ........ $21,774,100
Recommiended apProval ... iv...rrvserssimsessssnssessnnecs ereernaers 3,419,100
Recommended redUCHON ... ...veeioeriiiiveesessmmsesasssssecssasessssnsees 17,216,000
Recommendatlon pendmg ............................................................ $1,139,000

Analysis
VSUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS . page

1. State Office Buildings, Sacramento. Beduce by §16,- 943
121,000. Recommend deletlon of site acqulsmon and con-

' struction fiinds. ‘

2. Department of ]ushce Bw]dmg, Sacramento Reduce by 945
$60,000. Recommend deletion of management fees and
providing for working drawings for the computer center.

3. Department of Justice Building, Sacramento. Recommend 946
facility be provided under state funded capital outlay pro- -
gram and located on state-owned property. :

4. Department of Justice Building, Sacramento. Recommend - 946

. Department of Justice revaluate records keeping program. :

5. Records Center, West Sacramento. Reduce by $900,000. 947
 Recommend deletion of purchase of records center and ad-
. jacent land.

6. State Compensation Insurance Fund Building, San Fran- 948
cisco. Withhold recommendatlon pending further informa-
tion.

7. State Building alteratlons San Francisco. Withhold recom- 948
mendation pending further information.

8. Statewide. Reduce by $135,000. Recommend deletion of 948
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planning funds.
‘9. Central Control MomtormgSystem Recommend utxhzmg 948
* $15,000 of planning funds to design central control monitor-
" ing system for Central Heating and Coohng Plant Sacra-
o mento

i ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

_The Department of General Services is requesting a total of eight
projects: A list of these pro;ects and our recommendatlons for each is
prov1ded in Table 1. : : :

Table 1

. Department of General-Services -
-Proposed 1916-77 Capltal Outlay Program

Budget . Legislative -

Item - : T » : Bill Analyst
No. - Project Title Phase® Location " Amount - Recommendation
373(a)  New ' State Building . :
: (Site No. 1) ...ccuvener apwc Sacramento $17,156,500 $1,035,500-
373(b) - New State. Bmldmg _ o L ,
(Site No. 2) ‘eurns p * Sacramento 542,600 542,600
373(c).  Central Plant—Second P ‘ '
: Well ...ooviviiinniionne c Sacramento 1,386,000 1,386,000
373(d)  New Department of )
Justice Building ... p Sacramento 500,000 440,000
373(e) - Purchase Records Cen- . :
. ter and ad_lacent : . ‘
land ...t Cdal West Sacra- .
i mento 900,000 ) 0

3 _Alterations——State Com-
. 77T pensation Insur- : . C o

"~ ance Fund Building ¢ San Francisco .. 939,000 Pending
373(g) - Alterations—State : :

u : c San Francisco 200,000 . Pehding
373(h) - Planning ... reciivons p Statew1de 150000 15,000_
TOTAL it o - TRLTIAI0 | $3419,100 -

2 Phase symbol indicates: a-land acquisition; p- prehmmary planning; w- workmg drawmgs, C- construchon, a
1-purchase of lease facxlxty

A discussion of each project and our recommendations is prov1ded in the
following dlscussmn :

Sacramento

We recommend a reduction of 816, 121 000 in Item 373(a), New Office
Building, Site No. 1, to delete site-acquisition and construction funds.

The need for state office space in Sacramento is apparent. As of Novem-
ber 1975, the state was leasing 1.8 million net square feet (nsf) in the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area at an annual cost of $8.3 million. In addi-
tion, the department has indicated that thére is a continuing. backlog of
requests for space totaling’ apprommately 200,000 nsf. The cost to lease
space near downtown Sacramento is increasing and now averages approxl--
mately 60 cents per nsf per month. :

The department is proposing two new state ofﬁce bmldlngs in Sacra-
mento. The proposed bulldmgs would prov1de a total of 614,000 gross L
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square feet (gsf) which should result in 2 minimum of 490 000 nsf of usable
space. We concur with the need for this space. However, adequate con-
struction planning has not been accomplished and the request for con-
struction funds for Site No. 1 is premature. The planning for these projects
is in the conceptual stage and preliminary plans have not been started.
Before design drawings can be prepared items such as environmental
impact reports, acoustical studies, energy conservation studies, and build-
ing life cycle studies must be accomplished. To complete these items plus
working drawings will probably require a minimum of 18 months. There-
fore, construction funds could not be used before fiscal year 1977-78. In
addition, because these are in this early planning phase, the estimated
construction cost cannot be considered accurate.

The building for Site No. 1 is proposed to be a four-story structure
containing 338,600 gsf with depressed parking underneath for 150 cars.
The location for this building is proposed in the block bounded by 7th, 8th,
N and O Streets: The building on Site No. 2 is proposed as a high rise
building consisting of 275,400 gsf. A location for this building has not been
determined. However, there is some indication that the department is
considering a land exchange with the City of Sacramento. Any such ex- .
change should be reviewed and approved by the Legislature.

Existing State-Owned Sites Should be Utilized

Site No. 1 would require a payment of $544, 199 to the Dlsablhty Insur—
ance Fund and Department of Employment Contingent Fund plus a
potential $31,804 to the federal government for possible equity in the
existing parking lot. This item contains $544,200 for purchase of this site.
-Because the state owns many parcels within the Capitol area plan we see
no reason why the development of a new building must be located on a
site requiring additional funding. It should be noted that the department
requested $50,000 in 1975 for purchase of a parcel in the block bounded
by 11th, 12th, P and Q Streets. This amount was appropriated because the
department indicated that this block was the most desirable for develop-
ment of the next state office building. In any case, we believe the depart-
ment should locate the new building on a state property Wthh w1ll not
requlre addlnonal funding.

‘Life Cycle Analysis :

Thé'estimates for both new buildings include costs for hfe cycle analy51s
consultmg fees. This will be used to determine how the buildings will most
: properly meet the state’s program needs based on total life cost considera-
tions. In some cases this may mean that the less expensive initial cost item
may not be selected. Rather, items will be selected based on. an analysis

of initial costs coupled with operating cost over the full period of occupan- . -

ey of the facility. This analysis will be particularly important as it relates
to energy conservation. We believe this represents a proper method of
planning and should be 1ncorporated in the procedures for des1gn of most
state buildings. v : S o :
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Central Plant-sécond Well, Sacramento

We recommend approval.

This proposal will provide for additional condensing water for the cen-
tral plant air-conditioning system. The need for the additional well was
substantiated in a consulting engineer’s report which indicated that with- .
out the additional well water the central plant air-conditioning system
could only reach 66 percent of the existing capacity. Because of this low-
capacity condition, it has been necessary for the Department of General
Services to cycle air conditioning to state buildings off and on in order to
maintain a reasonable temiperature level within all state buildings. The
addition of this well will solve that problem as well as enable the central
plant air-conditioning system to serve anticipated future buildings.

Department of Justice Building—Sacramento

We recommend a reduction of $60,000 in Item 373(d), planning, De-
partment of Justice building, by eliminating the Office of the State Ar-
chitect management fees and providing for working drawings for a
computer center.

This proposal is for initial planning funds for a new building to house the
Department of Justice in Sacramento. It is anticipated that the building
will consist of approximately 60 percent office/industrial space and 40
percent laboratories and specialized use areas. Although there is no infor-
mation concerning the size, design or location of the facilities, the Depart-
ment of General Services anticipates a building cost of approximately $15
million. The new. facility would house the special records storage and
system elements, crime laboratories, retrieval systems and computer cen-
ter which are currently located in a large lease building. Additional ele-
ments located in other state space or lease space may be included in the
building.

The proposed $500 000 includes funds for programing, development of
an Environmental Impact Report, design development fees and Office of
State Architect project management fees. The Office of the State Ar-
chitect fees total $100,000 and is for management for the life of the project
(approximately three years). The services provided under these fees in-
clude comprehensive checking and review of the working drawings and
monitoring during construction. This $100,000 is premature and should not
be funded at this time.

Computer Center Planning. The existing building housing the depart-
ment is completely inadequate and the computer area is possibly the most
inadequate. In addition, new requirements are being developed for com-
puter equipment for the department. Based on information available, it
is apparent that a computer center of approximately 10,000 gross square
feet will be necessary to house the new equipment. Because this equip-
ment will be available and ready for installation in late fall 1978, it is
essential that new space also be available at that time. To accomplish this,
a separate computer facility can be provided and the remaining facilities
constructed later. The computer center could be located to enable con-
struction of the remaining facilities without disturbing the center’s opera-
tion and also provide the necessary security both during construction and
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upon completion of the entire facility. Under this proposal, construction
funds for the center could be provided in 1977, resulting in a fall 1978
.~ occupancy date. The remaining facilities could be occupied approximately
one year later. To implement this, working drawing funds in the amount
of $40,000 should be provided in the budget year. Thus $60,000. of the
proposed OSA fees should be deleted.

Project Planning

We recommend that the Department of General Services plan the
Department of Justice building proposal as a state funded capital outlay
project to be located on state-owned property.

It is our understanding that the Department of General Services antici-
pates providing the proposed building as a lease-purchase contract. This
method of providing for state office space is more expensive than the state
capital outlay program. This added expense is the result of paying the
lessor profit for construction of the building plus a profit during the lease
period of the agreement. In addition, the building is owned and construct-
ed by the lessor and as such the state loses some control over the quality
and resultant maintenance.costs for the building. Also, the Department of
General Services anticipates locating this building on a nonstate-owned
site. This would require the state to pay the cost of the site plus profit.

The California Highway Patrol will be vacating the existing academy,
located on Meadowview Road, Sacramento, in the spring and summer of
1976. The major portion of this site will be surplus to the needs of the
California Highway Patrol and available for state use. We suggest that the
Department of General Services use this site for construction of any new
buildings for the Department of Justice.

Reevaluate Records Keeping Program

We recommend that the Department of Justice reevaluate (1) tbe
method used for storing records and (2) potential changes in record stor-
age requirements and report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee
by October 1, 1976,

One of the major reasons for a new bulldmg is because of the extensive
records and storage requirements of the Department of Justice. At the
present time the department is undertaking a program to purge and
eliminate some unnecessary records. However, there will still be massive
records if the department does not (1) modify its methods of storing or
(2) change its requirements for maintaining records. We suggest that the
department evaluate (1) the code requirements for storage of records, (2)
critical needs for records, and (3) potential for utilizing federal govern-
ment records and disbanding a portion of the state record system. If the
department is to maintain existing or modified record storage we would
also suggest that the department evaluate other methods such as mi-
crofiche, various methods of automation, etc.

We recommend that the Department of Justice provide the Joint Legis-
lative Budget Committee with a report if its findings on the record sys-
tems, by October 1, 1976. Until this report is completed and reviewed, the
requested planning funds other than the computer center, should not be
expended.




Item 373 ) CAPITAL OUTLAY / 947

Records Center and Adjacent Land—West Sacramento

We recommend deletion of Item 373 (e), purchase records center and
adjacent land, West Sacramento, a reduction of $900,000. '
~The proposal concerning the Department of General Services Record
Center in West Sacramento is separable into two parts. One portion is for
the purchase of the 80,500 square foot records center currently leased by
the state at an annual rate of $70,367. The second portion is a proposal to
purchase 168,800 square feet of property adjacent to the records center.
The existing lease facility houses semi-active state records in a storage
capacity of 339,400 cubic feet. Currently, there are 291,682 cubic feet of
records in storage, leaving an approximate 16 percent growth factor. At
the anticipated annual growth rate, the current building will be .at storage
capacity in two years. Thus, additional facilities will be required if the
projected growth rate is realized. However, we believe the department
should seek innovative methods for record storing in order to maximize
the available space. For example recent changes in the criteria for deter-
mining which records are to be stored and for how long resulted in de-
creasing the number of records stored. We support this type of activity
and encourage the Department of General Services and other depart-
ments to continue to reevaluate the criteria for maintaining records in
storage.
The terms of the lease agreement for this facility provide the state an
_option to purchase the property at the end of the tenth and fifteenth year.
~ The first opportunity the state will have to purchase the property is Au-
gust 1,:1977. The purchase price per the lease agreement is $673,636.
However, because the state cannot purchase the property prior to August
1977, it-would be improvident to provide funds in the current fiscal year
which cannot be expended before the following fiscal year. Therefore, we
recommend that this request be deferred until the 1977-78 fiscal year.
The second portion of the request concerning the records center is the
purchase of approx1mately four acres adjacent to the leased facility. The
existing facility is located on a site of adequate size to allow building
~ expansion to meet foreseeable storage needs. However, there is apparent-
ly a tract restriction which does not allow building on more than 50 per-
cent of the land occupied. It is our understanding that the state is not
required to adhere to such restrictions. In most cases, we believe the state
~should make every attempt to adhere to local development requirements.
However, in this case we question the desirability of utilizing only 50
percent of the land base in an industrial park development area. In the
present circumstance, such a restriction does not represent appropriate
land ‘use and the state should not participate in obvious underutilization
of the available land base. Moreover, failure to adhere would not create
any undesirable environmental features such as may have provided the
basis for the restriction. Therefore, we propose (1) deletion of the request-
ed $200,000 for purchase of this site and (2) future space needs be met by
an addition to the existing facility. ,
In addition, the requested $200,000 includes approx1mate1y $31,000 for
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administrative costs associated with site acquisition. Such costs generally
‘do not exceed 4 percent of the purchase price. Because no justification is’
~available to support a higher need, we believe the administrative costs
should be $6,500. Therefore, if the site is to be purchased the requested
amount should be reduced to $175,500.

San Francisco

‘We withhold recommendation of Item 373(f), alterations State Com-
pensation Insurance Fund Building and Item 373(g), alterations, State
Building, pending further information. -

" The state has recently purchased the State Compensation Insurance
Fund Building in San Francisco. The State Fire Marshal has identified
. several items with regard to fire and life safety that should be corrected.
‘However, we have no information to indicate that this proposal will cor-
rect all deficiencies or if it will provide other modifications. Therefore, we
cannot recommend approval of the project or the adequacy of the funds.

The request for alterations to the state building in San Francisco appears

to be a project that was financed to some extent through the support
budget of the Judicial Department. It is unclear what work was previously
accomplished or what will be accomplished under this project. Therefore,
the need or adequacy of the requested funds cannot be determined.

Statewide Planning

We recommend a reduction of $135 000 from Item 373(h), in statewide
Pplanning funds.

We have received no mformatlon concermng this request. Therefore,
we have no basis to recommend it. However, there is an apparent need
for planning which we discuss below and in the support portion of the
department’s budget (Item 163).

Central Control Monitoring System : :

We recommend utilizing $15,000 in planning funds to design an auto-
mated central control monitoring system for the Central Heatmg and
Cooling Plant, Sacramento.

The department has requested $97,000 in minor capital outlay (Item
163) for installation of a partial control system to monitor only air-condi-
nomng systems in Sacramento state buildings. This proposed effort would
result in some savings in energy consumption and labor. However, in
order to utilize the central plant fully and to maximize savings in energy
and labor an automated system should be provided.

‘Such a system would monitor all energy systems in state buildings and
provide control from the central plant. Under the existing procedure
systems are not monitored and require manual adjustments at each build-
ing. To do this properly a fully automated system should be designed and
installed rather than the current method, Planning funds in the amount
of $15,000 should be adequate for this proposal. -

An example of potential savings can be found in a proposal of the
University of California. At the Davis campus a central control system
ultimately costing $1.2 million is anticipated to result in annual savings, at
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today’s costs, of $195,000 in energy and $60,000 in labor. Assuming an
-interest rate of 7 percent this savings would pay for the cost of the project
in six years.

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
Item 374 from the General '

Fund o o "~ Budget p. 375
Requested LOTB-TT .cvoesreireerencetisserssieaesesessssnssssiae e s senenssinions $416,250
Recommend approval ............. criverrannnis evirerssereresisessens e ete e nseene $141,250 -
Recommendation pending ..........cciimnsineiinnenniinnnins reveritens $275,000
: ' | ) ' Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS - - : page

1. Yountville. ‘Recommendation withheld on modification to 949
~sewage treatment plant pendmg submittal of budget docu-
ments.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ‘
(a) Modifications to sewage treatment plant ........cc.c.coceevennn. $275,000

We withhold recommeéndation pending further determination of the
scope and cost for this project.

The City of Yountville and the Department of Veterans Affairs located
in Yountville are required to meet standards for effluent discharge from
their respective sewage treatment facilities. These standards and the date
" for compliance are established by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board.
~ To date, a design to meet compliance has not been selected There are
several solutions possible which need to be evaluated. We are concerned
that the Department of Finance significantly reduced the department’s
request and no project details have been prov1ded Therefore, we with-.
hold recommendation.

(b) Air condition surgical suite ..........ccoo.....en.. SPSORCORRRIN $141,250
We recommend approval.

. This project provides temperature and humldlty control for the surglcal
suite which the existing mechanical system does not provide.
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
~ Item 375 from the State Envi-

roninental Protection Fund v ' Budget p. 432
Requested 1976-77 ... et sesens o osensin e e essiese . $75,000
Recommended approval .......ccciecrivnencrirneesivnnescsescsennase $75,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION
- We recommend approval.
Chapter 779, Statutes of 1970, created the Cahforma Env1ronmental
Protection Fund to receive the revenue from the sale of personalized
“license plates. Revenues from the fund beyond those used to defray the
cost of administering the program are available for appropriation by the
Legislature. This item will be used by the department for the develop-
ment of vista lookouts along scenic highways, with sites to be selected by
the Scenic Highways Committee. ‘ :

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

Item 376 frorm Federal Funds
* deposited in State Highway

Account ' ' Budgét p. 397
“ REQUESEEA 19TB-TT ..cuuccevvvvveercsssmssssensssssssnssieesssssesssssssessassassssssses $14,000,000

"~ Recommended approval..........o..oievriseinssisssmssessssssssessesess Y 14,000,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION
We recommend approval...

~Chapter 1470, Statutes of 1974, requires that the Legislature must appro-
- priate specified federal funds recelved pursuant to the Federal nghway .
Act of 1973 by the Department of Transportation and deposited in the
~ State Highway Account. This item, together with $14 million provided in
Item 205 will provide federal funding for various highway safety i improve-
ments whlch are administered by the department
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CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

Ttem 377 from the Motor Vehi-
cle Account, State Transporta-

tion Fund ‘ ~ S L Budget p: 511
Requested 1976-TT .......ocveeiiivererernsireisivnssressesessesssssssssssssssesscseins . $2,590,895
Recommended approval . 1,202,493
‘Recommended reduction , - 81,055
Recommendation pending ............icoceuennet rivsessssenshivsesbnsesssnsston - 1,307,347

Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS . ‘ page

1. Leasing of Field Offices. Recommend all leases be submit- 951
ted for review by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee.

2. Statewide Communications. Reduce equipment by 952
'$71,055.  Withhold recommendation on $322,872 for state
microwave system equipment.

3. Statewide Construction Program Planning. Reduce 953
$10,000.. Recommend ' deletion of constructlon program
planning funds. '

4. Los Angeles Communications Center. Withhold recom- 953
mendation on construction of new facility.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Motor Vehicle Account

The Motor Vehicle Account, State Transportation Fund provides funds
for support and capital outlay for the California Highway Patrol (CHP)
as well as several other departments and entities.

The revenues to this account are declining, while expenditures have
continued to show substantial growth. If this trend continues there will no
longer be a surplus of funds, but rather a shortage. This situation could
occur next year. When it occurs, it is reasonable to assume that major
capital expenditures will be deferred in favor of maintaining operating
budgets. For this reason-we believe it is inappropriate to initiate new
projects without assurance ‘that funding to complete them will be avail-
able. Therefore, we recommend there be no new capital outlay starts until
the account is solvent.

Further discussion of this s1tuat10n is presented under Item 211 and Item
378, page 955. :

Leasing of Field Offices -

We recommend all new and renegotiated ]eases be submitted to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review 30 days prior to execution.

Because of a potential shortage of funds in the Motor Vehicle Account,
we recommended there be no new starts. In the interim, while the fiscal
condition of the account is being resolved, the leasing of new space should
be carefully reviewed.

When funds are scarce there is a tendency for agencies to lease rather

32—88825




952 / CAPITAL OUTLAY Item 377
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than build because a major portion of the large initial construction cost can
be deferred to future years. However, the state pays much more for the
space during the life of the lease. Therefore, we recommend a review of
all new and renegotiated leases by the Joint Legislative Budget Commit-
tee to determine critical-need. Information regarding all costs and terms
should be provided. In addition, an analysis of the impact upon the CHP
account for funding leased space should be furnished.

The CHP should strive to minimize establishing new leases. This will
permit the CHP to initiate new capital outlay requests when the Motor
Vehicle Account is more solvent, because the CHP will not be committed
to new long-term leases.

Proposed 1975-76 Capital OutI‘ay Program »
The California Highway Patrol capital outlay request is for:
Budget Bill Legislative Analyst
_Amount Recommendation
- Approval Reduction

A. Communications Program

1. replacement equipment . $682,272 $359,400* —

2. expansion of radio and microwave systems .......... 351,720 304,665 ($—47,055)

3. construction of communications facilities.............. 167,000 143,000 (—~24,000)

$1,200,992 $807,065 - ($—T7L055)

B. Construction Program Planning..............ceeseessenns 10,000 — ($—10,000)
C. Construction funds for the Los Angeles Communica- . o

tions Center ... . 984,475 b e

D. Purchase of leased facilities 395,428 395,428 —

Total....... . $2,590,895 -~ $1,202,493 ($—81,055)
2 $329,872 recommendation pending. : .
b $984,475 recommendation pendmg

(a) Communications Program ........c...cceeveercnnsennneerivnennenns $1,200,992

We recommend a total reduction of $71,055 aud withhold recommenda-
tion on items for the statewide chrowave system equzpment totaling
$322,872.

1. Replacement equzpment $682,272. General Serv1ces Communica-
tions Division has established a replacement schedule for equipment
based on expected equipment life. Using this schedule, 22 radio stations
(42 MHZ), 19 radio receivers and seven dispatch consoles are to be re-
placed.

The budgeted request for the seven dispatch consoles totals $359,400
and is for a new San Francisco Communications Center (SFCC). These
new consoles were to free up the consoles currently used at San Francisco
for placement elsewhere. However, the SFCC is not now proposed and
the department has revised its request to include eight less sophisticated
consoles for installation where equipment meets the criteria for replace-
ment. The eight less sophisticated consoles are anticipated to cost the
same as the seven originally included in the budget These consoles are to
be located as follows:
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1. Bakersfield 5. Bishop
2. Merced 6. Humboldt
3. El Centro 7. Susanville
4. Indio 8. Ukiah

We recommend approval. :

We withhold our recommendation on the remaining $322,872, as it per-
tains to equipment and charges for the state microwave system, pending
determination of whether or not the Communications Division of the
Department of General Services assumes ownership of the state mi-
crowave system.

2. Expansion of Radio and Microwave systems, $351,720.

" Included in this request are 26 multiplex terminals, eight radio stations,
12 radio frequency terminals, two terminals (960 MHz), two radio receiv-
ers, one dual cavity resonator, one crystal filter and seven 10-channel tape
recorders.

One additional console and 10-channel tape recorder is requested for
instructional use at the new academy. We have reviewed this request
along with additional information submitted. However, we believe this
request has not been adequately substantiated. Therefore, we recommend
a reduction of $47,055.

3. Construction of Communications Facilities, $1 6'7 000,

This request for new equipment consists of six chain link fences, six
propane tanks, six auxiliary generators, four radio vaults and six towers.

In addition, items proposed for upgradmg include two radio vaults and
one tower. Associated with this upgrading is the request for four auxiliary
generators of substantially increased capacity. Because the existing gener-
ators are adequate to provide emergency electrical power we recommend
deletion of this portion of the request for a reduction of $24,000.

(b) Construction Program Planning..........c.cecereevvenenrsereccarsenns ' $10,000

We recommend deletion.

These funds are requested to provide the CHP money to prepare plans
and budget packages for new facilities.

In conjunction with our recommendation that there be no new starts,
there will be no requirement for additional funds to prepare budget pack-
ages beyond the funds currently available.

(¢) Los Angeles Communications Center Construction ... $984,457

We withhold our recommendation unt:] additional mformatzon is avail-
able.

The Los Angeles Communications Center will provide space to operate
a consolidated dispatch center for the Los Angeles area. The existing
facility on Vermont Street in Los Angeles provides space for both a zone
operation and the communications center. To consolidate the communi-
cations center and provide the needed additional space for Zone V re-
quires either a building addition or a separate facility be provided..

The Budget Act of 1974 provided working drawings for an addition to
the existing building. The Budget Act of 1975 provided an additional
$26,000 for working drawings with supplementary language. permitting
alternate solutions to be evaluated.

At this writing a presentation of the alternatives and their cost effective-
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ness has not been fully developed. Therefore, we withhold our recommen-
dation for construction funds as they are not based upon a design solution
with a cost estimate.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. An environmental impact
report (EIR) has not been prepared for this project. In accordance with
the California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be withheld until
such a report is prepared and reviewed.

(d) Purchase leased facility—Bridgeport ...........cccoevurrvvnnnen. $70,700
(e) Purchase leased facility—Indio.........ccocevvreeerrersionnnns -~ $90,900
(f) Purchase leased facility—Victorville ..........cccoeeeniinnnnc $233,828

TOLAL ettt s s tssssa s snas et en e nas s et assansananas '$395,428

We recommend approval.

The three facilities listed above were constructed for the state under
lease with option to purchase agreements. These agreements can be exer-
cised in fiscal year 1976-77 for $395,428. To defer purchase for one year
would result in an additional cost of $73,5809.

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES

Item 378 from the Motor Vehi-
cle Account, State Transporta-

tion Fund Budget p. 529
Requested 1976-TT .......eeeerrecrieesiestssee s sivsssssssssssnsssssssns $1,875,736
Recommended approval ........c.cvviccniiernnnniecnnesesesesennne 214,436
Recommended reduction .............oeerveeiernecnnecsnnreesinsserenns 10,000
Recommendation pending ..........eeveeeeeereesivennoseersnssreresessenns 1,651,300

‘ Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ’ i page

1. Statewide Site Acquisition. Recommend reversion of 958
$4,738,000 for site acquisition and initiation. of no new facili- .
ties pending resolution of funding.

2. Leasing of Field Offices. Recommend leases be submitted 958
to Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review during
the 1976-77 fiscal year. '

3. Project Planning Statewide. Reduce by $10,000. Recom- 959
mend deletion of project planning funds. :

4. Simi Valley/Thousand Oaks. Withhold recommendation 959
of $951,300 project pending submission of plans and esti-
mates.

5. Capitola. Withhold recommendation of $700,000 project 959
pending submission of plans and estimates.
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Department of Motor Vehicles is funded from the Motor Vehicle
Account, State Transportation Fund as are many other departments and
entities. Historically, these departments-and entities have not required
the use of the total fund and the resulting surplus has been transferred to
the State Highway Account, State Transportation Fund.

Current experience and projections indicate that this is changing. The
revenue to the Motor Vehicle Account, State Transportation Fund is pro-
jected to decline. This, combined with increases required, requested and
projected by the departments and entities reduces the amount available
for transfer to the State Highway Account, as summarized in Table 1.

Figure 1 is a graph illustrating the Motor Vehicle Account’s revenues
and support expenditures presented in the form of an index. By setting
fiscal year 1972-73 as the base year, the index shows the relative increase
or decrease from the base year. For example, the Department of Motor
Vehicle support expenditures increased 60.1 percent in four years. The
California Highway Patrol support expenditures increased 37.8 percent
and all other expenditures increased 42 percent.

These rates of increase compare to the slower growth of the revenue to
the Motor Vehicle Account of only 27.9 percent. And last of all, the balance
of the Motor Vehicle Account which is transferred to the State Highway
Account has declined 65.7 percent to an index of 34.3.




Table 1
Motor Vehicle Account, State Transportatlon Fund
Revenues and Expenditures
Estimated Projected
Revenue 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 1976-77
Motor Vehicle Account $296,295.000 $345,425,000 - $345,300,000 $387,000,000 $379,000,000
Accumulated Surplus Plus other Revenue 37,638,790 42,448,119 . 49,454,639 54,590,013 23,121,749
Total Resources $333,863,790 $387,873,119 . $394,754,639 $441,590,013 $402,121,749
Support - . .
Department of Motor Vehicles 67,711,153 71,425,836 82,411,799 103,414,744 108,396,106
Capital Outlay : 5,250,693 3,892,973 1,837,353 " 11,301,104 1,875,736
California Highway Patrol 138,699,717 150,764,336 168,503,794 187,686,956 191,112,888
Capital Qutlay 2,753,084 9,448,669 3,986,749 7,278,776 2,590,895
Department of Justice 2,981,294 3,357,493 3,951,880 4,952,326 5,393,378
Air Resources Board 4,476,017 5,527,035 5,535,129 8,333,967 11,161,725
Air Resources Board Local Assistance — - — 2,300,000 2,038,000
Others and Miscellaneous * 895,748 3,053,145 1,167,922 790,391 663,648
Held in Reserves® 38,206,084 50,403,632 52,360,013 20,531,749 53,889,373 ¢
Transferred to State Highway Account 72,800,000 90,000,000 - 75,000,000 95,000,000 25,000,000

2 Others and Miscellaneous
1. State Transportation Board

2. State Highway. Users Tax Study Commission

3. Judicial Council
4. Department of Health
5. Board of Control

b Accumulated Surplus.

¢ This figure includes:

1. Surplus available for appropriation
2. Reserve for Salary and TEC increase

6. Office of Transportétlon Planning and Research :

9. Teale Consolidated Data Center
10. Bureau of Automotive Repair

............................ $11,038,695

20,000,000

3. Reserve for loan to Air Resources Board................ 292,850,678

7. University of California, Air Pollution Research
8. Tort Liability Claims

Penuiu0Y—s319IHIA HOLOW 40 INIWLYVdaa
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FIGURE 1
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Inadequate Funds for Development of Previously Approved Site Acquisition

We recommend that (1) $4,738,000 appropriated in the Budget Act of
1975 for site acquisition be reverted and (2) no new facilities be initiated
pending resolution of the fiscal condition of the Motor Vehicle Account,
State Transportation Fund,

With the tight fiscal condition, the impact upon the department’s capi-
tal outlay program becomes mgmﬁcant Last year, funds for land acquisi-
tion and working drawings for 15 new field offices were budgeted in the
amount of $4,738,000. These sites have not been purchased pending devel-
opment of new field office criteria as required by language in the Budget
Act of 1975. To construct buildings on these sites would require an appro-
priation of approximately $10 million. However, it is uncertain whether
funds of this magnitude will be available for capital outlay in the future.
As shown in Figure 1, if expenditures from the Motor Vehicle Account
continue to increase faster than the revenue, the amount transferred to
the State Highway Account will continue to decline to zero. At that time,
unless revenues increase substantially, there will be a shortage of funds to
support fully both operating and capital outlay needs. We believe there
is a possibility of this occurring in 1977-78. In our opinion, it is not appro-
priate to purchase property or develop construction documents with the
uncertain future ability to follow through with needed construction funds.

Leasing of Field Offices

We recommend that all new and renegobated leases be submitted to
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee for review 30 days prior to execu-
tion for the 1976-77 fiscal year.

In the past, the state leased famhtles for Department of Motor Vehicles
(DMYV) field offices. The DMV subsequently established a policy to build
state-owned facilities rather than continuing to lease. We endorse this
approach when adequate funds are available because, in the long run,
state-owned facilities provide the most economical solution to space
needs. In the short run, leasing minimizes the outlay required each year
for a facility. However, when the amount paid each year throughout the
life of the lease is considered, the total cost is greater. If a moratorium is
placed on construction of new facilities because of the high initial outlay
required, there will be increased pressure to lease new facilities. The DMV
should minimize new long-term leases. This will permit it to initiate new
capital outlay requests when the Motor Vehicle Account s cond1t10n is
- more solvent.

‘'We recommend a review of all new and renegotiated leases by the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee for the 1976-77 fiscal year during this criti-
cal period. Information should be provided indicating all costs and terms
of the proposed leases. In addition, an analysis of the impact upon the
DMV’s lease expenses account should be furnished.
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Proposed 1976-77 Capital Outlay Program

1. Planning

(a) Project planning ...........cierennerneenenmessssecssssesssens $10,000

We recommend deletion.

In conjunction with-our recommendation that there be no new-starts,
there will be no requirement for additional funds to prepare future plans
and estimates beyond the funds currently avarlable Hence we recom-
mend deletion. ‘o

2. Construction of new field offices

~ (b) Office building and parking faCllltleS—SIml Valley/

Thousand Oaks .......ccuveeeiviireiiinereeriniresessensssesssesesses $951,300

We withhold recommendation pending development of working draw-
ings ($951,300) and submission of plans and estimates.

As of this writing a site has been selected by DMV but acquisition has
not progressed beyond seeking approval of the City of Thousand Oaks.
Preliminary plans and working drawings are still to be developed. There-
fore, we do not have adequate information to recommend an appropriate
level of funding. The department should expedite site acquisition and
planning for this project so that the necessary mformatlon can be devel-
oped and available during budget hearings. '

Environmental Impact Report Comp]zance. An Envu'onmental Im-
pact Report has not been prepared for this project. In accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be withheld until such
a report is prepared and reviewed.

(c) Office building and parking fa0111t1es—Cap1tola (Santa

CIUZ) oottt raesesteas et e s te e s sss st sassessase s stesssassdonass $700,000
-We withhold recommendation of $700 000 prcyect pending submzssron
of plans and estimates.

This project for construction of a new facrhty is- proposed w1thout com-
plete budget information. Without adequate documents and cost estl-
mates we withhold our recommendation. :

- Environmental Impact Report Comp]zance An Envrronmental Im-
pact Report has not been prepared for this project. In accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be wrthheld until such»
a report is prepared and reviewed.

3. Purchase of leased facilities - :
(d) Purchase lease facility—Turlock..........ccooeiiciinnciivennnns " $88,436
(e) Purchase lease facility—Hollister ...............ilii e e 126,000

We recommend approval.

These two facilities were constructed for the state under lease/ purchase
agreements. These agreements were written for 15 years with options to
purchase as early as the second year and with the right to terminate after
the tenth year.

The total cost to purchase these facilities this year is $214 466. To defer
purchase for one year would require an additional cost of $26,340, and to
lease for the total 15 years would require $355,320. Hence, it would be
prudent to purchase these facilities this year. :
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION—DIVISION OF FORESTRY
Item 379 from the General

Fund : Budget ‘p‘;» 582
ReQUESLEA 1976-TT .....oovreereeeeeeomsmeseeemssmssesessseesssnssnssesessessnmnneess $1,929,841
Recommended approval ..........ceceecvmeinnecninncrcenessneisnssnnssieness 43,800
Recommended reduction ... eeecnseesensesneresessesssseses : - 5,000
Recommendation PeNding .........ccceeeevreennisirrssieeresasssersesesssenise 1,882,041
Recommended augmentation ... - 30,000
Net recommended approval .........vcvnnenevesenensesenenee 11,800

, Aizal}szs
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS : Dpage

1. Hollister. Augment $30,000. Recommend an augmenta- = 960
tion to provide funds for working drawings and soils report. =

2. Shasta Bear Lookout. Reduce $5,000. Recommend dele- 960
tion of request to acquire lookout.

3. Statewide. Recommend approval of site acquisition—op- 961
portunity purchases with funds limited to one year only plus

" clarifying language.

4. Fire Stations. Withhold recommendatlon of $1,585,553 961
pending determination of scope of projects. : :

5. Fire Stations. Withhold recommendation of $296,488 962/
pending submittal of budget documents.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(a). Site acquisition—HOIUStEr ......cccoeevrriicereerrrerreeeeererearenes $28,000

We recommend an augmentation of $30,000 to provide funds for work-
ing drawings and soils report.

This proposal is for the purchase of a new site in order to relocate the
Hollister Fire Station. The current station is located downtown on leased
city park property. The downtown location requires the fire trucksand
equipment to be driven through city traffic to provide wildland fire pro-
tection. In addition, the lease is due to expire and the city desires to
expand its park system. For these reasons and because the facility is qu1te
old, we recommend approval of the project. -

-To facilitate the capital outlay process we recommend an augmentatlon
of $30,000 for working drawings ($28,750) and a soils report ($1,250). This
will permit the development of contract documents and provide an accu-
rate estimate for the appropriation of construction funds. In addition,
construction could be initiated immediately after Budget Act approyal in
July 1977. , .

(b) Site acqulsltlon—-Shasta Bear Lookout .....c.ccevuveveeeernnnene ‘ $5 000

We recommend deletion in the amount of $5,000.

The Division of Forestry requests $5,000 to purchase the Shasta Bear
Lookout. Forestry has occupled this lookout without charge for the past
41 years with the owner’s permission:. The owner is' deceased and the
property is currently in probate.

We recommend disapproval of the request at this time because (1)
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ownership of the property has not been resolved, (2) an agreed price has
not been determined and (3) the project has not been reviewed and
evaluated by the Real Estate Services Section of the Department of Gen-
eral Services. -

(c). Site acquisition—opportunity purchase .......c.........it... $5 000

‘We recommend approval with availability of funds limited to 1976-77
only. We further recommend supp]emen tal report language clarifying the
intended use of these funds. -

The Budget Act of 1974 provided $5,000 for unspecified site acquisitions
in order to permit flexibility to purchase small parcels of land that become
available on an unexpected or “opportunity purchase” basis. The Budget
Act of 1975, prov1ded an additional $5,000 for the same purpose. This year
an additional $5,000 is requested.

Because capital outlay funds have a three-year availability, this permits
a potential accumulation of $15,000 for site acquisitions from opportunity
. purchases. Because $5,000 appears adequate for purchases in any one fiscal
year, we are recommending that the avallablhty of funds be limited to one
year only.

In addition, there are no restrictions on these funds as to the type of site
acquisitions permitted. For example additional fire stations at new loca-
tions can be initiated without review by the Legislature. ;

In last year’s Analysis we noted a similar problem in the Department of
Parks and Recreation and supplemental language was approved clarifying
legislative intent, We are recommending the same for the Division of
Forestry which would be accomplished by adding the followmg language
in the supplemental report.

“It is the intent of the Legislature that the Public Works Board
assure that opportunity purchase consist of relatively small pur-
chases of land and improvements that were not available for pur-
chase by the Department of Conservation, D1v1s1on of Forestry six
months prior to the beginning of a fiscal year.” y

Requests for New Fire Stations

(d) () Fort Bragg construction .........c.cocereieereceeerenss O $489,456.
(£) (g8) Westwood cORSLTUCHON ,....civueririineensiicncieninnnsivenecesiones 331,957
(G) (k) ~Los Banos CONStIUCHON ......uevvvivreseemmesnsennstessesssenns 401,387
(1) (m) Corralitos construction ............. aevereseresirsserareneras A 362,753

TOALeeuvrnarneerscereriessrnssenesessesessssssamsassessssessssssssssssesnenseserns $1,585,558

We withhold recommendation of $1,585,553 pending a determination of
the scope of these projects.

We believe the schematic plans which have been prepared for these
projects are unrealistic in their design and exceed what is required to
provide an adequate fire station, especially when the construction costs
are in excess of $40 per square foot. This is about $8 per square foot in
excess of past construction escalated for inflation.

' These proposed facilities are also larger than the standard plans used in
the past, which exaggerates the cost.

Environmental Impact. Report Compliance Required. An environ-
mental impact report (EIR) has not been prepared for these projects. In
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accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act, funds should.'_
be withheld until such reports are prepared and reviewed:

(h) Big Creek, construction ...........rncneinimninnenone: $129,784
(i) Valley Springs, construction...... 166,704
TOHAL.ucveeereresieeeenssecseeessiere s s ssesessessassssaesssesssnssanessaasin $296,488

We withhold recommendation of $296, 488 for fire stations pendmg fur-
ther information.

These two construction projects in the Budget Bill are for augmentatlon'
of projects which were funded from the Budget Act of 1973.

Pfoposed
Funded Proposed Percent
: 1973-7¢4 1976-77 ~ Total Augmentations
Big Creek , $112965 . $129784 $242,749 . 115%
Valley Springs........cunisisssn: 109,539 166,704 - 2716243 152

These projects have experienced excessive delays resulting in needless
cost increases due to inflation. :

At this writing we are without drawings or estimates. Therefore, we
withhold recommendation on these projects because we have received no
indication of the need for the proposed augmentations to exceed the
expected inflationary cost rise.

(n) 'Davis Equipment Famhty—rnaster plan study............. - °© $9,800

We recommend approval. B

The Davis Equipment Facility serves the Division of Forestry as, (1) a
vehicle and equipment maintenance shop, (2) a prototype shop for design
of fire fighting equipment, (3) a statewide reception center for new vehi-
clesand (4) a preparatlon facility to outfit new equipment and dlsmantle
old equipment.

The facilities currently providing space for these services date back to
the 1930’s when they were conceived to provide for repair, maintenance
and mechanical work. Their current condition is marginal, and they are
neither sized nor configured correctly to provide the required space..

These funds for a master plan study are to assess the current conditions
in order to develop plans for utilization and/or removal of the existing
buildings along with recommendations for replacement facilities.
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

Item 380 from the Fish and :
Game Preservation Fund Budget p. 606

Requested 197677 ........occoveveevirmenrieinernnnesiesssssessssensions ereeeianns $150,000

Recommendation pending ...........icecceeesivennnereenesesrssersssenseesens 150,000
. Analysis

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide. Recommendation pending. Withhold recom- 963
mendation pending submittal of specific project informa-
tion.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We withhold recommendabon pending submittal of specific project
information.

This item is for construction of settling ponds for all state fish hatcheries
to meet water quality standards. However, the budget figure of $150,000
is not based upon estimates for specific projects.

‘The Department of Fish and Game is currently testing the water quality
flowing from all of its hatcheries to develop projects in order to meet
standards prescribed in each region by the Water Quality Control Board.

The surveys are scheduled for completion by July of 1976. However,
several hatcheries have been surveyed and the need for settling ponds
determined. In those instances we recommend plans and estimates be
developed for review during budget hearings.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. Environmental Impact
Reports have not been prepared for these projects. In accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act funds should be withheld until such
reports are prepared and reviewed.

FDEPARTMENT OF NAVIGATION AND OCEAN DEVELOPMENT

Item 381 from the Harbors and : o
Watercraft Revolving Fund o Budget p. 619

REQUESEEA 1976-TT eooooreeeeeeeeeeesemmessseseseemaesnsssssssesenee R $900,000
Recommendation pending ...................... ettt sesreraesatenaanen 900,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.
This item would appropriate $900,000 for planning and construction of
boating facilities at State Park System and State Water Project reservoirs:
(a) Prehmmary planning for constructlon appropriations
in succeeding budgets .......cvvneiieerreninnneieionesersssnsnnens $20,000
(b) Construction of boating facilities at Castaic Lake, State
Water Project. The project consists of two additional
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launching lanes (four lanes existing) at Castaic Ridge
area, and two shore access docks and sanitary facilities
at Sharon’s Rest boat-in area. ........coeeeviiviennnineeeninne 150,000
(c) Improvement of marina facilities at Millerton Lake
State Recreation Area. The project consists of an addi-
. tional parking area for 150 cars and four chemical toi-
lets at the Winchell Cove Marina. .........ccooeeueverrrccrrrencnnne 110,000
(d) Construction of additional boating facilities at Pyramid
Lake, State Water Project. The project consists of a
parking lot and dock expansion at Emigrant Landing
area, seventy five boat-in camps at two sites, and two
floating restrooms-at Yellow Bar and Vacquero areas. 620,000
We recommend this item be placed under special review because the
department has not received cost estimates from the Office of the State
Architect for these projects.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 382 from the Hearst San
Simeon Historical Monument
Special Account, General

Fund v ‘ Budget p. 643
Requested 1976-T7T ......ccccvviveniincrvrrenennneresinnsseniasssesssessasessssssesens + $325,000
Recommendation pending .................... reeeernen SO 325,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.

This item proposes to appropriate $325,000 for capital outlay at Hearst
Castle from reserves established by leglslatlve action in prior Budget Acts.
The reserves, which are depos1ted’ in the Hearst San Simeon Historical
Monument Special Account in the General Fund consist of the surplus of
operating revenues over operating costs at the Hearst Castle.

- In our 1975-76 Analysis, we pointed out that restoration, maintenance
and repair work will continue to be needed at Hearst Castle, but the future
scope, priority and specific definition of the work is unknown. For a better
understanding of those needs at this facility, we recommend that $15,000
be made available by the department to the Office of Architecture and
Construction for preparation of a comprehensive restoration and repair
schedule and estimated costs. This recommendation was adopted by the
Legislature and included in the supplementary language report to the
Budget Act of 1975.

We recommend that the item be placed under specml review because
the requested schedule of repairs and estimated costs has not been. pro-
vided to justify the department s request.
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 383 from the Park and
Recreation Revolving Ac-

count, General Fund Budget p. 648
Requested 1976-77 ......ccocvrunnee. Crareresies s r b sis s s aes e s b b raiabens $50,376

Recommended approval ..........cionrrninnieereniee 50,376

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval.

This item would appropriate $50,376 from federal funds in the Park and
Recreation Revolving Account in the General Fund to pay the state’s pro
rata share of a new sewer line being constructed by the Tahoe City Public
Utility District. This sewer line will transport sewage from the existing line
serving Sugar Pine Point, D.L. Bliss and Emerald Bay State Parks to the
treatment plant to be constructed near Truckee.

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 384 from the San Fran-
cisco Maritime State Historic

Park Account, General Fund ‘ Budget p. 647
Requested 1976-77 .......ccoo....e. ererreareae e eresterbeeas s nebaereeRserabresberasen $35,000
Recommendation PENAING ...covirivrrirnrrenererenceerersnsiesissesasenens 135,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

. We recommend special review. v

This item would appropriate $35,000 for the acqulsmon of the Tugboat
Hercules from the State Park Foundation for permanent display at the San
Francisco Maritime State Historic Park.

We recommend the item be placed under special review because the
department has not made its final selection of capital outlay acqu1s1t10n
and development projects for the budget year.
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» DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Item 385 from the Bagley Con-

servation Fund : Budget p. 640
Requested 1976-TT ....oeeeveeeeceerseeereevsaerens rrenereserenesnneneans $120,000
Recommended approval .........covecevcnnanan. et sasne s st st rares . 120,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS-

We recommend approval. .

Chapter 1, First Extraordinary Session of 1971, created the Bagley Con-
servation Fund and placed $40 million in it from General Fund revenues
for beach, park and other land acquisitions, including wildlife areas and
for coastline planning and development of recreational facilities. Section
19.3 of the 1973 Budget Act transferred $41,500,000 from the General Fund
surplus into the Bagley Conservation Fund. The Legislature appropriated
$28.6 million by Item 383.5, Budget Act of 1974 and $17.9 million by Section
12.1, Budget Act of 1975, from Tidelands Qil Revenues to the Bagley
Conservation Fund for park purposes.

This item would appropriate $120,000 for design and construction plan-
ning and construction liaison on Bagley Conservation Fund prOJects dur-
ing the budget year.

o+

| N DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Item 386 from the Collier Park _ L o
. Preservation Fund . o A Budget p. 640

REQUESLEA LOTE-TT coeerrverresseessesreessessosen s sssssessssesssns .. $5,173,000
Recommendation pendlng ............... SRR NSRS - 5,173,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

We recommend special review.

.Chapter 1502, Statutes of 1974, established the Collier Park Preservatlon
Fund. This fund is the dep051tory for the first $7 million in park system
revenues received annually. Previously, the money was deposited in the
General Fund. This item would appropriate $5,173,000 for acquisition
costs, opportunity purchases, and 11 park acquisition and development
projects during the budget year.

We recommend the item be placed under special review because the
department has not made its final selection of capital outlay acquisitions
- and development projects for the budget year.
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DEPARTM'ENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
Item 387 from the State Park

Contingent Fund Budget p. 640
Requested 1976-77  (Reimbursement) .........cccooovvrevenn. —
Recommendation pending (Reimbursement) ............. —_

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.

The State Park Contingent Fund is a special fund for monies received
from gifts, donations, local government appropriations and federal funds
for improvements or additions to the State Park System. All monies from
this fund shall be used in accordance with the terms of the gift, donation
or appropriation.

This item proposes to authorize, through the State Park Contingent
Fund, four state park acquisition projects on a fully relmbursed (no state
cost) basis.

The reimbursements would be $450000 from the Federal Land and
Water Conservation Fund, $300,000 from the Save the Redwoods League,
$300,000 from the Sempervirens Fund, and $20,000 from a title company.

We recommend the item be placed under special review because the
department has not made its final selection of capital outlay acquisition
and development projects for the budget year.

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Item 388 from the General ‘

Fund . Budget p. 676
Requested 1976-T7 .....cccvemrrirerecrnenismensiianemsiossesesssseesessossssesaseecses $3,000,000
Recommended approval ..........ovcnniiviniiininn, -+ 8,000,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This item appropriates the capital outlay funds for the acquisition of
lands, easements and rights-of-way for U.S. Corps of Engineers flood con-
trol projects in the Central Valley. '
'We recommend approval of the following projects as requested in the
Governor’s Budget:

(a) Sacramento River and Tributaries Flood Control ‘
PIOJECL cereeercrerrricerericseeentesentessesessesssseseesssenostaseressssseneasane 72,000

“(b) Fairfield Flood Control project ........cecveercrerenenenvvennens 1,360,000
(c) Chester, North Fork Feather River Flood Control

PIOJECL ceretnerrcieriierencsesnerentesesnsesesberemassesessensrsessssnsnssssssensssse 50,000
(d) San Joaquin River and Tributaries Flood Control

PTOJECE c.vereeierreeiesiireenertrenesterenscsesnesseresssstesentssoessorassonsosenes 18,000
(e) Fresno River Flood Control project ........cwveerererereenn 50,000

(f) Chowchilla River Flood Control project......cc.ccoormeerennniee. 50,000
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES—Continued
(g) Sacramento River Bank Protection project.........cc........ 1,400,000

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES
Item 389 from the General

Fund Budget p..676
Requested 197677 .....veeerereineverereierennresnsssesesssnsns cereeeeaenenens $335,700
Recommended approval ............ceoreveneeniencveeeensiseneneseennnens E 65,000
Recommended reduction ...........ccvevveeverervrencnnnn. S ereerrents 40,700
Recommendation pending ...........cuevereerinnnsioreisnnnnssessonens 230,000

e Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

. 1. Flood warning telemetry system. Withhold recommenda- 968
tion pending reanalysis of request to construct telemetry
system. , ; :

2. Sutter Maintenance Building. Reduce by $40,700. Rec- 968
ommend reduction of construction estimate. ‘

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS i
(a) Flood Warning Telemetry System............c.iveieiverevcrereine $230,000

We withhold recommendation pending reanalysis of request to con-
struct telemetry system by the Department of Water Resources.

This request is for (1) 12 telemetered hydrologic data stations and (2)
one mountaintop radio repeater for the Russian and Napa River Basins.
These stations are part of the North Coast Telemetry System. The existing
system is approximately 10 years old and is comprised of both automatic
and manual quick-call type stations. The Department desires to replace
this entire North Coast syster with automatic telemetered stations over
the next several years. In addition to the 12 stations proposed for replace-
ment at this time, 22 additional stations would require replacement in the
future. :

Water Resources plans to tie this system into the central valley portion
of the telemetry system installed in 1973-74, 1974-75 and 1975-76. Our
concern with this approach of phasing the North Coast system station-by-
station is the potentially different configuration, resulting in incompatibil-
ity of electronic equipment received through bidding at each phase. For
example, it would be logical to phase the shelters and equipment followed
by the computer items. Therefore, we request that alternate budgeting
approaches to provide the needed telemetry be evaluated from the stand-
point of cost and system compatibility and that recommendations by the
Department of Water Resources be made prior to budget hearings. Also,
the need for each station should be addressed in order to determine the
entire system design. - o

(b) Sutter Maintenance building and improvements ........ $105,700

We recommend (1) a reduction of $40,700 in the construction estimate




Item 389 CAPITAL OUTLAY / 969

of this project and (2) that the Sutter maintenance building be deszgned
by the Office of the State Architect (OSA).

This request is to augment the maintenance shop/conference room
building appropriated in the Budget Act of 1974. This building, designed
by the Department of Water Resources (DWR), was originally requested
in 1974 in the amount of $205,000. At that time it was determined that the
$205,000 cost was excessively high for such a structure and the appropria-
tion was reduced to $110,000. The requested augmentation of $105,700
indicates a current estimate, two years later of $215,700. In our opinion, the
project has been unnecessarily delayed and the proposed cost is excessive.

This past year the Department of Conservation, Division of Forestry
(CDF) requested a similar building for the division’s San Bernardino area
auto shop. This building is to be a six-bay auto shop requiring 5,568 feet
at a total estimated project cost of $203,000, representing a total cost of
$36.45 per gross square foot as designed by the OSA. Listed in Table 1 is
a comparison of the six-bay shop for the Division of Forestry and the
requested structure for the Department of Water Resources.

Table 1

Comparison of Similar Function Maintenance Facilities
in the Department of Water
Resources (DWR) and Department of Conservation,
Division of Forestry (CDF)

, DWR CDF
Gross square feet 3,640 5,568
Building dimensions—feet : 40x91 . 58x96
Estimated cost per gross square foot $59.26 $36.45
Construction Cost
Basic building $168,000 $168,000®
" Supervision, administration.and inspect construction 15,000 e
Contingency . 8,400 8,400
Site preparation......... : 3,000° —
Design and engineering ' 20,200 15,800
Nonbasic . . — 9,900 *
Environmental impact report - 500° —
Inspection (architecture) 300° —_
As built drawings . 300* —
Total Estimated Project Cost......... : $215,700 $202,100

2 Comparison of specifics for nonbasic.
b $168,000 includes $3,000 site preparation.

Reviewing the information displayed in Table 1 reveals that the basic
building price is identical for both buildings although the CDF building
is approximately 2,000 square feet larger. In addition, the cost for design
services ‘is considerably higher for DWR when compared to the OSA
charges for a similary valued basic building of similar function.

To determine why the costs of the DWR building are excessive, we have
reviewed the drawings and specifications for the DWR. Sutter mainte-
nance building. We note that items adding excessively to the cost are (1)
expensive and excessive lighting fixtures of the type normally chosen for
aesthetic solutions and not for this type of facility, (2) metal lath and
cement plaster is proposed on some interior walls versus the use of gypsum
board which is much less expensive, (3) the structure appears to be over-
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designed for the type and size of building and (4) excessive electncal
power. In reviewing this project we suggested to the Department of
Water Resources that the building could be redesigned to reduce the cost
and bring the project into proper perspective. The department’s response
was that any savings realized by a redesign would be more than offset by -
the additional costs involved in conducting the redesign. However, the
comparisons in Table 1 show that an adequate facility can be designed at
a reduced cost. Therefore, we recommend that the building be designed
by the OSA which, we believe can design the facilities at a total project
cost of approximately $175,000 including the portion of funds already ex-
pended by the Department of Water Resources. Therefore, we recom-
mend a reduction in the amount of $40, 700 for a project augmentation of
only $65,000.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH

Item 390 from the General Fund Budget p. 741
Requested 1976-77 e st et e s e sene e $6,673,000
Recommended approval.........ereernennnescioneseceseesssscsnns 900,000
Recommended reduction ...........oovuveverievrieissreresesscnsiniersesaneens 4,100,000
Recommendation pending ... 1,673, 000
: ‘ Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Statewide. Recommend a report master planning the state - 970
hospitals to be submitted April 1, 1977.

2. Statewide. Recommend all construction and -alteration 974
projects be reviewed for code compliance.

3. Statewide. Reduce $4,100,000. Recommend reduction 974
for fire and life safety corrections. "

4. Statewide. Withhold recommendation on emergency 975
power, phase II pending submittal of project description
and estimates.

5. Berkeley. Withhold recommendation on public health 975
building pending submittal of plans and estimates.

State Hospitals Master Plan

We recommend the Department of Health and the Office of tbe State
Architect continue to master plan the state hospitals. The findings and
recommendations from the plans should be reported to the Joint Legisla-
tive Budget Committee by April 1, 1977.

The Budget Act of 1975 provided funds for development of master plans
for Napa and Sonoma State Hospitals. The scheduled completion date for
these plans is April 1, 1976.

Continuation of this effort for the réemaining state hospitals is 1mp0rtant
because these plans will assist in determining the state hospitals™ capital
outlay needs. In past years, requests for building code or accreditation
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related improvements have been budgeted. However, to date there has
not been an established comprehensive statewide plan for updating the
utilization of state hospitals. It is recognized that many deficiencies exist
at the hospitals. However, we continue to appropriate money on a crisis
basis without correcting the basic problems. In our opinion, this is not a
satisfactory approach.

For example, (1) air conditioning of state hospitals has been undertak-
en, (2) there is a current request to correct fire and life safety infractions
and (3) apparently a request to improve the patient care and ancillary
areas will follow. However, the structures in the state hospital system as
a whole have never been fully evaluated. The larger question is whether
these buildings warrant the expense required by continuous modification.
An examination of the cost of meeting codes and accreditation standards,
plus the expenses associated with modifications such as air conditioning,
suggest that to replace a structure (or to classify it to an alternate use)
would be a more viable alternative. We believe a study to evaluate all of
the factors affecting state hospital structures is necessary in order to assure
the best result from the expenditure of state funds.

This study should include, but not be limited to, a complete inventory
of structures, master utilization plan, corrective action schedules and an
analysis of potential problems, benefits and costs. The Office of the State
Architect (OSA) in conjunction with the department should prepare the
master plans for the nine remaining state hospitals.

By utilizing the Napa and Sonoma master plans as a guide, much of the
required preparation and research will not need to be repeated. This
should save time and effort and make it possible to complete the plans for
the remaining hospitals by April 1, 1977. Cost estimates for these plans
should be provided by OSA during budget hearings.

Air Conditioning: A Progress Report

For the past several years, an area of particular concern to the Legisla-
ture has been the projects to air condition the state hospitals. The status
of these projects is summarized in Table 1.

Correctlon Plan_for Code Deficiencies

The Department of Health has recently completed a comprehensive
schedule for the correction of code deficiencies in state hospitals. This
schedule identifies, by building, the general corrections needed.

Presented in this schedule is an estimated correction cost for each build-
ing by code deficiency. This information is presented in priority order
from a methodology developed jointly by the Department of Health and
the State Fire Marshal’s office. A priority list for correction of buildings is
important because the critical buildings affecting the greatest number of
patients can be corrected first. The marginal buildings can be deferred or
replaced. We believe this is a commendable approach.

Even though this schedule’s cost information is general, the develop-
ment of these costs assists in determining whether or not the correction
is warranted when compared to the value of the building. The department
is then in a better position to determine whether a buﬂdmg should be
refurbished or replaced.
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Table 1
Status of Air Conditioning at State Hospitals

 Funded Augmented Estimated

Hospital ) budget year  budget year completion
AZNEWS ..eerreersrssrrses Project under con- 1973 1975 12-76
. struction )
Fairview ......oo.oueeecervecsssnnen: Phase I under con- 1973 . - 1975 6-76
. struction
Phase II bid open- » 6-77
ing 3-76 :
Porterville ... Complete 1973 - 1-76-
Pacific Phase I under con- 1973 1974 576
struction ¥ .
- Phase II bid open- ) : 1-77
ing 3-76
Sonoma ......eeene. resssorsniassanns Phase I bid opening 1973 © 1975 11-77
1-76
Phase II complete o :
Phase III bid open- ' . 11-77
-ing 1.76 . .
Phase IV bid open- _ 11-77
ing 176
Phase V bid open- i
ing 3-76
Phase VI bid open- . 11-77
ing 676 o
SEOCKLON vuvvercrrermnnersasmsssassns Cottage “E” 1974 - 677
Metropolitan ... Receiving and 1975 — 7-77
: Treatment

However, we continue to be concerned about the department’s empha-
sis on the correction of fire and life safety violations as a first step. All too
often in the past projects have been limited to correcting individual prob-
lems such as fire sprinklers, air conditioning and emergency power rather
than correcting all deficiencies at one time. Now that there has been a
comprehensive determination of all the code deficiencies, it is appropriate
to correct all known code deficiencies in each building. This procedure
would prevent the need to return every few years with required major
modifications. Further, this procedure would not only minimize disrup-
tion of patients and programs but the total cost for corrections would be
less. Therefore, we recommend corrections of all known code deficiencies
on a building-by-building basis using the Department of Health building
priority criteria.

Table 2 provides a summary of the estimated total costs for code correc-
tions as developed by the Department of Health. The estimates are
categorized by (1) buildings which will always be used as long as the -
hospital system is necessary (low), (2) buildings used for a population
level the department considers to be optimum (target) and (3) utilization
of all buildings in the system (high). The high category represents current
patient placement methodology and hospital/community utilization.

Table 2 also shows that of the total $183 million estimated deficiencies,
only $22 million has been funded leavmg an estlmated $161 million un-
funded.




Table 2

Code Deficiency Correction Costs
Statewide Summary

Licensing Funding

and Air- Seismic Fire Fire Total Cost Required

Environmen-  Elevator ‘Condition.  Compliance Sprinkler and Life Columns Columns

Population® tal Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Safety Cost 1thru 6 Funded 7 minus 8

Low (7,000) ...cvveunmene $24,301,156 $1,394287 - $18,144,180 — $387,321 $19,260,964 $63,487,908 $14,205,237° $49,192,671 .
Target (10,000).......... 6,715,180 298,863 3,929,000 — 281,079 4,089,590 15,313,802 2,316,750 12,997,052
High (18,104) ........... 45,782,957 3,895,000 24,637,630 $4,170,000 1,672,797 24,025,769 104,184,153 5,414,493 98,769,660
L0 V;\ F— $76,799,293 $5,588,150 . $46,710900 - $4,170,000 $2,341,197 $47,376,323 $182,986,163 ©  $22,026,480" -

Source: Department of Health, State Hospital Utilization Project Report.
2 Three population ranges were established: Low, Target, and High. Costs and fundings have been broken down by those population ranges.
b Includes $1,000,000 for Fire and Life Safety from the 1975-76 budget plus $2,370,949. from fire sprinkler and air-conditioning monies.

$160,959,383

.£L6 / AVILOO TTVLIAVD
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The high population (capacity) figure used in Table 2 is 18,104. The
estimated average number of patients in the state hospitals in the current
year is 16,834. The average state hospital population preliminary projec- -
tions for fiscal year 1976-77 is 17,368. The budget indicates that revised
population estimates for the state hospitals will be submitted to the Legis-
lature prior to committee budget hearings. Thus, we must conclude that
unless there are other economical solutions for providing patient care a
potential $161 million w1ll be required to provide code accredited facili-
ties.

Review for Code Compliance

We recommend all proposed construction and alteration projects be
reviewed for code compliance prior to implementation.

It has been estimated that as much as 20 percent of the $183 million total
shown in Table 2, is required because of building modifications accom-
plished without review. The organizational structure of the state hospital
system permits alterations to be made without checking whether or not
such alteration comply with the applicable code. As a result, there have
been alterations made which must now be corrected.

As long as this is permitted to continue there can never be a time where
even the identified corrections will constitute a complete list because the
space may be altered between the time the building has been surveyed
and the time it is corrected. -

We recommend the department initiate administrative procedures to
assure that all construction and alteration projects are reviewed for code
compliance prior to construction. :

(a) Statewide: Fire and life safety ..........ccorevrcncnriniscrcnenee. $5,000,000

We recommend a reduction . of $4,100,000.

The state hospitals are subject to federal and state regulations pertaining
to licensure as a health facility to participate in the Medi-Cal and Medicare
programs. Licensing regulations and Medi-Cal/Medicare regulations are
similar because both have health, safety, environmental and program
requirements.

The state hospitals do not comply with these requirements at this time.
Licensing of the state hospitals is the administrative responsibility of (1)
the state Fire Marshal, (2) the state Department of Health, and (3) the
federal Department of Health, Education and Welfare (Region IX). Fed-
eral financial participation is dependent upon approved licensing. ‘The
decisions are contingent upon (1) development of an acceptable plan and
schedule of correction of nonconforming fire and life safety and environ-
mental conditions, (2) a commitment of funds for deficiency correction
and (3) the continued enforcement of the department’s fire watch plan
in the interim.

The Budget Bill proposes $5 mllhon to be used for correction of fire and
life safety deficiencies. We believe that correction of all known deficien-
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cies for each building should be undertaken at one time rather than limit-
ing corrections to only fire and life safety.

The Department of Health, in cooperation with the State Fire Marshal’s
office has identified, in priority order, those buildings requiring modifica-
tion for fire and life safety code deficiencies based upon continued use.

Our request to master plan the state hospitals will expand the criteria

. for evaluating the existing structures. However, the top priority buildings
will remain the same and will require correction as long as the state
hospitals continue to be used. The top priority buildings are the acute
hospitals serving the highest concentration of patients at each state hospi-
tal. We believe it appropriate to fund the planning portion of the required
corrections. Therefore, we recommend $900,000 be appropriated this
year. The first $400,000 for preliminary plans and working drawings for all
corrections of the first 10 buildings as listed in Table 3. The remaining
$500,000 for preliminary plans for an estimated value of construction of $20
million is for the next group of priority buildings.

Current construction cost estimates are based on on-site inspection by
a team of department and State Fire Marshal personnel. This inspection
is beneficial to identify the inequities of deficiencies but does not provide
adequate information to substantiate costs required to correct the prob-
lems. Thus, appropriation of construction funds at this time is (1) prema-
ture and (2) based on invalid cost estimates. Because construction could
not proceed in the budget year, development of appropriate plannmg
documents will result in improved budgeting in 1977-78.

(b) Statewide: Emergency Power, Phase II...........ccccoeuruceee. $1,000,000

We withhold recommendation pending determination and presenta-
tion of the project description and estimates.

This $1 million is for expansion of the state hospitals emergency power
capability. This is considered to be Phase II of the plan to provide emer-
gency power. However, Phase I, which is to provide the initial emergency
power system to critical areas, is not complete and apparently short of
funds. Until Phase I is completed it is not prudent to fund the second
phase.

Thus, we recommend that the department and the Office of the State
Architect immediately determine the funds necessary to complete Phase
I and that this item be modified to provide the funds to complete that
phase.

If Phase Ilisa code requirement, the department should so indicate and

- develop a project description and estimates reflecting the need to provide
(1) the required emergency power to all buildings and (2) emergency
power to those buildings which are contained in the Department of
Health plan for continued use.

We withhold our recommendation pending submittal of the requested
information. )

(¢) Public Health Bulldmg—Berkeley .................................... $673,000

We withhold recommendaaon pendmg submittal of supporting plans
and estimates.




Table 3

Buildings of Priority No. 1
Estimated Costs for Code Corrections

. Fire and :
Building panic safety Elevators Environmental A/ce - Sprinklers Total

Agnews RTC #54 $643,128 $093,925 N/R Funded Complete $737,053

Camarillo . RTC 698,660 N/A N/R # N/R 698,660

Fairview RTC 630,965 N/A N/A Complete Coniplete 630,965

.. Metropolitan .. RTC 355,625 N/A : N/R. Funded N/R 355,625

Napa........connee . RTC #168 778,266 N/A N/R 8 Funded 778,266

Pacific RTC 917,422 N/A. N/R Complete Complete 917,422

Patton . RTC 355,975 Existing N/R Complete N/R 355,975

Porterville .. . RTC 353,379 N/A N/R - Complete N/R: 353,379
Sonoma Nelson 73,617 N/A $180,624° - Complete N/R 182241

Center : :
SEOCKEON. .ocossrsvosrsoens Cottage G 550,536 _N/R 1,320513° Complete N/R - 1,871,049
Total $5,357,573 $93,925 $l 429,137 : $6,880 635

 Not recommended by. Department of Health for air conditioning. No cost estimate available for Camarillo. Cost estimate for Napa is approximately $2 million.
b Estimated by building type by OSA.
¢ Air conditioning.

Note 1.~ Deferring Napa and Sonoma pending the April 1 comprehensive plan and bringing the other listed buildings up to all code requirements would cost $5,920,128. :

Note 2. According to OSA these buildings comply seismically.

penupuod—H11vIH 40 INIW1HVdIa
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This project prov1des add1t10nal laboratory space within the state-
owned building in Berkeley by converting some offices. This is required
to réduce overcrowding of the lab space and correct violations cited by
Cal-OSHA and the State Fire Marshal. .

A program for this project has been developed However, plans and
estimates have not been developed. We withhold our recommendatlon
pending their submittal.

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

Item 391 from the Employment
Development Department '
Contingent Fund Budget p. 762

Requested 1976-77 ................ T — $255,500

Recommended reduction ..........uveeivrsiveenn. eeserrerrennesnessessesenes $255,500
Analysis

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS : page

1. San Luis Obispo. Reduce $142,500. Recommend deletion of = 979
site acquisition.
2. Merced. Reduce $63,000. Recommend deletion of site acqui- 980
sition for parking. ‘
3. Statewide. Reduce $50,000. Recommend deletlon of pre11m1- 980
' nary planning funds. :

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ) )

. The budget proposes a significant change in policy relating to capital
“outlay for the Employment Development Department (EDD). It is in-
tended to resume a practice of the mid-1960’s, in replacing leased premises
with state-owned buildings so as to save rent paid by the department. The
plan anticipates that the Federal Manpower Administration will provide
a rental grant to EDD to be used to amortize the cost of the building over
a reasonable number of years. This will restore money to the funds from
which the capital expenditures originally are made.
_ We understand that the department will in effect borrow the money for
a twenty to twenty-five year period and repay the borrowed amount in
monthly installments. Payments would be shared by the state and federal
government in proration to program responsibility. Therefore, the federal
government and the state share proportionately the amortization ex-
pense, as they currently share expense for leased facilities.

This method of financing is proposed for projects in this item (391) from
the Contingent Fund as well as for projects in Item 392 from amounts in
_the Trust Fund made available under the Reed Act.

Building Ownership is Unclear

Reed Act funds are deposited with the federal government, but only
available to state beneficiaries based on state participation. In effect, these
funds represent overpayments by California employers and theoretically
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could be used to reduce assessments to California employers. However,
because of the limited amount of funds available, this reduction apparent-
ly would not be beneficial. Because the Reed Act funds are deposited with
the federal government, they are considered federal funds. As such, the
use of these funds for capital outlay purposes raises the question of build-
ing ownership. For example, if the department borrows Reed Act funds
to construct a new facility the bulding is apparently 100 percent federally
owned. Subsequently, the state and federal governments share in the
amortization so that at the .end of the amortization period the state pre-
sumably owns that portion it paid in amortizing the loan. However, this
raises a number of questions. For example:

1. If the building is sold does the state receive a portion or all-of the

sales?

2. Who determines that the bu11dmg should be sold and administers the

sale?

3. Who manages the building?

4. Does the state lease from the federal government or is the reverse

true?

The Contingent Fund (Item 391) is composed of revenues from inter-
est, penalties and fines in connection with the employment and disability
payroll taxes, as distinguished from the primary tax. As such, these funds
have been determined not to be trust funds and are available for appro-
priation by the Legislature for any purpose. These funds have been used
primarily to pay the portion of pro rata charges that are not eligible for
payment from federal funds. In the past any Contingent Fund surplus in
excess of $1 million was transferred to the General Fund. However, Chap-
ter 1458, Statutes of 1974, required transfer of this surplus to the Unem-
ployment Fund and the Disability Fund. Because the Contingent Fund is
not a federal fund, the question of building ownership may not be a valid
one.

Uncertain State Benefits

In the past we have questloned similar proposals from the department
on the basis of real dollar savings to the state. In our 1965—66 Analysis we
suggested:

“that no new sites be purchased and that all future space require-
ments be handled by means of long-term leases through which the state
can procure space constructed to its own specifications without invest-
ing capital funds.” We pointed out that “. . . a substantial part of the
space would have rental coverage by payments from the federal govern-
‘ment. This approach would permit the property to remain on the local
tax rolls and would, in fact, result in higher local tax incomes because
of the improvements constructed by the lessor.”

In our 1966-67 Analysis we suggested that if the state mvested in build-
ings and if;

“that investment resulted in savings compared to continuing to
lease similar facilities it is the federal government and not the state that
benefits from the saving.




Item 391 CAPITAL OUTLAY / 979

If it is determined that owning a facility results in savings when
compared to renting or leasing, there may be other ways for the state
to benefit from the savings instead of passing the beneflt to the federal
government.”

We continue to raise these same questlons because of our primary con-
cern that this program may result in substantial saving to the federal
government at the expense of the local property taxpayer.

" "We believe that complete justification for the proposed funding pro-
gram should be provided by EDD prior to budget hearings.

Proposed Five-Year Plan ‘

The department is estimating an expenditure of $8.6 million over the
next five years. Table 1 summarizes these proposed expenditures by year
and fund source.

Table 1

Proposed Five-Year Capital Outlay
Plan by Funding Source

Fund
Source 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1.979—80 1980-81
Contingent Fund ...........coovvvvrrree. $255,500 $100,000 — - —
Unemployment Trust Fund
(Reed Act)....commrveeennersanionsinns 486,000 . . 1,697,500 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000
Disability Insurance Fund........... —_ — 3,087,500 935,000 815,000 -
Total: : $741,500  $1,797,500  $3,487,500  $1,335,000 $1,215,000

For 1976-77 the department proposes two site acquisition projects plus

preliminatry planning funds to be financed from the Employment Devel-

. opment Department Contingent Fund ($255,500, Item 391) along with
two site acquisition projects and one office addition from the Unemploy-
ment Trust Fund (Reed Act) ($486,000, Item 392).

With regard to these specific projects the department has not adequate-
ly defined its long-term needs for the particular locations. The proposed
buildings should be designed to meet the department’s estimated needs
for the next 15 years with flexibility to expand to the projected 25-year
need. The department has not provided information indicating its needs
in these locations over the next 15 to 25 years. In fact, the department
currently leases the majority of its space in order to provide flexibility to
meet shifting unemployment patterns. We believe the proposals should be
deferred until the department establishes a long range planning effort and
provides adequate information substantiating long-term capital outlay
needs. i

Our discussion. of the specific projects funded from the Contingent
Fund (Item 391) follows:

(a) Site acquisition—San Luis ObiSpo .........cccceevverererererernrion $142,500

We recommend deletion.

This project is for acquisiton of a site of approximately 30,000 square feet
for a future field office. The department has not provided an adequate
program description for the proposed office and the appropriateness of
the size and location of the site cannot be substantiated. We also question
the high cost of $4.75 per square foot for property in this area.
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(b) Site acquisition—Merced parking 10t weeeeeeerereeeessmereennee $63,000

We recommend deletion.

This proposal will provide a site to replace existing parking which will
be displaced by a building addition. The addition is proposed for funding
under Item 392. This request is also submitted without an adequate pro-
gram description and the appropriateness of the size and location of the
site cannet be justified.

(c) Preliminary planmning.............eicocirenenssoneeseesionses $50,000

We recommend deletion.

‘These funds are requested to allow the department to prepare plans and
estimates for future facilities. We believe the department should develop
a long-range facilities planning effort before expending funds for planning
specific buildings.

EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
Item 392 from the Unemploy-

ment Trust Fund Budget p. 762
Requested 1976-TT .......reeneeeererssesessesssssssssssesessssssassionss " $486,000
Recommended reduction .......eveeerieveninieinieeeeessesssserssssnenes $486,000

. Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Santa Rosa. Reduce $72,000. Recommend deletion of site 980

acquisition.

2. Modesto. Reduce $157,500. Recommend deletion of site 980

acquisition.

3. Merced. Reduce $256,500. Recommend deletion of 981
building addition.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This item and Item 391 represent a significant change in policy relating
to capital outlay for the Employment Development Department (EDD).
We have discussed this change and implications underItem 391, page 977.
Proposed 1975-76 capital outlay program from the Unemployment Trust
Fund (Reed Act).

(a) Site acquisition—Santa Rosa office.........cccocveererreerennrenee $72,000

We recommend deletion.

This project is for acquisition of a site of approximately 18,000 square
feet for a future field office. However, the department has not submitted
an adequate program description for the proposed office and the adequa-
cy of the size and location of the proposed site cannot be substantiated.
The cost of $4 per square foot also appears quite high for this area.

(b) Site acquisition—Modesto OffiCe .......ieuvrmrerrrruerresinnenerens $157,500

We recommend deletion.
This project will provide additional parking of approximately 35,000
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square feet for future expansion of the existing facility. This request is also
submitted without an adequate program description delineating the
needs for the site to accommodate a proposed addition. In addition, the
cost of $4.50 per square foot appears high for the area. :

(c) - Office building addition—Merced ...........cccevvvrvrevrvrnrnneas $256,500

‘We recommend deletion.

This project will provide an addition of approximately 5,700 square feet
to the existing facility. This project is dependent on the successful acquisi-
tion of additional land requested under Item 391 (b). However, without
adequate program description, preliminary plans and an accurate cost
estimate we cannot substantiate the adequacy of this request. Also, the
department should provide long-range planning data before funds are
expended for fac1hty expansion.

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS
Item 393 from the General

Fund » Budget p. 803
Requested 1976-TT ... irereirireenniesiessonesneseereesesssesessstsssene $2,866,100
Recommended reduction .........veeneviernnnninveeenes SRR 782,500
Recommendation pending ............. eterereterer et a e ane st s esrarens 2,083,600
Recommended augmentation ..............ieiciveneesresissseasees 100,000
Net:recommended approval ............eneneeenin. 100,000
: Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ) - - page

1. San Quentin. Recommend the population be limited to 982
1,000 and closed if population statewide permits.
2. Chino. Augment $100,000. We recommend an augmenta- 982
" tion of $100,000 to plan a new modular facility.
3. Otay Mesa. Recommend prison site be declared surplus 983
property and sold.
4. California Conservation Center. Withhold recommenda- 984
~ “tion on sewage plant pending receipt of addlhonal informa-
tion.
‘California Men’s Colony. Withhold recommendation on 984
“sewage plant pending receipt of additional information. .
6.. California Men’s Colony. Withhold recommendation on 984
"~ project to rebuild water reservoirs pending recelpt of addi-
tional information.
7. San ‘Quentin. Reduce $342,000. Becommend deletion of 984
- project to remodel sewage plant.
- 8. California Training Facility. Withhold recommendation 984
on project to rehabilitate the electrical system pending re- ’

to

ceipt of additional information. :
9. California Institution for Men. Reduce $440,500. Recom- 985
mend deletion of new milking facility.
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In recent years, the population trend for the Department of Correchons
has been a steady, moderate increase: This past spring, however, the Adult
Authority changed term-setting pohcles resulting in a substantial reduc-
tion in population.

The primary reason for this rapid reduction is because many 1nmates
had already served longer than the time guidelines established by the
Adult Authority. The current population is 16,922 male felons compared
to 22,198 this past April. Therefore, there has been a decline of 23 percent
dunng the nine month period.

The department had originally estimated: that populatlon would fall to
alow of 17,150 but from that point a gradual steady increase was projected.
The department assumed this would occur because of the effect of recent
legislation pertaining to drugs and the commitment of crimes with guns
which eliminated the granting of probation for these crimes. However,
the current population is below the predicted low and continues to de-
cline each week.

San Quentin/Chino

. We recommend Budget Act language to limit San Quentin’s population
" capacity to 1,000 inmates. We also recommend c]osmg San Quentin, if the
system population remains low.

We recommend an augmentation of $100,000 to plan a new modu]ar
facility for Chino.

Because the prison facilities at San Quentin are in such poor state of
repair requiring millions of dollars to correct, we believe it to be wiser to
replace San Quentin rather than rebuild it. The department, in its Correc-
tional Resources Utilization Plan, estimates the cost to rehabilitate and
provide 1,200 single occupancy rooms at San Quentin to be in excess of $32
million. To rehabilitate the hospital adds millions more. The ‘total long-
range facility cost at San Quentin can be expected to exceed $45 million.
We believe that expenditures of this magnitude for this archaic facility
would be inadvisable.

Table 1 shows the total capacity for the system is 20,849 including San
Quentin. Therefore, at the current population of 16,922 there is excess
capacity of 3,927. We believe that the availability of this excess, and the
possibility of it continuing for some time, will allow adequate time to
evaluate properly the future of San Quentin.

We see several possible alternatives. First would be the closure of San
Quentin leaving a total systemwide prison capacity of 18,120. Second is the
closure of San Quentin and the construction of one or more 600-man
modular facilities. Third is the reopening of San Quentin to full capacity
although this may not be a viable solution because of its high refurbishing
cost.

We recommend a maximum of 1,000 inmates be housed at San Quentin,
using the adjustment center, East and North block, as long as the popula-
tion remains sufficiently below 19,120 inmates. If the downward trend
continues or if the population stabilizes at or below 16,500-17,300 San
Quentin should be closed.
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In the interim we recommend an augmentation of $100,000 to plan a
modular 600-man facility to be located in the Chino area on state property.
Such a modular plan could be built in increments as space is needed in the
future.

Our recommendation is an interim solution to guard against a sudden
increase of population while providing ample time for the Department to
reevaluate its projected long-range population need and develop appro-
priate plans to facilitate those needs.

Table 1
Current Capacity for Male Felons

Current
Capacity
Male Felons
California Conservation Center (Susanville):
Capacity : 1,224
Sierra Conservation Center (Jamestown):
Capacity 1,224
California Correctional Institution (Tehachapi):
Capacity . 1,173
Correctional Training Facxhty (Soledad):
Capacity 2,982
Deuel Vocational Institution (Tracy):
Capacity 1,523
California State Prison at Folsom:
Capacity 1,984
California Institution for Men (Chino): .
Capacity ; ; T 2647
California Medical Facility (Vacaville): ) A
Capacity . 2,043
California Mens Colony (San Luis Obispo): »
Capacity .. 2,400
California State Prison.at San Quentin:
. Capacity . - 2,729
Camps:
Capacity : 920
Totals, Male Felons .
Capacity 20,849
Otay Mesa
We recommend the prison site at Otay Mesa be declared surplus prop-
erty and sold.

Otay Mesa is a state owned site for a new prison located near San Diego,
which was purchased in the 1960’s. Since that time the prison condition
and population has fluctuated substantlally As a result, Otay Mesa has
never been developed.

As previously noted, the existing system capacity exceeds current popu-
lation by 3,927. It is possible that existing capacity may not be neéded for
several years and the need for increasing existing capacity is of even
greater uncertainty. .

Even if the need for a new facility materlahzes we question whether
Otay Mesa would be the appropriate one to develop The site is located
in ‘a remote area without surrounding developments and there are no

33—88825
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utilities to the site. As a result the development costs would be h1gh
Because of this, the unit cost (cost per bed) of providing facilities at Otay
Mesa would be substantially higher than if the same facilities were con-
structed at other sites, such as Chino.

For these reasons we believe the site should be declared surplus and
sold. g

Proposed 1976-77 Capital Outlay Program
(a) Remodel sewage plant—California Men s Colony........ $950,000

(c¢) Remodel or replace sewage plant—California Conser-
VAHON CONEET...ovovvvtiieeeeeseerierretsie et erssestssesessesssresassse s srssessasnans $450,000

We withhold recommendation pending receipt of additional informa-
tion.

These projects are for compliance with standards established by re-
gional Water Quality Control Boards. They are proposed without benefit
of complete supporting documents mcludmg estimates and tlme
schedules.

The Department of Corrections has indicated this information will be
available prior to budget hearings. Pending receipt of this information we
withhold recommendation.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. An Env1ronmental Im-
pact Report has not been prepared for these projects. In accordancé with
the California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be withheld until
such reports are prepared and reviewed. v

(b) Rebuilt water reservoirs—California Men’s Colony $333,600

We withhold recommendation pending additional mformation. ,

The reservoirs supplying water to the prison in San Luis Obispo are
badly in need of repair. However, the proposal in the Budget Bill is with-
out drawings or estimates. The Department of Corrections indicates this
information will be available prior to budget hearings. Pending receipt of
this information we withhold recommendation.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. An Environmental Tm-
pact Report has not been prepared for this project. In accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be withheld until such
a report is prepared and reviewed.

(d) Remodel sewage plant—San Quentln ............................ $342,000

.We recommend deletion in the amount of $342,000. ‘

This project will modify the existing sewage plant to upgrade the quality
of effluent discharged. This is to be an interim measure serving the institu-
tion until construction of the proposed regional facility. This project is not
eligible for a federal grant.

In conjunction with our recommendation to limit the population at San
Quentin prison and reevaluate its future, we recommend this project be
deferred.

(e) Rehabilitate electrical system—California Training Fa-

CLUEY wrovevietirerinrerreii et seens e se s sensiersssaiaeeossresenensasanessnessesaorase $350,000
We withhold recommendation pending receipt of additional informa-
tion.
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This project will replace the primary electrical system which is needed
because of recent system failures and the system’s age. However, the
scope for this project has not been fully determined. Currently, the De-
partment of Corrections and the Office of the State Architect are under-
taking a survey to determine what should be rebuilt and replaced.

. The Department of Corrections has indicated this information, with
plans and estimates, will be ready prior to budget hearings. Hence, we
withhold recommendation pending further review.

. (f) Construct new milking facility—California Institution

FOT MEIN ittt es e sbere e s s esss e bobesssansesesansonen $440,500

. We recommend deletion in the amount of $440,500.

This proposal provides working drawings and construction of a new
dairy facility. The $440,500 figure is not based upon plans or estimates.
Therefore, the exact description of what is to be provided is not available.

. Correctional Industries operates the existing facility and sells milk at fair
market price to the Department of Corrections, Department of the Youth
Authority and the Department of Health’s state hospitals. However, the
existing old facility has limited space and has been cited for substandard
health conditions. As a result, Correctional Industries is requesting a new
facility. From the information we have received, it appears to be a high
cost program which supplies relatively few inmate work positions while
requiring a large supporting staff. For these reasons, we recommend the
dairy operation be terminated.

DEPARTMENT OF THE YOUTH AUTHORITY

Item 394 from thé General Fund - - . Budget p. 821
REGUESLEA 1976-TT .oovveerieccreeeererssessesenivessesssesseniessesssssesseeseon . $1,240,000
Recommended reduction ........................ eveerrreteesesaerbneresetesearinens 360,000
Recommendation pending ...........cooeeeeeveenivenennennes TSN 880,000
. ’ Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Preston School of Industry. Withhold recommendatlon on 986
project to provide a new infirmary. :
2. Preston School of Industry. Withhold recommendahon on - 986
- project to rehabilitate the industrial water system pending
- submittal of additional information. : :
3. Fred C. Nelles School, Whittier. Reduce $240,000. Recom- 986
mend deletion of project to remodel hospital.
4. Southern California Youth Center, Chino. Reduce 986
. $120,000. Recommend deletion of project to air cool day
rooms and kitchens.
5. Southern California Reception Center-Clinic, Norwalk. 987"
-~ 'Withhold recommendation on project to provide ware-
- house addition pending submittal of additional information. .
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Budget plans and estimates are developed by the Offlce of the State
Architect (OSA) upon authorization by the Department of Finance. This
year authorization was not given for all projects under this item until early
December 1975. As a result, thére has been insufficient time for OSA to
prepare all of the documents The latest anticipated completion date is
February 15.

Because of this the amounts in the Budget Bill are estimates based only
on general project descriptions. Until adequate design and cost informa-
tion is available we cannot substantiate the adequacy of the requested
amounts. S

- (a) Provide for infirmary-Preston School of Industry ........ $610,000

We withhold recommendation. »

This project will replace the existing infirmary with a new one. Howev-
er, the need to build a new infirmacy rather than remodel the existing one
has not been adequately determined. To date, there has been only a
cursory on-site inspection. In addition there has not been a struetural
survey nor have drawings with an estimate been prepared. Therefore we
withhold recommendation.

(b) Rehabilitate industrial water system—Preston School »

Of INAUSETY ..ottt ssenansas $150,000

We withhold recommendation pending submittal of addition informa-
tion.

This project will supply industrial water to the Preston school by piping
treated sewage plant effluent from Sutter Creek. Currently the effluent
from Sutter Creek flows into an open ditch and is diverted to the Preston
school. This method is no longer acceptable to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board. There is some concern as to whether the proposed solution
meets with Amador County approval. In addition, budget plans and esti-
mates are not available. We withhold our recommendation pending sub-

mission of this information. - »
(c) Remodel hospital—Fred C. Nelles School ...................... $240 000

We recommend deletion.

This project will refurbish and remodel the ex1st1ng hospital to provide
an infirmary. The existing hospital has been surveyed for compliance to
- structural deficiencies based upon meeting hospital safety standards. Be-
cause infirmaries are not required to meet these more rigid standards the
proposed modifications may not be necessary. Therefore, the department
should reevaluate its needs based on the applicable standards and revise
the proposal accordingly.

(d) Air cool day rooms and kitchens—Southern California '
YOuth Center ......ccviviennniniinnriiienisnrenennessinctsisseonesasisssessssnssnn $120,000

We recommend deletion.

This project will air condition various day rooms and kitchens at the
Southern California Youth Center in Chino. Air conditioning for this type
of facility within correctional institutions is a departure from current state
practice. The statewide cost implications of such a departure are signifi-
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cant and should be considered ‘before implementing a change. If this
practice is to be changed, the department should prowde a prioritized list
of buildings, statewide, that could be considered for air conditioning. Th1s
list 'should also indicate long-range cost implications.
*In‘addition, the method for air conditioning the areas proposed in this
project and the resulting costs have not been determined. Hence, we
“cannot recommend the adequacy of the requested amounts.
- “In"view of the potential long-range cost implications and 1nadequate
'budget information, we recommend deletion of this proposal.
{e) "Warehouse addition—Southern California Reception
Ceénter-Clnic .......coocvivvverivnernnnns SRS R SO URO $120,000

" We withhold recommendation pending submittal of additional informa-
bon ,

“This project will provide additional warehouse space Currently, be-
cause of the cramped condition within the existing warehouse, thé depart-
ment orders in small quantities which requires more deliveries for goods.

:This’ generally is more costly. In"addition, the department finds itself
continually moving stored goods within the existing facility in order to
locate and retrieve other items. This system is not satisfactory.

The project is proposed without adequate drawings or estimates which
should be available prior to budget hearings. Therefore, we w1thhold our
recommendatlon pending review.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Item 395 from the Capital Out-
“lay Fund for. Public Higher

Educatlon . . ; "~ Budget p. 887
Réduested L976-TT covvveseveerssssssssssssssssssssssmsss s sisss s $19,300,000
,Rece_m_mended TEdUCHON .vovvireceiiiensiis i S 19,300,000
NREERSEI O P . Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

-1..Special Schools for Deaf Blind and Multihandicapped. 988
-Delete $19,300,000. Recommend funding new schools

- from appropriations prov1ded in the Budget Acts of 1973

. and 1974. .

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“In 1972, the State Fire Marshal and the Office of Architecture and
Construction conducted independent surveys of the State Schools for the
Deaf and Blind in Berkeley. The reports from the surveys indicated sub-
stantial code deficiencies with regard to fire and life safety and seismic
requirements. Because of (1) the estimated cost to correct these deficien-
cies (approximately $7.1 million), (2) the age of the facilities and (3) the
fact that a known earthquake fault transverses the existing site, it was
-determined that new facilities should be provided elsewhere. Funds for
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site acquisition, replacement facilities and eqmpment were appropnated‘
as follows:

Budget Act of 1973, Item 356 $ 2,100,000 .

Chapter 1120, Statutes of 1973 - 1,000,000

Budget Act of 1974, Item 389 19,942,000
Total ' $23,042,000

Under each of the above appropriations specific language was included
requiring (1) development of the two schools on a single site and (2)
shared use of appropriate facilities.

In December 1974, the State Public Works Board authorlzed an aug-
mentation of $523,100 to the 1973 appropriation, pursuant to Government
Code 16352 (deficiency appropriation account), for purchase of a 92-acre
site in the City of Fremont. In January 1975, title to this property was
transferred to the state at an approximate cost of $3.2 million. Thus, over
$20 million is available for planning and construction of the new schools.

Proposed Augmentation Unnecessary

We recommend deletion of this item in tbe amount of $19, 300 000 and
utilization of prior funds for planning, constructing and equipping the
new schools.

This item is a proposal to augment the prior appropriation by $19,300,-
000 and would provide facilities in excess of guidelines approved by the
Legislature. Such an augmentation represents 95 percent of the available
$20 million. The proposed -augmentation is based on (1) construction
commencing in July 1976, (2) extensive facilities and (3) limited sharing
of facilities.

" According to current schedules proposed by the consulting archltects
construction of the new schools will not begin before September 1977. The
anticipated inflation in construction costs between July 1976 and Septem-
ber 1977 would add another $4.4 million (11 percent) to the project cost.
Thus, rather than $19.3 million the actual required augmentation will be
closer to $23.7 million or 103 percent of the available funds. Of this amount
a total of $9 million is related to inflation. This augmentation coupled with
site acquisition represents a total estimated cost of $47.3 million or 105
percent higher than originally anticipated. Because planning for the new
schools has progressed only to the master planning phase, all cost estimates
represent the architect’s proposed guideline budget and are based on
current building construction costs. However, approximately $3 million
reserved for utilities and site development is based on incomplete infor-
mation and the amount necessary cannot be estimated with any accuracy.

In view of the fact that (1) master planning for these schools has only
begun (planned for completion in March-April 1976) and (2) construction
is not anticipated until September 1977, at the earliest, additional funds
will not be required in the budget year.

Proposed Building Program Excessive

Language in the Budget Act of 1974 required the facilities to be (1)
shared while maintaining the integrity of their separate educational pro-
grams, (2) designed for an initial 150 and 500 students at the School for
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the Blind and Deaf respectively with the School for the Deaf master
planned for 650 students and (3) “designed in accordance with the appli-
cable State Allocation Board parameters for allowable area and cost for
facilities for exceptional children.” This language is also included under
the proposed approprlanon

In our opinion, the programs as developed are not responswe to the
budgeted fiscal restraints or the intended development of the schools on
a'common site with shared use of appropriate facilities. The programs
were:developed for completely separate schools, as if on separate sites,
with only a cursory nonresponsive effort to incorporate shared facilities.

:In addition, the program exceeds State Allocation Board guidelines. As
can be seen in Table 1, the proposed new facilities for the Schools for the
Deaf and Blind represent a substantial increase over both existing facilities
and California State Allocation Board Guidelines.

Table 1

Comparison of Square Footage for
Schools for the Deaf and Blind

State
. Allocation Board
: Existing® Proposed Guidelines
School for the Deaf 286,682 375,460 965,925°
School for the Blind 112437 . 155,639 91 941c

2 Does not consider lower than normal ratio of usable space footage/overall square footage.
b Includes 127,300 square feet, per architect’s program, for student and superintendent’s residences.
¢ Includes 39,901 square feet, per architect’s program, for student and superintendent’s residences.

These directives are quite specific and in our opinion should be fol-
lowed. If the apparent State Allocation Board parameters are used, with-
out consideration of shared facilities, the estimated cost would be $275
million. Further reductions in the project cost could be realized through
(1) ‘shared facilities, (2) Department of Education reevaluation of
planned outdoor spaces (i.e., swimming pools, intramural fields, bicycle
ovals, barbecue/patio areas, amphltheater ecology center, etc.) and (3)
deletion of the two superintendent residences (3,981 square feet—$184,-
000). Subject to these parameters, replacement of the schools can be
accomplished within the existing appropriations plus inflationary costs
Wthh should be considered in the 1977-78 budget.
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Item 396 from the Capital Out- |
lay Fund for Public ngher

Education . : : Budge’tf‘ P:: 925
ReqUESted 1976=T7 ......o.covierireirisrnreereisesiessmsssssssnsssisinssssssessiisssnsses $7,579,000
Recommended approval.........cinireennneeneiensioseses 4,013,000
Recommended reduction .........eeeivennneeseeseeseiorenesssennenes 1,140,000
Recommendation pending ..........ccecconeviersenieenerecsnerannne serseansee 2 426 000

. : Aija'l;i/é}é':
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ~ - page i

1. Statewide Seismic Rehabilitation Program. Recommend 991
California Seismic Safety Commission study and report to
the Legislature by January 1, 1977. RS
2. Construction Funds. Recommend limiting avallablhty of 992
construction funds to one year. A
3. Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. Rec- 992 ..-
ommend changing fund to allow use for state constructlon -
needs. .
4. San Diego. Reduce by $69,000. Recommend reductlon
in equipment funding for Marine Biology Building. at
Scripps Institute of Oceanography. ' L
. Davis. Withhold recommendation on electrical generat- . 994 -
ing facility pending further information.
. San Diego. Withhold recommendation on energy conser- - 996"
vation improvements pending further information. S
. Irvine. Withhold recommendation on de-water of below 997+
grade structures pending adequate budget information. ..o
Irvine. Recommend the Irvine campus reevaluate exist- 997
ing lawn and irrigated areas. Cliweir
Irvine. Withhold recommendation on alterations- to 997
Physical Sciences I pending adequate budget information. ="
10. Berkeley. Withhold recommendation on Doe Memorial 997«
Library alterations pending adequate budget information. - =%
11. Riverside.” Withhold recommendation on humanities al- - 998 :
terations pending adequate budget information. Lol
12. Santa Barbara. Withhold recommendation on North Hall - . 998 :
alterations for computer center pending adequate budget i
information. L
13. Davis. Reduce by $84,000. Recommend deletion of 998 -
planning funds for veterinary medicine expansion. b i
14. San Francisco. Reduce by $957,000. Recommend fund— 999:
ing Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Institute alterations ..
Step 2 from bond funds under Item 416. - EEERLE

gop_o-qosot
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

The University of California capital outlay program totals $47,653,000, in
four items. This Item 396 contains $7,579,000 from the Capital Outlay Fund
for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). Item 397 contains $4 million for
minor capital outlay projects ($100,000 and less) and Item 398 contains $3.2
million all from the COFPHE fund. Item 416, page 1024 provides $32,874,-
000. from, the Health Sciences Construction Bond Act Program Fund for
health science prOJects

Instructlonal Capaclty

'We have pointed out for the past several years that enrollments in
h1gher education are projected to increase at a slower rate, peaking in the
early 1980’s and then declining below current levels. The current level of
enrollment is not projected to be reached again until the mid-1990’s. The
University system should follow this trend. We are aware that enrollments
for fall 1975 are higher than expected. However, we believe this is an
- abberation which should not affect the long-range projections.

We proposed in our Analysis of the 1975-76 Budget Bill, that it would
be unwise to fund projects that would provide capacity in excess of 1975
76 enrollment needs. We believe this proposal is still appropriate. This may

" require some crowding at some campuses during the latter portion of this
decade. But it will be temporary and existing instructional related space
within the University system should be adequate through the 1990’s.
There will be a continuing need for the University to evaluate existing
space and propose alterations to meet changing enrollment and instruc-
tional program requirements.

Building Rehabilitations for Seismic Safety

We recommend the California Seismic Safety Commzsswn undertake a
study to determine the need for a statewide seismic safety rehabilitation
program and report to the Legislature by January 1, 1977.

The Regents’ budget request included eight projects which totaled
nearly $8 million for planning and/or construction projects for rehabilita-
- tion. of existing buildings for seismic safety. The University’s long-range
planning indicates that a minimum of $113 million is needed to provide
seismic rehabilitation systemwide. The Budget Act of 1974 provided $10
‘million for a portion of this plan. The majority of these funds have not been
expénded. This year’s request is not included in the Governor’s Budget.

It is apparent that any need in this area is a statewide concern arid not
limited to University buildings. In most cases, existing codes do not require
rehabilitation of buildings to meet current code requirements. In fact,
because codes are updated every three years it is virtually impossible to
maintain a building within current code requirements. Howeéver, in cer-
tain buildings and/or geographical areas it may be desirable to upgrade
toincrease the factor of safety. At present there are no criteria upon which
to base such a determination. We believe it would be appropriate for the
California Seismic Safety Commission to undertake a study in this area to
determine the need for such a statewide policy and report to the Legisla-
ture by January 1, 1977. The report should include, but not be limited to,

(1) the need for a statewide policy, (2) criteria for evaluating rehabilita-
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tion needs (3) factors of safety that may be realized, (4) a system for
prioritizing needs and (5) statewide fiscal 1mphcat10ns ‘

The purpose of the Seismic Safety Commission is to strengthen earth-
quake safety in California by improving public policy, especially that relat-
ed to reducing hazards and mitigating the effects of potentially damaging
earthquakes. Thus, the proposed study would properly be undertaken by
the commission. However, the legislation that created this commission
(Chapter 1413, Statutes of 1974) provided for its termination 61 days after -
the final adjournment of the 1975-76 Legislative Session unless the date
is extended. Thus, legislation may be requlred if the commission is, to
undertake the proposed study. If the commission is to be extended, the
legislation should include specific objectives of the commission. A more
detailed discussion concerning the commission is in our Analysis of Item
245, page 438.

Limit Availability of Construction Funds

We recommend that the availability of construction funds be 111mted to
one year rather than three years.

Until the current fiscal year all funds in the capital outlay section of the
Budget Act were available on a three-year basis. In the Budget Act of 1975,
planning and working drawings funds were made available for one year
only in an attempt to expedite construction projects. However, construc-
tion funds are still available for three years, which tends to delay projects.
This is evident when one compares the time required for community
colleges to go to construction against that required by others. The commu-
nity colleges have nearly all projects committed to construction within
one year of availability. This is because the Education Code requires that
community colleges award a contract within the fiscal year that construc-
tion funds are appropriated in order to remain eligible for any state fund-
ed augmentation of the project. No such requirement is placed upon other
segments of government and the result is a delay in construction projects
or premature funding.

It is apparent from the community college record that if constructlon
projects are properly planned they can be underway within one year of
the availability of construction funds. Hence, in a further effort to expedite
projects, and to encourage proper planning and funding, we recommend
that construction funds be made available for one year.

Capital Qutlay Fund for Public Higher Education

‘We recommend that the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Educa-
tion be retitled the “State of California Capital Outlay Fund” with the
reqwrement that in each fiscal year, first call on these funds be for needs
in higher education and that the remaining funds be available for use for
other state capital outlay needs.

Current estimates indicate that approximately $135 million will be avail-
able for appropriation from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher
Education (COFPHE) in fiscal year 1976-77. Of this amount the Gover-
nor’s Budget proposes $57.6 million for capital outlay in education and $5
million for instructional equipment and deferred maintenance in the sup-




Item 396 CAPITAL OUTLAY / 993

port budget of the Un1vers1ty of California. Thus, there could be as much
as $72.4 million remaining in the COFPHE fund if the Governor’s Budget
is approved.

Because the need for capital outlay expenditures in higher education
has diminished from what it was during the mid-60’s and early 1970’s, the
COFPHE fund probably will have a significant surplus each year. Retain-
ing this surplus for the exclusive use of education does not seem appropri-
ate when the state has capital outlay needs in other areas.

Proposed 1976-77 General Campus Major Capital Outlay Program :

This item contains 29 projects totaling $7,579,000, consisting of 27 gen-
eral campus requests and two health science campus proposals We have
divided the projects into seven categones The first six categories are in
the same priority order as shown in the Regents’ proposed program. The
last category includes the two health science campus proposals. A discus-
sion of each category and our recommendations for the individual projects
- follows.

A. Universitywide Projects

We recommend approval of the two projects under this category. Items
396 (1) and 396(2).

The two projects in this category total $400,000. Item 396 (1) proposes
$200,000 for project programing and preliminary plans. Budget Bill lan-
guage requires that these funds provide for (1) $75,000 for 1977-78 utility
and site development projects and programing/cost benefit analysis of
projects to be proposed in the 1978-79 budget requests, and (2) $125,000
for preliminary planning for those working drawings or working draw-
ings/construction projects which are in the Governor’s 1977-78 Budget.
Similar language concerning expenditure of this category of funds was
included in the Budget Act of 1975. Expenditure of funds in this manner
provides improved project programing and expedites projects that are
approved.

Item 396 (2) provides $200,000 for engineering and environmental plan-
ning studies. This will provide updating of campus long-range develop-
ment plans, planning studies related to’ University/community needs,
traffic, transit and parking studies and other studies not related to individ-
ual capltal projects.

B Eqmpment Projects

This category contains seven equipment requests for new bu11d1ng
space or existing space which has been altered. A summary of the projects
in this category and our recommendations for each are provided in Table
1.

All requests in this category, except Item 396 (7), represent the need to
make existing or altered facilities operable. The requested funds are with-
in state supported equipment cost gu1de11nes

San. Dlego
We recommend a reduction of $69,000in Item 396 (7), equip instruction-
al and research building, Scripps Institute of Oceanography.
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The initial phase of equipment for this project was funded in the amount
of $142,000 under Item 394 (10), Budget Act of 1974. The remainder of the
equipment list approved at that time was deferred on a timing basis and
is requested in the 1976-77 Budget Bill. However, the requested funds
exceed the apparent increase in equipment costs by. $69,000. We see no
reason for this and believe the requested amount should be reduced ac- :
cordlngly i

Table 1
~ Equipment Projects
Budget Legislative .
o Bill Analyst
Ttem “Project Title Campus = = Amount Recommendation
396(3) . Life Science Unit 3........ccooevvorerrcenen Los Angeles $470,000 " $470,000
- 396(4)  Library Unit 2 ......... . Santa Cruz 156,000 156,000
396(5)  Fire and police station . Davis 110,000 110,000 -
396(6)  Library addition ......ccccormevssmeriennnnns Santa Barbara 405,000 405,000
396(7)  Marine biology instruction and re- : R
search building ......cccoveverrvrrivionnniinne _.San Diego 413,000 . 344,000
{Scripps) : : Gl
396(8)  Library building ... San Diego 154000 154000
, (Scripps) o
396(9)  Library alteratlons .......................... Santa Barbara 137,000 137,000 .
TOTAL ' $1,845,000 $1, 776}0007‘ 3

C. Utilities and Site Development. Group 1 Projects

We withhold recommendation of Item 396(10), electrical generatmg
facilities Davis, pending further information.

Funds in the amount of $771,000 were provided for this project in the
Budget Act of 1975. Those funds were for working drawings and’the

- purchase of long-lead time equipment items. Neither phase of the prOJect
has proceeded.

The request for the budget 3 year is for $440,000 to complete the prOJect :
However, the amount required is not certain at this time because’ the
University has encountered difficulties in the design of the project.-The
fuel source for the proposed equipment has necessarily been changed
from natural gas to oil. This resulted in reconsideration of the project and
design. The University has not completed its reevaluation and therefore-
we have no basis upon which to recommend the project or the adequacy
of the funds. We anticipate receipt of an economic analysis and design
solutions prior to budget hearings.

D. Life Safety Projects

This category consists of three projects. A surnmary of the each prOJect
and our recommendations are provided in Table 2.

This category consists of three projects to correct code deﬁmenmes
other than seismic, in existing buildings. The work involved includes items
such as installation of fire alarm systems, emergency electrical systems,
and water contamination control. This work does not exceed current code »
requirements and we believe the projects should proceed.
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Table 2
Life Safety Projects
Budget - Legislative
I;e\e/_m oo ] . Bill Analyst
o. oject Title Phase? Campus Amount - Recommendation
396(11)  Fire alarm system addi- o
tions, Step 2 ..., we Berkeley $305,000  $305,000
396(12)  Utilities and expansion ... we Berkeley 672,000 $g72:000
396(13)  Fire protection, 1976-77.... we Davis 137,000 | 137,000 -

. $1,114,000 $1,114,000
2 Phase symbol indicates: w—working drawings; c—construction -
E. Energy Conservation Projects :
This category consists of five projects. A list of the projects and our
recommendations for each are contained in Table 3.

Table 3
Energy Conservation Projects

Budgét Legislative

Ttem Bill Analyst
No. Project Title Phase Campus Amount - Reconunendation

396(14)  Facilities control system.. w Berkeley $89,000 $89,000
396(15) Energy conservation im- )

‘ - PrOVEMENtS c.veovveerrernsrssonen w Davis - 12,000 12,000

396(16) . . Central control system.... w Davis 70,000 70,000

. 396(17)  Central control system... w Los Angeles 70,000 70,000

- 396(18)  Energy conservation im- -
PIOVEMENtS ..ovvvvveernnverisnonie w San Diego © 27,000 Pending
TOTAL $268,000 $241,000

These projects represent an earnest effort on the part of the University
to conserve energy and, as a result to lower plant operation costs. The
_three control system projects will provide monitoring and control of build-
ing energy systems (i.e., lighting, heating/cooling, ventilation) from a
central point. This will enable the campuses to shut down all or portions
of building energy systems when not needed. It is our understanding that
the University is attempting to expedite the planning phase of those
projects and possibly will request construction funds during budget hear-
ings. We encourage this attempt and hope to have adequate information
to enable construction funding in the budget year. Based on preliminary
information the University anticipates the following annual savings when
the three projects are operational:

Annual

Project C'ampz{s Savings .
Facilities control system ' Berkeley $554,605
Central control system Davis o -295.000

Central control system Los Angeles . T720,000°
® Estimate for complete project based on phase 1 information. : )

The Davis campus energy conservation improvements project Item
396 (15) will provide (1) installation of energy recovery systems on build-
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ings which must operate on 100 percent outside air, (2) installation of
small air-conditioning units at specific locations to enable larger units:to
be turned off during low demand periods and (3) re-switching of building
lights to limit the number of lights per switch. The total estimated annual
savings resulting from this project, based on preliminary 1nforrnat10n is
$112,900. :

San Diego

We withhold recommendation on Item 396(18) pendmg further mfoz'-
mation.

This proposal contains five separable conservation measures. The larg-
est portion of the project is one item for modification of existing tempera-
ture control systems. This would provide replacement of building control
systems with new systems to maintain temperatures between 68° F and 78°
F. We have requested that the University reexamine the proposal in an
attempt to accomplish the objective in a simpler, less costly manner. The
University is doing this and should have the information available during
budget hearings.

Another item of concern is a proposal to increase the outside air intake
capability in the Central Library. The proposed project solution is quite
expensive and we have requested the University to reevaluate it. Addi-
tional 1nformat10n on this item should be avallable during ‘budget hear-
ings.

The remainder of the project includes (1) insulation for various build-
ings, (2) extension of the central control system, and (3) installation of
small air-conditioning units in specific areas to enable larger umts to be
turned off dunng low demand periods.

F. Alterat|ons Projects

This category contains six projects. A list of the pI'O_]eCtS and our Tecom-
mendations are provided in Table 4.

Table 4
Alterations Projects

Budget Legislative -

Trem : < Bill Analyst
No. Project Title Phase Campus Amount  Recommendation
396(26)  De-water below grade ‘ : e
StTUCtUres ...oveecrvnerennee we Irvine $209,000 Pendmmg
396(19)  Doe Memorial Library S
alterations.......cccouveeeeennns we Berkeley 1,221,000 Pending
396(20)  Additional elevator— g
engineering building.. wc Irvine 163,000 163,000
396(21) = Humanities alterations we Riverside 298,000 Pending
396(22) - Alterations to Physical . o
Sciences I .......cniren. we Irvine - 126,000 Pending
396(23) North Hall alterations ’ ) : Y
for computer center .. we Santa Barbara 175,000 Pending
TOTAL oo .- L 82,122,000 $163,000

We concur with the need for. each of the above proposals However
adequate planning documents have not been prepared. Until these are
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provided we cannot recommend the adequacy ‘of the requested funds.
The Budget Act of 1975 provided preliminary planning funds for those
projects appearing in the Governor’s Budget. This funding procedure was
“established to (1) expedite projects and (2) allow development of ade-
‘quate documents for approved projects to enable proper budgeting. The
University should immediately initiate the planning phase so that the
intended results are realized. This information should be available during
budget hearings.

A summary of the individual projects is provided below.

Irvine

“We withhold recommendation on Item 396 (26), De-water below grade
structures and Item 396(22), Alterations to Physical Sciences I, pending
addih'ona] information. ;

- Further,” we recommend that the University evaluate the effect of
cbangmg the lawn/irrigation areas into a more natural landscape area
which would require less or no irrigation.

The Irvine campus has experienced an unusually high ground water
condition. Much of this is a result of the irrigation required for the exten-
sive lawn and landscaped areas. Because of this several major buildings
and underground utility tunnels have an increasing inflow of water
through their walls and basement slabs. A recent engineering report sug-
gested that a well system appeared to be the most practical solution of
de-watering. The University is currently conducting further soil tests and
developing preliminary plans to determine the entire needs and costs for
th1s proposal.

* The request for an additional elevator for the Engmeermg Building at
the’Irvine campus will add a second elevator in an existing hoistway. The
original design of the Engineering Building provided for one passenger
elevator with a second shaft for a future elevator. A recent investigation
by an elevator engineering consultant revealed that the need for vertical
transportation now justifies the second elevator. In view of the existing
hoistway, design and estimating for this project are quite simple and the
requested funds should be adequate Therefore we have recommended
approval.

The third request at the Irvme campus is for alterations to the Physmal
Sciences I Building. The project will provide additional ventilation in the
freshman and sophomore chemistry laboratories and various-other health
and safety needs in several chemistry laboratories.

Berkeley

We withhold recommendation on Item 396(19), Doe Memorial Library
alterations, pending additional information. »»

The request for alterations to Doe Memorial L1brary will complete an
extensive series of alterations and rehabilitation projects for this building.
This final phase includes replacement of inactive and inefficient heating
coils, new supply and exhaust fans and duct work, renovation of approxi-
mately 2,650 square feet, alterations to provide access for the physically
handicapped and:renovation of eight elevator control panels.
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Riverside

We withhold recommendation on Item 396(21), Humanities a[terabons
pending additional information.

The humanities alterations project at this campus will alter the (1)
theater auditorium area, (2) humanities stage area, (3) theater control
booth, (4) theater scene shop, (5) studio theater and (6) ancillary theater
TOO0mS.

Santa Barbara

We withhold recommendation on Item 396' (23), North Hall a]terabous
for computer center, pending additional information.

This project will (1) modify the existing computer center by addlng
approximately 1,200 square feet of raised flooring and (2) alter four other
rooms. The improvement of this space will alleviate cramped computer
equipment space and user rooms. Included in the work is extension of both
room and equipment air-conditioning systems.

G. Site Development, Group 2
This category contains two projects as dlSCLlSSGd below.

Los Angeles

We recornmend approval of Item 396 (24), site deve]opment 1976—77
This project will complete the south portion of the Court of Sciences,
a major circulation area of approximately 1.75 acres. The work includes
planting materials, sprinkler systems, walkways and lighting. Preliminary
planning documents have been prepared for this project. The estimated
cost of $185,000 is reasonable and we believe the project should proceed.

Santa Barbara

We recommend approval of Item 396 (25), site development, 1976-77.

This request is for development of an unfinished site in the center of
campus and southwest of the administration building. The project will
provide planting areas, sprinkler systems, walkways and lighting. Prelimi-
nary plans have also been developed for this project. The estimated- cost
of $134,000 is reasonable and we believe it should proceed. T

H. Health Science Projects

This category contains two prOJects A description of each and our rec-
ommendation follows.

Davis
We recommend deletion of Item 396(28), planning—veterinary medz-
cine expansion, San Joaquin Valley, a reduction of $84,000. o

The Budget Act of 1974 provided $200,000 from the Health 801ences
Facilities Construction Program Fund (bonds) for program and planning
studies for expansion of Veterinary Medicine education in California: In
addition to this amount, the Budget Act of 1975 provided $50,000:from the
General Fund for preparation of a report recommending a location north
of the Tehachapi and a location south of the Tehachapi for a field clinic.
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for Veterinary Medicine. This report has been recently submitted and we
are currently reviewing it. However, nearly all of the $250,000 is still
available. Hence, the need for additional funding in this area is not ap-
parent.

~ In addition, the Postsecondary Education Commission is presently con-
ducting a comprehenswe survey of Veterinary Medicine in California.
This survey should be made available and reviewed prior to committing
the state to further expansion in the field of Veterinary Medicine.

In any case, if this item is to be funded, it is clearly a proposal that should

be funded from the Health Science Facilities Construction Bond Act Pro-
gram.

San Fral'ICISCO

We ‘recommend funding Item 396(27), Lang]ey Porter Neuropsychia-
tric Institute Alterations, Step 2 from the Health Sciences Facilities Con-
struction Bond Act Program under Item 416 rather than the COFPHE
fund, a reduction of $987,000.

This project provides for correction of fire and life safety hazards as
required for licensed operation of the hospital. The areas to be altered
total approximately 9,000 square feet in the basement and fifth floors. In
addition, the project will replace a condemned 2,000 square foot outpa-
tient psychotherapy center. Unless these deficiencies are corrected, the
University must limit or discontinue use of the facilities for patients. If this
were to occur, the University could not continue to instruct the number
- of students currently using these facilities. In our opinion, the project is
directly related to the bond issue and should be funded from that source
under Item 416

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Ttem 397 from the Capital Out-
. lay Fund for Public Higher

Education ‘ ‘ . Budget.p. 925
Requested 1976-77 ........... eressessesesessses s SRR $4,000,000
Recommended approval ........ccoeeeicecenienrinnenee. reeteerteeerersnerens 4,000,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval. :

This request represents a lump sum appropriation to be allocated for
minor construction and improvement projects ($100,000 and less per
project) at each of the general and health sciences campuses and agricul-
tural field stations.

.Projects under this item, except for those related to capacity space and
new space, are reviewed on a post-audit basis. All capacity-related projects
and projects which provide new space must be submitted for review prior
to inclusion in the Budget. Any proposed changes in approved projects
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must be approved by the Department of Fi inance and rewewed by the
Legislative Analyst. .

UNIVERSITY .OF CALIFORNIA .

Item 398 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher L
Education : : Budget p

Requested 1976-TT ... recereeeeeeere e e stessvesssestessssessssssens
Recommendation pending ...

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS :

Preliminary Plans, Working Drawings and Construct, re-
placement of R/V AGASSIZ, San Diego Marine Science -
(SCIIPPS) cevererrrirerrenresisessssessesssesesesssetssasssesesssssssrsesssosssssssasaressssisnesernes $3,200,000

We withhold recommendation pending further information.

. This request is for $3.2 million to replace the Scripps Institute of Ocean-
ography research vessel B/V AGASSIZ. This vessel is 31 years old and has
deteriorated to a point where replacement is appropriate, if continued
operation of such a vessel is supportable. In addition, the annual operating
cost is approximately $163,000 greater than a new vessel because of inter-
national and coast guard rules regarding crew size.

The Scripps Institute of Oceanography has six research vessels ‘and all
but the AGASSIZ were built within the last 10 years. Before the state
provides funds to replace the A GASSIZ we believe it would be reasonable
for the University to provide the following:

1. Effect on state research program if the institute operates W1th only
the five other vessels.

2. Description of University method for determining whether the ves-
sel is being used for federal or state programs and how the fundlng
level is established.

3. A cost-benefit analysis for leasing rather than purchasmg a new ves-
sel.
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Ttem 399 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher

Education o , Budget p. 966
ReqUESted 1976-TT .........vvorureeerrrssssresessesssssasssesseseee v $19,232,000
Recommended approval ........ccccovreereecnrcerneerennens reeeerenennesaries 8,706,000
Becommended 1eduction ....occnervermmnisirisini, ereeerenaenenee 4,508,000
Recommendation Pending ..:.......ccmummmmmusmssssisnssssssssssssns 6,018,000

Aﬁé)yszs
SUMMARY OF' RECOMMENDATlONS ' page

‘1. Redirection Policy. Recommend Chancellor’s office im- 1002
plement a limited redirection policy and submit report ‘
detailing its efforts to the Joint Legislative Budget Com-

~ mittee by November 15, 1976. :

"2,  Campus Master Plan Enrollment Ceilings. Recommend 1002
- Chancellor’s office reevaluate campus master plan enroll-
- ment ceilings and report to the Joint Legislative Budget

~-Committee by November 15, 1976.

3. Three-year Capital Program.  Recommend Chancellor’s 1004

‘- office reevaluate capital outlay program, considering exist-

" ing space, projected enrollments and rediréction.

4. Statewide Seismic Rehabilitation Program. Recommend 1005

“« California Seismic Safety Commission study the need for ‘

- -statewide seismic safety program and report to the Joint

=+ Legislative Budget Committee by January 1, 1977.

~'5. Construction Funds. - Recommend hm1t1ng avallablhty of 1005

.. construction funds to one year.

. 6. Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Educatlon Rec- 1006
ommend changing furid to allow use for state construction

- needs.

7. Statewide Pre[munary Planning. Beduce by $150,000. 1006

. Recommend reduction to reflect probable statewide plan-
~ ning needs.
8. Humboldt. Withhold recommendation on utilities to 11- 1008
" brary addition pending further information.
9. Bakersfield Reduce by $7,000. Recommendation dele- 1008
. tion of Central Plan III, equipment. ‘
10. Hayward. Reduce by $16' 000. Recommend deletion of 1009
site development 1977, working drawings.
11. Bakersfield. = Withhold recommendation on Fine Arts 1009
‘building pending additional information and compliance

. with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

12. Dominguez Hills. Withhold recommendation on physical 1010
 education facility pending compliance with CEQA. )

- 13. Sonoma. Withhold recommendation on library addition 1011
- pending compliance with CEQA.
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14. Sacramento. Reduce by $4,335,000. Recommend dele- . 1011,
tion of classroom-office building construction.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The California State University and Colleges (CSUC) capital outlay
program totals $23,232,000 to be funded from the Capital Outlay Fund for
Public Higher Education (COFPHE). This item 399 contains $19,232,000
for 26 major capital outlay proposals. Item 400 contains an additional $4
million for minor ($100,000 and less) capital outlay projects. A discussion
of the minor capital outlay proposals is on page 1012 of our analysis, -

Adequate Instructional Capacity Space Exists Within the CSUC System

During the past several years enrollments for higher education have
been projected to increase at a less rapid rate, peaking in the early 1980’s
and dropping below current levels throughout the 1980’s and to the mid-
1990’s. The CSUC system is expected to experience this trend. Even
though enrollments for fall-1975 were higher than anticipated, we believe
this to be temporary and should not affect long-range enrollment projec-
tions. v :

In our Analysis of the Budget Bill, for 1975-76, we suggested that in view
of the enrollment projections it would be unnecessary to fund projects in
excess of 1975-76 enrollment needs. We believe this policy is still appropri-
ate. We realize that this may result in some overcrowding at some cam-
puses during the latter part of this decade. However, it will be temporary
and the existing campus space should be adequate into the 1990’s. Table
1 compares current instructional capacity space with needs in 1975-76.
The space needs are based on the Trustees’ revised enrollment allocations
dated November 10, 1975. It should be noted that the Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission is in the process of establishing class laboratory utiliza-
tion rates for an 8:00 a.m. to 10 p.m. scheduling. Because this approval of
longer utilization period than the current standard, would increase the
class-laboratory capacities in Table 1.

Implement Existing Reduction Policy :

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office implement a limited redi-
rection policy to improve utilization of systemwide space and négate the
need to construct new instructional capacity space and report on efforts
in this area to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 15,
1976. ' : : R

Further, we recommend that the Chancellor’s office reevaluate existing
campus enrollment ceilings after considering projected enrollment and
existing capacity space and report to the Joint Legislative Budget Commit-
tee by November 15, 1976. - o S

As indicated in Table 1, the CSUC systemn has excess capacity in both
classroom and class-laboratory space. Ten’ campuses have excess capacity
in both categories and only thrée have a deficit in both categories. At the
10 campuses with excess capacity there is sufficient classroom space for an
additional 21,600 FTE. Current Department of Finance enrollment pro-
jections indicate a total growth to 1980-81 of approximately 8,000 FTE.
This growth plus the apparent deficit in classroom space at three cam-
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Table 1

Callforma State University and Colleges’
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) Capacity Needs in 1975-76 Compared to Exustmg

Classroom (FTE) Class Laboratories (FTE)
Need  Deficit(—) Need Deficit(—)
Campus Existing  1975-76  Excess (+) Existing 1975-76 Excess(+)

Bakersfield ..o i 3197 1875 +1,322 437 246 +191
Chico ....... 11,016 9,053 +1,263 1,163 . 1319 —156
Dominguez Hills........oooremecsisicees 5,853 4517 +1,336 530 139 +391
Fresno,; 12,347 103714 = +1973 1,443 1,365 +78
Fullerton 14,315 12,613 +1,702 L113 1,220 -107
Hayward' 12,414 6,895 +5,519 617 595 +22
Humboldt 6,140 5,193 +947 809 992 . —183
Long Beach 17,356 18,396 -1,040 2,051 2919 —168
Los Angeles .... . 18544 13,398 +5,146 1,809 1,138 +671
NOTHhridge ..iciuivieenmresssseesnsssssassesass 16,107 16,369 —262 1,106 1,222 —-116
Pormona: 11072 8333 42,739 1298 1,183 +115
SacTamento v .urreussssinessssssniens 14304 13335 +969 1,029 948 +81
San Bernardino v...mcvwssmresisins 3,308 2,747 +561 290 139 +151
San Diego 292,835 19,516 +3,319 2,016 2,059 —43
San Francisco  ...commmeenssssssssssens 14,465 13846 = 4619 1,493 1,823 —330
San Jose.... 19,829 15,700 +4,129 2,116 2,195 -79
San Luis Oblspo .............................. 10,502 11,297 ~795 1,947 2288 ~341
Sonoma 4879 4938 +641 527 376 +151
Sta.msla_us 3,518 2214 +1,394 264 96 +168

. TOTAL wevrverernsnrennsssssssenenns 222,001 190,519 +31,482 22,058 21562 +496

* Includes space funded for- construction prior to 1976-77.

puses (approximately 2,100 FTE) indicates a total space need for 10,100
FTE: Thus, the peak need could easily be met within existing space (and
avert overcrowdmg) provided the Chancellor’s office unplements a hm-
ited redirection policy.

The Trustees have established enrollment master plan celhngs for each
campuis. Implicit in this is redirection of students when a campus reaches
the.enrollment ceiling. Our proposal is to implement this policy at com-
pacted campuses before master plan enrollment ceilings are reached,
rather than construct new space on these campuses and leave excess space
at other campuses. In view of (1) projected enrollments and (2) existing
instructional capacity space, we believe it would be appropriate for the
Chancellor’s office to reevaluate current master plan enrollment ceilings.
We are not suggesting an arbitrary reduction in any campus enrollment
celhng However, it appears that in many instances a downward revision
would improve utilization of the CSUC system without impairing academ-
ic guality and without creating hardships for students.

. Table 2, indicates that a significant number of CSUC students attend
campuses other than the campus near their home county. While a limited
number of these students must go to nonlocal campuses for specific degree
programs (i.e., architecture, agriculture) the vast majority could under-
take the desired program at their local campus or a noncompacted cam-
pus. Thus, redirection can be implemented and not interfere with
programatic needs.

A further discussion of this recommendation is under our Analysis of
Ttem: 360, page 858.
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“Table 2°
‘CSUC Student Attendance Pattern

Fall 1974 Local CSUC Students
Headcount attending non-local

Campus : Enrollment CSUC campus®
Bakersfield : ' 2,854 - 1519
Chico 12,532 278
Fresno . 14,741 B 912 -
Hayward ; 11,547 6,216 -
Humboldt....... 7174 579
Sacramento 19,280 © 1,865
San Bernardino : - 3457 - 4021
San Diego . 29,624 2364
San Francisco . 18,184 ‘1,830
San Jose 25,457 4,624
San Luis Obispo : 14,124 342
Sonoma . 5,666 1,223
Stanislaus 2,770 1,063
Fullerton 19,813 i
Dominguez Hills 5,709 e
Long Beach ; . 29,367 16,345
Los Angeles 22,702 - -
Northridge 24,837
Pomona . 10,336

TOTALS : - 280,528 43,181

& Number of CSUC students who do not attend the CSUC campus in their home county. (Based on
i fall-1974 enrollment data.)
b Number of CSUC students from Los Angeles and Orange Counties who attend CSUC campuses other
than Northridge, Los Angeles, Long Beach, Pomona, Dominguez Hills or Fullerton.

. Trustees’ Proposed Long-Range Capital Outlay Program

We recommend that the Chancellor’s office reevaluate the current
CSUC three year capital outlay program considering existing space, pro-
Jected enrollments and redirection.

In July 1975, the Trustees released a five- year capital outlay program
indicating a total need of $304,686,000. This was revised in September 1975
to a three-year program totaling $145,567,000. Approximately 30 percent
of this amount would provide construction or planning for an additiorial
6,250 FTE of instructional capacity space. Neither of these programs was
responsive to the projected enrollment trend. In fact both were based on
enrollments two years after occupancy of the facilities, which is the period
of projected peak enrollments. It is clear that capital outlay planning of
this magnitude must be reevaluated because of: (1) The current excess
instructional capacity space systemwide, (2) the potential savings and
greater utilization of existing space to be realized through a moderate
redirection policy and (3) a projected enrollment decline.
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Need for Statewide:Seismic Pohcy

‘We recommend that the California Sezsmzc Safety Commzsswn under-
take a study to determine the need for a statewide seismic safety program
and report its finding to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by ]anu-

- ary 1, 1977.

+ The Trustees proposed 1975-76 capital outlay program includes as the
number one priority a category entitled “Correct Structural, Health
Safety and Code Deficiencies”. The projects in this category represented
upgrading of older buildings to meet current seismic and other code
requirements. This category was omitted from the Governor’s Budget.

Although existing codes do not require upgrading of existing buildings,
it may be desirable in certain cases. However, the degree to which a
building is upgraded and the resulting safety factor must be thoroughly
evaluated. At the present time there are no criteria upon which such
judgments can be made. Because this is a statewide concern and not
limited to the CSUC system, we believe it would be appropriate for the
California Seismic Safety Commission to study the needs in this area and
provide a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. This report
should include, but not be limited to, (1) the need for such a policy, (2)
the criteria for evaluating the need for upgrading buildings, (3) factors of
safety that may be realized; (4) a system for pr10r1t121ng needs and (5)
statewide fiscal implications.

The purpose of the Seismic Safety Commission is to strengthen earth-
quake safety in California by improving public policy especially that relat-
ed to reducing hazards and mitigating the effects of potentially damaging
earthquakes Thus, the proposed study would properly be undertaken by
‘the commission. However, the legislation that created this commission
(Chaper 1413, Statutes of 1974) provided for its termination 61 days after
the final adjournment of the 1975-76 legislative session, unless the date is
extended. Thus, legislation may be required if the commission is to under-
take the proposed study. If the commission is to be extended, the legisla-
tion should include specific ob]ectlves of the commission. A more detailed
discussion concerning the commission is under our Analysis of Item 245,
page 438.

-Limit Availability of Construction Funds

We recommend that the availability of construction funds be limited to
one year rather than three years.

Until the current fiscal year all funds in the capital outlay section of the
Budget Act were available on a three-year basis. In the Budget Act of 1975
plannmg and working drawing funds were made available for one year
only in an attempt to expedite construction projects. However, construc-
tion funds are still available for three years, which tends to delay projects.
This is evident when one compares the time required for community
colleges to go to construction against that required by others. The commu-
nity colleges have nearly all projects committed to construction within
one year of availability. This is because the Education Code requires that
community colleges award a contract within the fiscal year that construc-
tion funds are appropriated in order to remain eligible for any state fund-
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ed augmentation of the project. No such requirement is placed upon other
segments of government and the result is a delay in construchon pro_] ects
or premature funding of construction monies.

It is apparent from the community college record that if constructlon
projects are properly planned and funded at the proper time they can be
un‘derway within one year of the availability of construction funds: Hence,
in a further effort to expedite projects and to encourage proper:planning
and funding, we recommend that construction funds be made avallable
for one year. S

‘Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education

We recommend that the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Hnger Educa-
tion be retitled the “State of California Capital Outlay Fund”
requirement that, in each fiscal year, first call on these finds be for. needs
in higher education and that the remaining funds be available for. use. for
other state capital outiay needs.

Current estimates indicate that approximately $135 million will be avall-
able for appropriation from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public ngher
‘Education (COFPHE) in fiscal year 1976-77. Of this amount the Gover-
~ nor’s Budget proposes $57.6 million for capital outlay in education and $5
million for instructional equipment and deferred maintenance in the sup-
-port budget of the UmverS1ty of California. Thus, there could be as much
as $72.4 million remaining in the COFPHE fund if the Governor s Budget
is approved:

Because the need for capital outlay expenditures in higher educatlon
has diminished from what it was during the mid-60’s and early 1970’s, the
COFPHE fund probably will have a significant surplus each year. Retain-
ing this surplus for the exclusive use of education does not seem appropri-
ate when the state has capital outlay needs in other areas.

Proposed 1976-77 Capital Outlay Program

~ The Trustees’ request for 1976-77 included 45 major capital outlay
projects totaling $40,538,000. The Governor’s Budget proposes $19,232,000
for 26 projects. We have separated the projects into the four descriptive
categories and in priority order as presented in the Trustees 1976-77
capital outlay program. .

A. Statewide Planning ‘ e
We recommend a $150,000 reduction in Item 399(3), pre]zmmary p]an-
ning, 1977-78 projects.
This category includes three requests. A summary of these requests and
our recommendation for each is reflected in Table 3.

_ Table 3
Planning Projects

Budget Bill Legislative Am]yst

Item Project Title Campus Amount Becommendaaon
399(1) - Master planning .. Statewide $190,000 $190,000-
399(2)  General studies . Statewide 50,000 50,000

399(3)  Preliminary Planning oo Statewide 250,000 C 100,000 ’
. TOTAL $490,000 $340,000
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The request for statewide master planning will provide an average of
$10;000-for ‘each operating.campus. The amount provided each campus
will.vary and be dependent upon individual campus planning needs. The
funds will provide for evaluation and readjustments of campus master
plans necessitated. by changing instruction .program needs and the re-
qulrement to increase utilization of existing facilities.

--The item for statewide general studies will provide for topograph1c
'surveys engineering studies, utility studies, traffic studies and other mis-
cellaneous studies necessary for physical planmng of individual campus
needs. These funds will also be provided on an “as needed” basis.

Preliminary planning funds of $250,000 are provided for those projects
included in the Governor’s Budget for workmg drawings and/or working
drawings/construction. Of this amourt, a maximum of $75,000 would be
-available July 1, 1976 for utility and site development projects. Based on
the Trustees’ three-year program and probable systemwide needs, it ap-
pears that the maximum planning funds necessary would be $100,000. This
amount would provide for planning those noninstructional capacity
projects scheduled for 1977-78 in the Trustees’ three-year program. Of this
amo Int $25 000 should be available ]uly 1, 1976 for utilities and site devel-

,olects to Make Existing and Funded Buildings Operable

Thxs category contains sixteen projects consisting of one construction
request and sixteen equipment requests. We recommend approval except
for the construction request and one equipment request. A summary of
the: request under thlS category and our recommendations is provided in
Table 4

Table 4
Projects to Make Existing and Funded
Buildings Operable

' Budget  Legislative
Item : Bill Analyst

NolHH -+ Project Title Phase® Campus Amount Recommendation
399 4y - Utilities to Library addition we Humboldt $212,000 Pending
399(5) +" "-"Central Plant I e Bakersfield 7,000 0
399(6). <+ : Initial cafeteria e Bakersfield 81,000 81,000
399(7) Science Building IT e Bakersfield 319,000 319,000
399(8) Classroom office building e Dominguez Hills 318,000 318,000
399(9) Theater arts building e Dominguez Hills 289,000 289,000
399(10) ~ Library addition e Humboldt 500,000 500,000
399(11) *- - Iridustrial technology building e Long Beach 500,000 500,000
399(12) 0ld administration building con- : :

#ia0 0 L version e Long Beach 68,000 68,000
399(13) Creative arts bmldmg e  San Bernardino 420,000 420,000
399(14)  Humanities classroom building e San Diego 295,000 295,000
399(15)  Architectural classroom building e  San Luis Obispo 403,000 403,000
399(16)  Science building e Fresno 600,000 600,000
399(17)  Science building e Pomona 600,000 600,000

)~ Library addition e San Francisco 90,000 90,000

~"Science 2, I e San Jose 423,000 423,000

5,055,000 $4836,000

2 Phase symbol indicates: w-working drawings; c-construction; e-equipment.
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Humboldt

We withhold recommendabon of Item 399(4), utilities to 11b1'ary addz-
tion, pending further information.

The purpose of this project ($212,000) is to provide electrical anid water
distribution services for the proper functioning of the library addition
which is scheduled for completion in September 1976. The project will also
relocate water lines that are in a hazardous area because of recent land-
slides. However, the extent of the utilities to be included under this
project is unclear. In December 1975, the Trustees engaged an engineer-
ing firm to develop design and cost information: Until this information is
available, the extent of the project and the adequacy of the requested
funds cannot be determined.

Bakersfield

We recommend deletion of Item 399(5), Central Plant 111, equzpmeut
a reduction of $7,000.

The Central Plant III construction project was funded in the Budget Act
of 1975. The project added cooling and heating capacity to an existing
central plant. The addition of this capacity does not justify the requested
equipment funds. The central plant has been a functional operatlng facil-
ity for a number of years. Equipment for such ongoing operations is pro-
vided in the CSUC support and operations budget. If the Trustees believe
this request is a high priority, it should be funded from that source.

C. Projects to Fully Utilize the Existing Campus

This category contains four proposals. A summary of the prOJects and
our recommendations for each are provided in Table 5.

Table 5
Projects to Fully Utilize the Existing Campus

_Budget Legislative

Item Bill Analyst
No. Project Title Phase® Campus Amount Recommendation
399(20) Remove  architectural :

barriers to  hand- : .

icapped pwce Statewide $500,000 . $500,000
99(21)  Site development 1977 : .

(Hillary Street reloca-

. tion) Cw Hayward i 16,000 S0
399(22)  Fine arts building (thtle B
Theater) ¢ Bakersfield . 1,791,0000 = Pending
399(23)  Physical .education facil- :
ity - ¢ Dominguez Hills 4,007,000 Pending
TOTAL $10,314,000 $500,000

2 Phase symbol indicates: p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings; c-construction; e- equ1pment
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Statewide i : a :

The request for funds for removal of architectural barriers to the hand-
icapped represents an ongoing effort by the CSUC which was implement-
ed in the Budget Act of 1973. A total of $2.8 million has been prov1ded for
this purpose in the last three budget acts.

The Trustees indicate that the requested funds may be used as matchmg
funds. for federal assistance under the provisions of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act. The proposed funding will provide items such as
ramps, restroom modifications, threshold and door modifications, hand-
rails and building elevators.

Hayward

We recommend deletion of Item 399(21), site development 1977 (Hil-
lary Street relocation) a reduction of $16,000.

This request is for funds to share with the City of Hayward the cost of
rerouting a city street that intersects the campus perimeter road. The
state apparently would share in the following aspects of the project:

1. Exit and entrance ramps to the campus. -

2. Additional widening of the basic road required for stacking lanes
" connected to the entrance and exit ramps.

3. Sidewalks required for the safety of students.

4. Dedication of an unspecified amount of right-of-way.

We have recommended deletion of this itemn for the following reasons:

1. Engineering traffic studies have not been completed. Therefore, the
need for this project cannot be verified.

2. An Environmental Impact Report has not been prepared.

3. The city has hired an engineering consultant firm to undertake engi-
neering and feasibility studies to determine potential alternate
routes. This study has not been completed and the city council appar-
ently has not acted upon this matter.

Bakersfield

We withhold recommendation on Item 399(22), fine arts buz]dmg (Lit-
tle Theater) pendmgmformabon concerning nonstate funding of portions
of the project and compliance with the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA).

This request ($1,791,000) is for state funding of a 500-seat little theater
similar to facilities constructed on other CSUC campuses. The state fund-
ed facilities will total approximately 19,600 gross square feet (gsf) and will
consist of a stage, arena theater and support areas. In addition to the state
funding, the Trustees have indicated that Foundation gift funds will be
used to construct an additional 5,600 gsf. The additional areas represent
an enrichment beyond that normally supported by the state (i.e., larger
arena theater, stage and green room). The estimated cost for this area
totals $473,850. It is not clear that this amount of funding is available from
the Foundation. Because of this and because the added areas will be an
integral part of the building and not separable for construction bidding
purposes, we believe it would be appropriate for the Trustees to provide
written certification that Foundation funds are available for (1) the cost
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of the project as currently estimated and (2) any augmentatmns that may
be necessary in order to. award a construction contract.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. In Aprll 1973, the Trust-
ees filed an Environmental Impact Report for the “construction, mainte-
nance and operation of the campus for California State College
Bakersfield”. However, the Trustees have apparently not prepared an
Environmental Impact Report in accordance with the California Env1ron-
mental Quality Act (CEQA), for this project. Until such a report is pre-

pared and reviewed construction funds for .this project.. should .be
w1thheld :

Dominguez Hills

We withhold recommendation on Item 3.9.9(23), ph ys1ca1 educabon fa-
cility, pending compliance with CEQA.

This proposal ($4,007,000) will provide a permanent gymnasium’ of ap-
proximately 64,600 gsf consisting of the main gymnasium, activity rooms,
lockers and showers. This campus is the only campus within the system
without any facilities of this type. Working drawings for-this project were
provided in the Budget Act of 1975. These documents are currently. bemg
prepared and the project is scheduled to be bid in the budget. year and
completed in March 1978.

Environmental Impact Report C'omplzance An Env1ronmental Im-
‘pact Report has not been prepared for this project. In accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act, funds should be withheld untll such
a report is prepared and reviewed. :

D. Projects to Provide Facilities for Enroliment Needs :

This category contains four projects consisting of one workmg drawmg
request and three construction requests. A summary of the prOJects and
our recommendatlons for each are provided in Table 6.

Table 6 . L
Projects to Provide Facilities for Enrollment Needs .
S : i Budget Légz's]aﬁve :
Item : Bill Analyst

No. " Project Title Phase®*  Campus ' Amount Recommendatzon
399(24) . Library III w  Fresno $100,000° .5'100000"
399(25)  Library addition w........coccemsicerssmoenss ¢ * Sonoma 2,696,000 Pendmg y
399(26)  Classroom office building.. .. ¢  Sacramento 4,335,000

399(27)  Marine laboratory addition .............. ¢ Humboldt - 242,000 - - 242000

TOTAL ) o $7,373,000 .5:342,000 E

@ Phase symbol indicates: w—working drawings; c—construction.

Fresno

The proposed L1brary III project represents an addltlon of 92 876 gsf
plus remodeling of the existing library and instructional media center.
Upon completion the library complex will provide space for 520,000 bound
volumes and 2,600 reader stations. This space is within current state guide-
lines for an enrollment of 13,000 FTE, which is the current steady state
enrollment at Fresno State University.
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Environmental Impact Report Comp]zauce -An EIR for. this project .
has been filed, reviewed and approved

Sonoma

- We withhold recommendabon of Item 39.9(25) 11b1'ary addmon pend—
mg compliance with the CEQA.

This proposal ($2,696,000) provides for a 50,600.gsf add1t10n to the exist-
ing library. Upon completion the library complex will provide for 244,000
bound volumes and 1,220 reader stations. This capacity is ‘consistent with
current state guidelines for a 6,100 FTE enrollment. The Sonoma campus
has adequate instructional related capacity for such enrollment. In addi-
tion to the new library space, the proposed project will provide approxi-
mately 8,500 gsf for permanent location of the campus computer facilities.
In our opinion, the project is justified and because workmg drawings have
been started the project can be under construction in the budget year.

. Environmental Impact Report Comp]zzmce An Environmental Im-
pact Report has not been prepared in accordance with the requirements
of CEQA. Until this is done funds should be withheld.

Sacramento

" We recommend de]ebon of Item 399(26), classroom-office bw]dmg;
reduction-of $4,335,000.

This proposal is for construction of a 68,600 gsf facility providing class-
room capacity of 1,466 FTE and 210 faculty stations. Working drawing
funds for this project were provided in the Budget Act of 1974. However,
the project approved at that time was slightly larger in that it proposed
a total classroom capacity .of 2,100 FTE. Working drawings for this project
have not-been started..

-As illustrated in Table 1,:page 1003, the Sacramento campus currently
has .an excess capacity of nearly 1 ;000 FTE in classroom space and 81 FTE
in class-laboratories. In view of this excess capacity we believe it would be
inappropriate to provide more space on this campus.

Environmental Impact Report Compliance. An Environmental Im-
pact Report for this projet has not been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act. Funds should be withheld until
such a report is prepared and reviewed in accordance with the require-
ments of that act.

Humboldt

This request represents a funding augmentation to a marine laboratory
project that was funded for working drawings.in the Budget Act of 1972
and for construction in the Budget Act of 1973. The project is an 8,700 gsf
addition to an existing facility and will provide 96 lecture FTE ‘and 27
laboratory FTE capacity space. The capacity space is included in Table 1,
page 1003, which shows that the Humboldt campus has excess classroom

' space. However this facility is located in the City of Trinidad several miles
from the main campus. The existing marine laboratory facﬂlty is deficient
in both lecture and laboratory space and the requested project will correct
these deficiencies.

The augmentation requirement is necessary because of the unusually
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long period of time required for planning the project. Although approxi--
mately three moriths were required to get coastal commission approval for
construction of this project, the majority of the delays was apparently a
result of uncertainties at the campus and scheduling within the State
Office of Architecture and Construction. The project is currently in the
working drawing stage and should be under construction in the begmnlng
of the budget year. '
Environmental Impact Report Compliance. An Environmental Im-
pact Report has been prepared, reviewed and approved for this project.

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES
Item 400 from the Capital Out- -

lay Fund for Public Higher - : ‘ O
Education Budget p. 966

Requested 19T6-TT ......meernnireesivensersesreresiesesssssisssssssessees $4,000,000.

Recommended approval ..........cciveveninnieinnes reerinererereeetaes vereenns 4,000,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

- We recommend approval. S

This request represents a lump sum appropriation to be allocated for
minor construction and improvement projects ($100,000 and less per
project) at each of the 19 campuses.

Projects under this item, except for those related to capac1ty space and
new space, are reviewed on a post-audit basis. All capacity related projects
and projects which provide new space must be submitted for reviéew prior:
to inclusion in the budget. Any proposed changes in approved projects
-must be approved by the Department of Finance and rev1ewed by the-
Legislative Analyst. :

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY

Item 401 from the Capital Out-
lay Fund for Public Higher

Education , Budget p.’988
Requested 1976-T7 ... S $291,900
Recommended approval ........cccvrveeerveeiuerennnens ereeprnesesianeneens - 234,600
Recommended reduction ..........ccuniceencreeeieerereneiisioneneeennensd ’ 57,300

Aua]yszs
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS B page

1. Mechanical Utilities System Reduce $44,900. Recom- 1013
mend reduction in construction.
9. Area and Street Lighting. Reduce by $12,400. Recom- 1013
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mend deletion.: -

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
(1) Preliminary plans and working drawings—Corporation
“Yard, Phase II ..ot Ccneesnnsssiessenes $15,000

We recommend approval,

“This proposal will provide the last phase of a project to replace existing
corporation yard facilities. Replacement is requested because the build-
ings are (1) inadequate and antiquated and (2) improperly located on the
campus. Phase II will provide approximately 4,000 assignable square feet
consisting of shops, lockers, showers and office areas. The California State
University and Colleges use $27.77 per gross square foot as a cost guideline
for buildings of this type, including built-in equipment. We believe this
amount is adequate and suggest that the academy use this figure for a
design guideline.

(2) Construct—mechanical utilities system .........cccevvevenennes $264,500

- We recommend a reduction of $44,900 to reflect current estimate.

‘Diuring 1975-76, the Department of Finance under Section 28 of the
Budget ‘Act, reverted funds appropriated for a welding laboratory
($45,900) in order to fund preliminary planning and working drawing
funds for a mechanical utilities system ($16,000) and a perimeter road
($8,000). The remaining funds reverted to the Capital Outlay Fund for
Public Higher Education. The Department of Finance and the academy
determined that the welding laboratory was a low priority pro_]ect that
could be deferred.

The proposed project will provide sanitary sewer, gas, water and drain-
age.utilities necessary for the master plan building program. Preliminary
plans have been developed recently and working drawings should be
started in February. The plans were completed subsequent to preparation
of the Governor’s Budget. As a result, the requested funds do not reflect
changes brought about by State Fire Marshal review and a closer assess-
ment of utility requirements. Because of this, the project cost has been
reduced by $44,900. Thus, the requested funds should be reduced accord-
ingly.

(3) Preliminary plans and working drawings—eléctrical

" distribution system, area and street lighting.................. . $12,400

We recommend deletion in the amount of $12,400.

This request is for funds to allow design and preparation of construction
documents for area and street lighting in the new areas developed under
the expansion program. Because there will be several new structures with
some area lighting, we believe it would be proper to defer this project
until the academy has had an opportunity to evaluate lighting needs based
on actual conditions after development. The new facilities are anticipated
to be completed in early 1977. Therefore, the academy could evaluate the
area lighting needs and propose an approprlate project for the 1977-78
Budget Bill. v




1014 / CAPITAL OUTLAY ' Item 402

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

‘Item 402 from the Community ;
College Construction Program ’ o
Fund Budget p. 996

ReqUESted 1976-TT .......covererrererresressinsiesssessssesissssssssesssssssssssens $34,059,600
Recommended approval ... 25,088,700
Recommended reduCtOn ... ecceeeieeeeenneeieneesssessesesnsssenss 2,379,600
Recommendation Pending ..........crcveoncseneemmmnsesnsesssnne 6,591,300
) Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ~ page

1. Lassen College. Withhold recommendation on second 1016
well and water distribution pending compliance with the -
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). p

9. Laney College. Reduce by $326,500. Recommend dele- 1016
tion of remodeling of existing building for art. .

3. Merritt College. Reduce by $296,000. Recommend dele- 1016
tion of remodeled Old Library. ,

4. Chaffey College. Reduce by $195300. Recommend de- 1016
letion of classroom space from the auto shop and technical
laboratory building. o

5. Contra Costa College. Reduce by $107,000. Recom: 1016

mend deletion of classroom space from the applied arts,

administration and maintenance complex. . o

DeAnza College. Reduce by $434,700. Recommend de- 1016

letion of classroom building.

College of the Siskiyous. Reduce by $140,600. Recom- 1016

mend deletion of vocation education building.

Southwestern College. Reduce by $449,500. Recom- 1016

mend deletion of technology building No. 1. o

. College of the Sequoias. Reduce by $159,700. Recom- 1016

mend deletion of welding laboratory.

10. Bakersfield College. Reduce by $269,800. Recommend 1016
deletion of trade technical addition. - .

11. Los Angeles Harbor College. Withhold recommendation 1016
on auto technical laboratory addition pending compliance ‘
with CEQA.

12. College of the Sequoias. ‘Witlihold recommendation on- 1016
remodel south wing of the Administration Building pend- - -
ing compliance with CEQA. ' :

13. Orange Coast College. - Withhold recommendation on 1016
business educatlon addition pendmg comphance with
CEQA. o

14. Golden West College. Wxthhold recommendation on 1016
educational unit No. 1 pending compliance with CEQA. -

15. Orange Coast College. Withhold recommendation on 1016
chemistry building pending compliance with CEQA. '

© @
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16. Palomar College. Withhold recommendation on life and 1016

earth sciences bmldlng pending compliance with CEQA.

17. Palomar College. Wlthhold recommendation pending 1016
~compliance with CEQA." ,
18, Santa Barbara City College. Withhold recommendation 1016

~ on marine technology building pending compliance with

CEQA.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The 48 projects in the schedule under this item represent a total com-
munity college capital outlay program of $62,039,344. The state participa-
tion (sharing ratio) in approved community college capital outlay projects
is based on the formula established by Chapter 1550, Statutes of 1967,
which takes into account the ratio of weekly student contact hours and
assessed valuation districtwide and statewide. Based on this formula the
state’s share of the total program is $34,059,600 with the remaining
$27,979,744 required to be funded by the individual districts.

The state funding for this program is proposed from the Community
College Construction Program Bond Act of 1976 which is to go before the
electorate in June 1976. Thus, the use of the proposed funds is contingent
upon approval of the bond act by the electorate.

Need for Instructional Capacity Space

The Budget Act of 1975 placed a hmltatlon on state aid apportionments
tied to 105 percent of the average daily attendance (ADA) reported for
the 1974-75 second principal apportionment. The Budget Bill proposes to
continue this level of state funding participation for 1976-77 based upon
the 1975-76 second principal apportionment. The second principal appor-
tionment is based on an updated, refined ADA enrollment figure as of
April of the fiscal:year. This “cap” represents a recognized limitation on
state funding participation in community college enrollments and result-
ing costs. It reflects a determination that the rate of growth reflected
instructional programs and clients exceeding the state’s responsibility. We
support this and believe that the community college capital outlay pro-
gram supported by the state should reflect this level of participation.
However, the Chancellor’s office continues to support and request state
funding for capital outlay projects based on enrollment projections far in
excess of this current state funding participation rate. Such inconsistency
should not continue. In our opinion, the Department of Finance should

provide state supported enrollment projections based on the “cap” and
the Chancellor’s office should utilize these projections.

Regardless of this limitation, enrollments in all of higher education
(including community colleges) are projected to reach a peak in the early
1980’s and then fall below current enrollments. It is not expected that the
current level of enrollment will be reached again until the mid-1990’s.
Enrollments for fall 1975 are higher than expected, but we believe this is
an aberration and should not affect the long-range projections. In our

- Analysis of the 1975-76 Budget Bill, we proposed that it would be unwise
to fund projects that would provide capacity in excess of 1975-76 enroll-
ment needs. We believe this proposal is still appropriate. This may require

34-—88825
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some overcrowding during the latter portion of this decade However, this
will be short term, and instructional space {(which was adequate for 1975
enrollments) should be adequate until the mid-1990’s. Therefore, our rec-
ommendations for instructional capacity space in all three segments of
higher education, including the community colleges, is based on these
needs. : :

Proposed 1975-76 Capital Outlay Program

As we have indicated, the total number of projects in this item is 48. We
have grouped the projects into the following four categories and provided
a discussion of each category. The cost estimates for projects in each
category are in line with similar projects experienced in the California
State University and College campuses. The totals shown for each cate-
gory represent the state’s share only.

1. Site development and utlllty soervices $1,349,600

. We withhold recommendation of Item 415(4), second WeII and Water

distribution, Lassen College pending compliance with the Ca]zforma En vi-
ronmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This category represents 4 percent of the proposed state part101pat1ng
program. It contains a total of six projects for power plants, site develop-
ment and utilities. We recommend approval of all projects except the
second well and water distribution project at Lassen College. An Environ-
mental Impact Report has not been filed for this project. In accordance
with the CEQA, funds should be withheld until such a report is approved.

2. Equipment $1,358,800
We recommend approval. ‘
This category contains 10 projects and represents 4 percent of the
proposed state participating program. The buildings to be equipped in-
clude facilities for general academics, vocational technical, libraries and
physical education. o

3. Instructional capacity facilities $24,118,900

We recommend reduction or deletion of nine projects as summarized
in Table 1, a total reduction of $2,378,900.

Further, we withhold recommendation of eight projects as summarized
in Table 2, pending compliance with the California Environmental Qual-
ity Act (CEQA).

This category contains 19 projects representing 70.8 percent of the
proposed state participating share. Based on existing campus capacity and
enrollments for 1975 we recommend approval of all the projects except
those identified in Table 1. The projects represent those that would pro-
vide instructional capacity space in excess of that needed for 1975-76
enrollments. _

Environmental impact Report Compliance

A total of eight projects that are justified based on campus capacity and
" enrollments have not had Environmental Impact Reports filed in compli-
ance with the California Environmental Quality Act. Funds for these
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projects should be withheld until compliance is accomplished. These
projects are identified in Table 2.

Table 1
Instructional Capacity Facilities Providing Excess Campus Capacity
Budget Legisiative
ltem Bl Analyst
No. Project Title Campus/District Amount Recommendation
402(24) . Remodel existing building for art........... Laney/Peralta $326,300 0
402(25)  Remodel old library .. Merritt/Peralta 296,000 0
402(27) *  Auto shop and technical laboratory ........... Chaffey/Chaffey 1,021,200 825,900
402(34)  Applied arts, administration and mainte-
1ANCE COMPIEX rvrenrenreerrerressrasissrenes Contra Costa/
Contra Costa 2,550,000 2,443,000°
402(38)  Classroom BUilding c.....ome-ccscsessssessossersees DeAnza/Foothill 434,700 0
402(42)  Vocational Education buxldmg .. Siskiyous/Siskiyou 140,600 0
402(43)  Technology building #1......coccmrmrrsreerne Southwestern i :
Sweetwater 449,500 0
402(4)  Welding laboratory Sequoias/Sequoias 159,700 o
402(45) - Trade technical addil Bakersfield/Kern 269,800 0
' $5,648,500 $3,268,900

2 Reduction reflects deletion of classroom space.
b An Environmental Impact Report has not been filed in accordance with CEQA.

Table 2

Instructional Capacity Projects for which Environmental Impact Reports Have
Not Been Filed

. Budget
ltem Bill
No. Project Title Campus/District Amount
402(21)  Auto technical laboratory addition ..........ueessmessees Harbor/Los Angeles $31,900
402(26)  Remodel south wing of administration building ......  Sequoias/Sequoias 130,000
402(31)  Business education building . Orange Coast/Coast 369,100
402(32)  Education Unit #1 Golden West/Coast 1,776,800
402(33)  Chemistry building Orange Coast/Coast 2,210,700
402(35)  Life and Earth science building Palomar/Palomar 446,100
402(36) . Industrial technology building ...... " Palomar/Palomar 1,050,200
402(39)  Marine technology building Santa Barbara City/
Santa Barbara 414,600
' $6,429,400
4. Libraries/learning resource centers ) $7,232,300.

We recommend approval.

This category contains three projects representing 21 2 percent of the
proposed state participating share. Each facility is justified. based on cur-
rent state guidelines for facilities of this type. The proposed facilities will
bring library space on these campuses in line with those guidelines.
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Sections 2.5 (Items 403—404);

9.6 (Items 405-408); and

2.8 (Items 409—415) from vari-

ous park bond funds.

~ Items 403-415

Requested 1976-77
Recommendation pending

(Total all above items)

............................

$21,273,399
21,273,399

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend special review.
Sections 2.5, 2.6 and 2.8 of the Budget Bill include the following 1tems
which are budgeted by departments within the Resources Agency -for

capital outlay projects and local grants from 3 bond programs.

Item
Section 2.5

Description

Department of Parks and

Recreation—state park de-
velopment

Department of Parks .and
Recreation—state park ac-
quisition and development

Department of Parks and
Recreation—state park plan-
ning and development
Department of Navigation
and Ocean Development—
minor capital outlay
Wildlife Conservation Board
—fish hatchery development

Department of. Parks and-

Recreation—state park de-
velopment

Wildlife Conservation Board
—acquisition of habitat area

Department of Parks and
Recreation—state park plan-
ning and surveys
Department of Parks and
Recreation—state park de-
sign and development
Department of Parks and
Recreation—state park ac-
quisition

Department of Parks and
Recreation—administration
of local assistance grants
Department of Parks and
Recreation—local assistance
grants

Department of Parks and
Recreation—local assistance
grants

Fund

1964 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and Historical
Facilities Fund
1964 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and Historical
Facilities Fund

Recreation and Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Fund

Recreation and Fish- and
Wildlife Enhancement Fund

Recreation and Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Fund
Recreation - and Fish and
Wildlife Enhancement Fund

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and  Historical
Facilities Fund

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational  and  Historical
Facilities Fund

1974 State Beach, Park Rec-
reational and Hlstoncal
Facilities Fund

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and  Historical
Facilities Fund

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and  Historical
Facilities Fund

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and  Historical
Facilities Fund :

1974 State Beach, Park, Rec-
reational and  Historical
Facilities Fund

Requested -
Appropriation

$248,790

- Reéppropriation

264,509

80,000

21,000

Reappropriation ..+

1,000,000
1,281,699
5,366,599
Reappr.opriatidn
146,631
12,864,171

Reversions

$21,273,399

s
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We recommend the above itenis be placed under special review be-
cause the Department of Parks and Recreation has not made its final
selection of capital outlay acquisition and development projects for the
budget year. Following the department’s final selection of projects, we
will prov1de a supplemental analysis to the fiscal committees of all the
items in order that the analysis will be contained in one document.

In our supplemental analysis of these items, we intend to recommend
approval of Items 413, 414, and 415 for the Department of Parks and
Recreation local assistance grant program. Local assistance grants are
selected as prescribed in the bond act and represent decisions made by
local government.

Status of State Park System Acquisitions

In prior analyses we have included a list of state park system acqulsltlons_
which are not completed in order to inform the Legislature of the magni-
tude of the acquisition program approved in prior Budget Acts and special
- bills and in order to consolidate the entire program into one document.

Table 1 shows the most current information relative to the department’s
acquisition backlog. The projects shown are all those which have been
authorized from the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facili-
ties Funds of 1964 and 1974, the Bagley Conservation Fund, the State Park
Contingent Fund, the Off-Highway Vehicle Fund, the General Fund, the
Park and Recreation Revolving Account, the Collier Preservation Fund
and Hostel Facilities and Use Fees. Many of the acquisitions are partially
completed as shown by the remaining balance of appropriations and the
acreage not yet acquired.

The Real Estate Services Division of the Department of General Serv-
" ices estimates that three to four years will be required to complete the
existing $111 million program even if no new acquisition appropriations
are added. -

Table 1 does not include acquisition appropriations originally proposed
for inclusion in the Budget Act of 1975 because the department’s projects
were not presented in time to be included in budget appropriations.
Subsequently, these projects were incorporated into Assembly Bill: No
2329 (Z’berg) which is currently before the Legislature.

The amount of time required for acquisition of park properties has
always been lengthy because of the time needed for survey, appraisal,
negotiation and escrow activities. However, the recent addition of implied
dedication determinations, owner relocation payments and more proce-
dural safeguards for condemnation actions has served to substantially com-
plicate the acquisition process. Prior to the current year when additional
staff was authorized, the Office of Real Estate Services was also hand-
1capped with insufficient staff to handle its workload. Improved progress
is now apparent
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PARKS AND RECREATION

Table 1
Acquisitions Not Completed

APPROPRIATIONS AND EXPENDITURES AS OF OCTOBER 31, 1975
Funding provided by the State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilitiés

Fund of 1964 and 1974; the Bagley Conservation Fund; the State Park

Contingent Fund; the Off-Highway Vehicle Fund; the General Fund:; the
Park and Recreation Revolving Account; the Collier Park Preservation and Fund
and Hostel Facilities and Use Fees

Acres i
Praject Amount Acquired To Be.
(Appropriations) Available  Expenditures  Balance to Date Acquired ..
Annadel Farms ' o )
(Ch 1068/75) -...covemrrnee © $165,000 ©— - $165,000 — 68.00
Ao Nuevo ’
(Ch 1484/74, Item o :
410.7B) ..vrevierrrrrnareens 1,000,000 $611,357 388,643 161.00 24.00
Anza Borrego .
(Item 382.2/74) .......... 30,000 —. 30,000 —_ 92.50
(Ch 1484/74, Item S
410.7B) ..ovvrrernrieerennens 1,100,000 33,664 1,066,336 — 2513.77
Bear Harbor Ranch .
(Ttem 350/73) oo 2035000 1033153 1,001,847 3430.00 -
: (% interest) . :
(Ch 1521/74) ....cconoo.... 250,000 — 250,000 — Augmentation
Big Basin Redwoods S
(Item 382/74) ............ 70,000 - — 70,000 — 80.00
(Ch 1483/74, Item
410.7B) ..ovvrecrcrrnnns 250,000 1,616 248,384 — 173.00.
Bodie SHP : : .
(Ch 1484/74, Item .
410.7B) ..o 75,000 — 75,000 — 225.00 .
Border Field ) .
(Ch 1484/74, Item ’ ) i
410.7B) oo 3,000,000 19405 2,980,505 — 390.00
(Ch 927/75, Item A) 3,000,000 “— 3,000,000 — Augmentation -
Bothe-Napa :
(Ch 1484/74, Item )
410.7B) c.cenevrerrirecenne 650,000 5,272 644,728 — 597.00
Burton Creek . oo ’ ) )
(Ch 1064/73) .......co.... 6,000,000 - 5016 5994984 — 1,850.00
Candlestick Park . : ’
(Item 350/73) ............ 10,000,000 . - 1,531,018 8,468,982 22.19 246.81
Carmel River
(Ch 1484/74, Item
410.7B) ..verunerrrerece 1,750,000 1,351 1,748,649 — 35.60
Castle Rock
(Item 382/74) 30,000 — 30,000 — . 85.00
(Item 367/75) 18,000 — 18,000 — 56.50
Century Ranch . . )
(Item 379/73) oo 5700000 4859498 840,502 263000  Relocation

(Ch 1521/72) ... 7,000,000 4,107,601 - 2892399 1,022.00 119.53
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Col. Allensworth
(Ch 1484/74, Item

410.7B) ce.cornerienrnennee 300,000 8,245 - 291,744 — 186.35
Columbia SHP
(Ch 1484/74, Item
410.7B) oo 430,000 — 430,000 —
Corral Beach
(Ch 1521/74) ...cconevvvene 2,000,000 6,228 1,993,772 — 4.80

Cosumnes River
(Ch 1484/74, Item
410.7B) ucvrrirrinanns 2,500,000 — 2,500,000 — 3,450.00
Caswell Memorial )
(Ch 1484/74, Item

ZAT0y] ) — 50,000 6,683 43,317 — 13.00
Coyote River Parkway ’ .
(Itemn 423/66) ............ 2,500,000 2,139,845 360,155 467.29 Relocation

Cuyamaca Rancho
(Ch 1484/74, Item

410.7B) ceoccrrncererecennne 1,800,000 2,182 1,797,818 — 2,003.30
Delta Channels Islands
(Ch 1484/74, Item
410.7B) 500,000 - — 500,000 . - 1,000.00
Doheny SB .
(Ch 1521/74) .conveenecens 750,000 945 749,055 — 2901
Elk Creek Ranch :
(Item 350/73) e 100,000 2,123 97,877 — 200.00
(Ch 1521/74) ... . 250,000 — 250,000 — Augmentation
El Capitan S
(Ch 1484/74, Item i
410.7B) i 2,500,000 65 2,499,935 — 300.00
El Presidio .de Santa
Barbara
(Ch 1521/74) .........cvine 100,000 6,518 93,482 — Relocation
Empire Mine:
(Item 350/73) ..occveene 1,500,000 1,478,930 21,070 T76.68 2.84
Folsom Lake
(Item 369/75) ............ 400,000 — 400,000 — 175.00
Fort Ross ‘ )
(Item 350/73) ..oeevveens 742,217 17,736 724,481 — 869.00
(Ch 1521/74) ...covomvnvene 750,000 — 750,000 — Augmentation
Gaviota/Refugio
(Item 423/66) ............ 4,519,558 4,420,704 98,855 2,286.13 200.00
Gualala River ) .
[(© 13T R R ) R—— 55,000 8,003 46,997 — 5100
Hendy Redwoods :
(@9 TR R ) p— 300,000 6,412 293,588 — 200.00
Hollister Hills . .
(& 70K ) J—— 1,400,000 856,362 543,638 2,848.00 —_
Humboldt Redwoods .
(Item 318.1/72) .......... 490,000 36,150 453,850 45.33 —
(Item 349/73) .....cvon. 489,600 — 489,600 — p—
(Item 382/74) ..o 357,000 — 357,000 — -
(Item 382.1/74) .......... 135,000 - 135,000 — -
(Ch 1484/74, Item .
410.7B) coovievrrrecnnnns 1,500,000 1,497,493 2,507 300.00 —
(Item 367/75) : 300,000 — 300,000 — 138.87
Indian Grinding Rock

(Ch 1201/75, Item
38TN) oo 250,000 — 250000 - 29000
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Inverness Ridge
(Ch 1521/74) ...........
Jetty Beach
(Item 379/73) ............
Julia P. Burns
(Ch 1484/74, Ttem
410.7B) oo
Las Tunas Beach
(Ch 1581/74) .c........
Leo Carrillo
(Ch 983/73) oo
(Ch 1484/74, Item
410.7B) oo
(Ch 1521/74) v
Little River
(Item 318.2/72) ........
Los Liones Canyon
(Ch 1077/75) ..oiceerne
MacKerricher SP
(Item 350/73). .....ovens
Malibu Lagoon
(Ch 1484/74, Item
4107B) oo
Manchester SB
(Item 350/73) .........
Manresa SB _
(Item 379/73) ...........
Marin County
(Ch 1020/75) .coovsonnn.
Mendocino Headlands
(Item 350/73) ...
(Ch 1521/74) ...........
(Ch 340/75) oo
Montana de Oro
(Item 313/71) ....vuuueees
Montara SB
(Item 350/73) ...vvueens
Morro Bay
(Ch 1514/74, Item
“4103H) oo
Mount Diablo
(Itern 350/73) ..o
(Ch 1484/74, Item

(
Newport & Laguna
Beach
(Item 410.2/74) ..........
Ocotillo Wells
(Ch 7T41/75) ..cccernrreenn.
Old Town San Diego
(Item 350/73) .........
(Item 379/73) ...covunene.
(Ch '1484/74, Item
A 1] )
Pacifica Beach
(Ch 853/75) .covvrrrrnnee
Pan Pacific Park
(Ch 987/75, Item
410.7D) ....... eesarsrern

500,000

500,000

125,000
500,000
1,900,000

1,000,000
1,000,000

75,000
1,000,000

175,000

3,150,000

950,000

65,000

1,000,000
1,000,000
3,000,000

65,000
7,600,000
2,100,000

297,000
950,000

1,394

1,916

248
3,431
51,736

815

11,952

63,992

1393

13,449

517,534

187,033
82,309

2,568

485,908

24,050

11,971

263,976
813

729

498,606 .

498,084

124,752
496,569
1,848,264

999,185
1,000,000

63,048
1,000,000
111,008

3,148,677
386,551
582,466
600,000

67,967
550,000
200,000

867,691

62,432

514,092

975,950

3,000,000

65,000
7,588,029
2,100,000

33,024
949,187

349971

250,000

3,000,000

0.72

Items 403415

83095
5540 -
120.00 -
Nivig
9567

Augmenfation
1000

0
132,00
- 095
9756
263.00
159

202,00
Augmentation
-, 1031
Augmentation

5400

272.00
1,33000
1,000:00

117.00
1,500_.06 :
-~ 12,000.00

Relocation
“9.90

Augmentation

3000

28.00
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Patrick’s Point
(Ch 1484/74, Item

LA )y ) JO— ~ 500,000 5,581 494,419 — 200.00
Pescadero SB '
(Ch 1484/74, TItem .
A1) 3 O—— 560,000 1,192 558,808 — 393.45
Poppy Preserve
(Ch 1521/74) wcovecrsereen 300,000 633 299,367 — 400.00
Pomponio .
(Item 379/73) woeveeens 500,000 3,015 496,985 — 309.00
(Ch 1484/74, Item
A (1)) ) JOmmmmm— 150,000 6,093 143,907 —_ 1470
Prairie Creek Red-
woods : ‘
(Ch 1521/74) ..ccvvereen.. 1,000,000 — 1,000,000 - 320.00

Pygmy Forest
(Ch 1484/74, Item

A (1)) Joemwm— 1,400,000 12,838 1,387,162 — 642.00
Rancho Olompali
(Ch  30/75, ltem .
% N[1X) ) SO— 172,000 — 172,000 — —
Red Rock Canyon
(Item 350/73) cvvevvere. - 350,000 19,028 343,771 — 7,545.00
(Ch 1521/74) corveveereenee 450,000 " 458 449,542 — 2,009.00
Refugio SB
(Ch -1484/74, Item .
A1) 3 ) J— 1,100,000 8,782 1,091,218 — 42.00
Salt Point
(Ch 1521/74) .cccovvrrrn- 1,100,000 910,629 189,371 192.00 33.00
San _Elijo/Cardiff
(Ch 1484/74, Item :
A ()4 ;) Jo— ) 2,000,000 533 1,999,467 —_ 3.70
San Luis Island :
(Ch- 1484/74, Item ] : .
Y1 Jy) ;) JO— ' 1,500,000 — 1,500,000 —_ . 18,700.00
Santa Cruz Mountains
(Ch 1423/72) 2,500,000 28,680 2,471,320 — 1,799.00 -
(Ch T44/75) ovvvvvevrene 300,000 —_ 300,000 - —
Santa -Monica Moun- :
tains
(Item 423/66) ............ 8,000,000 7,741,885 258,115 2,203.77 Relocation
(Ttem 382/74) .. . 1,326,000 1,107,034 218,966 1,153.99 —
(Ttem 40L.1/74) .coovcr 310,000 . 309,712 288 — Augmentation
(Ch 1484/74, Ttem
A T1 4 ) JO— 3,900,000 1,091 3,898,909 —_ 1,577.00
Santa - Monica/Pacific : :
Ocean Park )
(Ttem 350/73) coveve. 1,800,000 1,504,774 295,226 3.00 Relocation
Schooner Gulch and :
Bowling Ball Beach
(0] 1T ) pe— 200,000 20,184 179,816 — 47.00
(Ch 1521/74) .ovvccrenrs 70,000 — 70,000 — Augmentation
Shasta  ‘County/Horr )
Ranch
(Ch 1484/74, ltem
% (1)) ) JOO— 150,000 14,801 135199 - - —
Simi Valley
© (Item 350/73) .o 3,000,000 92,140,786 859,214 3,383.00 Relocation

Sonoma Coast .
(Item 350/73), uverves 3,925,000 . 1,759,972 2,165,028 430.13 845.51
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South Carlsbad

(Ch 1484/74, Item ) i .

410.7B).....cccrcrrrerrrernnis 3,000,000 1,943 2,998,057 —_ 36.00 -

Stanford Home

(Item 379/73) ............ 951,000 2,046 948,954 - —
Standish Hickey . :

(Item 367/75) ...coco. 200,000 - 200,000 — 105.00
Sugar Pine Point

(Ch 1484/74, Item

410.7B) ... 1,250,000 3,393 1,246,607 — 36.00
Tomales Bay ’
(Ch 1521/74) .............. 2,000,000 28,738 1,971,262 — 560.00
Topanga Canyon
(Item 362/65) ........... 6,899,000 6,160,659 738,314 31.21 130.00
(Item 322/72) ............ 459,000 2,484 456,516 — 0.35
Torrey Pines :
(Item 382/74) ............ 70,000 — 70,000 R -
(Ch 1521/74) . 200,000 1,583 198,417 —_ 7.16
(Ch 881/75) oo 250,000 — 250,000 — 597
Usal Ranch
(Ch 1521/74) ....ccue.e. 500,000 — 500,000 — 2,440.00
Van Damme ’
(Ch 1484/74, Item ‘
E3L1N 4 ) —— 220,000 - 220,000 — 169.00
(Ch 1521/74) .....ovvvnnee. 280,000 - 257,379 22,621 73.00 Relocation
Ward Creek '
(Item 382/74) ............ 500,000 — 500,000 — 173.00
Wilder Ranch :
(Item 350/73) ............ 6,000,000 4,738,024 1,261,976 3,035.15 —_
TOTALS .......cconereen $162,090,375 - $51,224,672 $110,865,703 25,156.95 - 72,384.52

Source: Department of Parks and Recreation.
Remarks: Some of the acquisitions shown are essentially completed except for minor property parcels,
final escrow arrangements, or relocation of original owners.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

Item 416 from the Health
Sciences Facilities Construc-

tion Program Fund : Budget p. 930
Requested 1976-TT ......orrrirerensiercrieresiseeenastensressesessanssses $32,874,000
Recommended approval................ 13,716,000
Recommended reduction .............. ‘ 16,664,000
Recommendation pending .... 2,494,000
Recommended augmentation .......... eriereereretaens reteseeeenereeeaen . 987,000
Net recommended approval ......ceeivennnnee. s $14,703,000

' » Analysis
SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Universitywide. Reduce by $2,543,000. Recommend a 1026
. reduction in the reserve for cost rise augmentation.
2. Davis. Reduce by $3,423,000. Recommend deletion of 1027
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equipment for medical sciences Unit 1.

3. Davis. Reduce by $1,830,000. Recommend deletion of 1027

~ construction of alterations at Sacramento Medical Center.

4. Davis. Reduce by $335,000. Recommend deletion of 1027
working drawings for replacement of seismically deficient
patient care areas at Sacramento Medical Center. v

5. Davis. Reduce by $1,675,000. Recommend deletion of 1027
acquisition of the County Health Building, Sacramento
Medical Center.

6. Davis. Reduce by $921,000. Recommend deletion of 1027
working drawings and construction for Haring Hall altera-
tions.

7. Davis. Reduce by $241,000. " Recommend deletion of 1027

working drawings and construction for Medical Surge III
alterations. . .

8. Davis. Reduce by $3,261,000. Recommend deletion con- 1027
struction of Veterinary Medicine Unit 2.

9. Davis. Reduce by $400,000. Recommend deletion of 1027
equipment for Veterinary Medlclne released medical
surge space. .

10. Irvine. Withhold recommendation on equipment for Or- 1029
ange County Medical Center 1976-77 ~

11. Irvine. Withhold recommendation on equipment for 1029
community clinics pending further information. -

12. Irvine. Reduce by $954,000. Recommend deletion of 1030

- equipment for Medical Sciences Unit 1.

13. Irvine.. Recommend that the University increase the Ir- 1030
vine Medical School class size from 96 to 128.

14. Los Angeles. Reduce by $251,000. Recommend deletion 1031
of equipment for the School of Dentistry building comple-
tion of unfinished space, Step 1.

15. San Diego. Withhold recommendation on improvements 1032

at the University Hospital.

16. San Francisco. Reduce by $530,000. Recommend dele- 1033

: tion of equipment for the School of Dentistry Building.

17. San Francisco. Recommend augmentation of $987,000. 1033
Recommend funding the Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric
Institute alterations, Step 2 project from the Health
Science Facilities Construction Bond Act Program rather
than from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public ngher Edu-
cation.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

" This item proposes $32,874,000 from the Health Science Facilities Con-
struction Program Fund for three universitywide allocation projects and
25 projects at seven campuses. The electorate in the 1972 general election .
approved a $155.9 million Health Science Facilities Construction Program
Fund to provide expansion, development and construction of health
science facilities at the University of California. If this item is approved in
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the amount proposed, there will be approximately $10 million remaining
in the fund. A discussion of the proposed projects and our recommenda-
tions follow:

Universitywide
We recommend a reduction of $2,543,000 in Item 416(1), reserve for

cost-rise augmentation.
This category contains three projects as summarized in Table 1.

Table 1
Universitywide Health Science Proposals

. Budget Legislative

Ttem Bill Analyst

No.  Prgject Title : Amount  Recommendation

416(1) Reserve for cost-rise augmentation $5,543,000 83,000,000
416(2) Project programming and preliminary planning 50,000 50,000
416(3) General and advance planning StUGES ......cosevurmmmmsccrisssesessesses 50,000 50,000
Total dond $5,643,000 $3,100,000

The projects proposed in the 1975 Budget Bill are estimated at an Engi- .
neering News Record construction cost index of 2475, the projected index
for July 1, 1976. Because the projects will not go to bid until sometime after
July 1 most of the projects may require augmentation. In addition, there
are several projects that were budgeted in prior years and have not pro-
ceeded. Many of these projects will also require augmentation. However,
the Budget Acts of 1974 and 1975 provided a total of $12.5 million for
cost-rise augmentations. Of this amount approximately $8.6 million has not
been expended. Based on an estimated three-quarters of one percent per
month inflation, the prior projects and the projects recommended for
construction will require approximately $11.6 million. Therefore the need
for additional reserve for cost-rise augmentation is only $3 million.

The two planning requests will provide (1) project programming and
preliminary planning for projects to be proposed in 1977-78 and (2) prepa-
ration or updating of long-range development plans, master plans, plan-
ning studies not directly related- to specific health science projects and
special studies outside the scope of preliminary planning allocated to
projects. The amount requested is reasonable and we recommend ap-
proval. .

Berkeley Campus.

We recommend approval of the four projects for Berkeley.

The proposal for the Berkeley campus includes two construction and
two planning proposals The pr01ects and our recommendations are sum-
‘marized in Table 2 :

Optometry Building and Alterations to Minor Hall :

The combination of these projects will provide an addition to the exist-
ing optometry building (Minor Hall) of approximately 30,000 assignable
square feet (asf) and will remodel 14,000 asf within Minor Hall This space
plus approximately 8,000 asf in Cowell Hospital will provide a total of
52,000 asf to satisfy the physical space needs for an optometric program for
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Table 2
Berkeley Health Science Projects

Budget Legislative

Ttem : Bill Analyst
No.  Project Title - Phase® Amount  Recommendation
416(4) Optometry building (Minn Hall) addition ................ c $4,059,000 $4,059,000
416(5) Alterations to Minor Hall for optometry .... e 417,000 417,000 .
416(6) Warren Hall alterations for public health .. pw 45,000 45000
416(7) Warren Hall life safety improvements.....c..ccoououuscenees pw 50,000 50,000
Total $4,571,000 $4,571,000

2 Phase symbol indicates: p-preliminary plans; w-working drawings; c-construct.

a total of 253 OD students, a graduate program in physiological optics of
25 students, an in-residence specialty program for 18 post-graduate op-
tometry students and a continuing professional education program for
practicing optometrists. In December 1975, the State Public Works Board
approved preliminary plans for these projects and working drawings are
under way. A negative declaration Environmental Impact Report for both
projects was filed in August 1973. The scope of the project and the amount
requested are reasonable and we recommend approval.

Warren Hall Alterations

The two projects requested for Warren Hall will (1) provide additional
faculty offices, consolidation of administrative and clerical functions and
permit the use of a laboratory for dry as well as wet laboratory functions,
and (2) correct fire and life safety code deficiencies, isolate hazardous
laboratories and correct code violations in the animal quarters. The two
projects are completely interrelated and both should be funded. The
scope of the projects is appropriate and we recommend approval.

DaVIs Campus :

We recommend deletion of the eight projects requested for Davis, a
reduction of $12,066,000.

- The proposed program for the Davis Health Science Campus includes
four projects each for the medical school and veterinary medical school
totaling $7,213,000 and $4,823,000 respectively. Table 3 summanzes this
proposal and our recommendatlon for each project.

Continued Use of Sacramento Medical Center in Jeopardy

The University relies, for the most part, on the Sacramento Medical
Center (SMC) for the clinical education component of the Davis Medical
School instructional program. To achieve the level of controls deemed
necessary by the University, it has the operational responsibility for SMC
under contract with the County of Sacramento. Because of the (1) appar-
ent deficiencies in the contract which shifts non-educational costs from
the county to the University and (2) excessive capital cost implications,
the Legislature included specific language in the Budget Act of 1975,
" requiring renegotiation of the contract.

. Renegotiations have been underway since February 1975 but the out-
look for a long-term agreement is not promising. To date the most that has
been accomplished is the adoption of an interim agreement. It calls for

payments by the County to the University of $3.5 million annually for
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Table 3
Davis Health Science Projects

Budget Legislative

Item Bill Analyst
No. Project Title - Phase® Amount  Recommendation
416(8)  Medical Sciences, Unit 1 e $3,423,000 0
416(9)  Sacramento Medical Center improvements (al- '
terations) 1975~76, 1976-T7.......c..eerceriersrrnnee we - 1,830,000 0
416(10) Sacramento Medical Center, replacement of
: seismically deficient patient care areas ...... w 335,000 0
416(11) County health building, Sacramento Medical ’
Center ‘a 1,675,000 0
416(12) Haring Hall alterations pwee 921,000 0
416(13) Medical Surge III alterations.... pwe 241,000 0
416(14) Veterinary Medicine, Unit 2 .. c 3,261,000 0
416(15) Veterinary medicine release .
space e 400,000
Total . $12,086,000 - 0
® Phase symbol indicates: a-acquisition; p-preliminary plans; w-working drawings; c-construction; e-equip-

ment.

1975-76, 1976-77 and 1977-78 plus $2.4 million for prior years, and reim-
bursements for capital planning of up to $600,000 if a long-term agreement
is not reached. It also calls for termination of the contract by July 1, 1978
if a long term solution is not reached by July 1, 1977. However, agreement
has not been reached on major issues relating to (1) the level of County
financial responsibility for the care of medically indigent, and (2) an
equitable determination and subsequent distribution and subsequent dis-
tribution of operating costs between those services that are required to
insure an acceptable standard of patient care and those that are required
solely for teaching purposes. We do not believe it would be prudent to
provide capital funding under these conditions.

We believe the lack of a definitive long-term agreement which meets
legislative mandate, raises questions about the capability of the medical
school to continue its present clinical enrollments beyond July 1978. Ac-
cordingly under Item 346, page 793, we have recommended a 50 percent
reduction in the 1976-77 entering MD class at Davis. Modifications of this
magnitude in the MD class size will significantly alter the amount of
physical space required on the Davis campus for the medical program. In
turn, this will result in a substantial amount of space planned for the
medical school becoming available for use by the veterinary medicine
school. Hence, construction of the requested space for Veterlnary medi-
cine would not be required.

Thus, because of the uncertainty concerning the Davis medical school
-and the interrelationship regarding physical space for the veterinary
medical school, we have recommended deletion of all capital requests
related to these programs.

Environmental Impact Report. A negative declaration Environmen-
tal Impact Report had been filed and approved for a larger Veterinary
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Medicine Unit 2 project. The University has substantially reducéd the
scope of the project since filing that report. The University does not intend
to file a new report. It is not clear if this will satisfy the requirements of
the California Environmental Quality Act. :

Irvine Campus

We withhold recommendation on two projects requested for Irvine, as
summarized in Table 4. ,

Further, we recommend deletion of Item 416(17), equip Medical
Sciences Unit 1, a reduction of $954,000.

The program for the Irvine Health Sciences consists of four projects
totahng $5,204,000. This program and our recommendation are summa-
rized in Table 4.

Table 4
- Irvine Health Science Projects

Budget Legishative

Item i . ) Bill Analyst
No.  Project Title Phase®  Amount Recommendation
416(16) Orange County Medical Center 1976-77 ..........ciivinsees e $1,500,000 Pending
416(17) Medical Sciences, Unit 1 e 954,000 0
416(18) Community Clinics e 250,000 Pending
416(19) Orange County Medical CENter ..........crermmurmersecssennes a 2,500,000 3,500,000
Total $5,204,000 $5500,000

 Phase symbol indicates: a-acquiéition; e-equipment.

Orange County Medical Center

The Irvine Medical School has been utlhzmg the Orange County Medi-
cal Center (OCMC) under an affiliation agreement. To achieve the level
of control deemed necessary by the University, an agreement for opera-
tional responsibility of OCMC was initiated between the University and
the County of Orange in October 1974. Similar to the contractual agree-
ment at Sacramento Medical Center, the proposed OCMC agreement
shifted non-educational costs from the county to the University. Because
of this, the Legislature included specific language in the Budget Act of
1975 requiring renegotiation of the OCMC agreement.

Contrary to the results at Sacramento, the agreement for OCMC reason-
ably reflects the Legislative mandate. This revised agreement has been
signed by the county and approved by the University Board of Regents
in January 1976. The agreement also includes an option for the University
to purchase the land base at OCMC for the current appraised value of $2.5
million if purchased prior to January 1, 1977. This differs from the original
agreement that included purchase of bulldlngs and equipment only. Thus,
the total cost to purchase OCMC is $8 million. Of this amount a total of
$5.5 million has been appropriated in the Budget Acts of 1974 and 1975 and

" $2.5 million is proposed in the Budget Bill under Item 406 (19). We belleve
the purchase is appropriate and recommend approval.
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Recommendation Withheld On Two Projects

Until January 1976, negotiations for the OCMC agreement were under-
way. Because of this we deferred reviewing capital outlay requests related
to OCMC. We anticipate meeting with the University to discuss these
projects early in February 1976. Therefore, we have withheld recommen-
dation on Items 416(16) and (18) pending this review. -

Medlcal Sciences Unit 1

We recommend deletion of Item 416(17), equip Medzca.l Saences Umt
1, a reduction of $954,000. -

Planning and construction for the Medical Sciences Unit 1, at the Irvine
campus has been delayed because of the uncertainty regardmg OCMC. It
‘is our understanding that the working drawings for this facility are nearly
complete and that construction could begin in the spring of 1976. The
facilities will contain nearly 103,000 assignable square feet and will house
_ 11 different departments. The building will be of a modular design-provid-
ing seven similar building units. Each unit will contain 12 laboratories,
laboratory support space, 12 faculty offices and departmental offices. The
design is flexible and will allow for expansion. However, the construction
time will require approximately two years. Because of this time period we
believe funding equipment in this fiscal year would be premature.

Increase Medical School Class Size

- We recommend that the University increase the Irvme Medical School
class size from 96 to 128. :

The Irvine Medical School is projected to have fewer students per class
than any other health science campus within the University. In view of the
abundance of clinical facilities in the Orange County area and the appar-
ent need for an increase in the MD graduates, we believe the medical
school at Irvine should be increased by 32 students per class to provide a
total class enroliment of 128. As shown in Table 5 the Irvine campus has
the same number of teaching hospital beds as San Diego and more in-
patients/out-patients than San Diego and yet the San Diego class size is
128. The ratio of in-patient days per student for campuses other than
Irvine range from 282 at San Francisco to 292 at Los Angeles. For out-
patient visits per student at teaching hospitals, the'sev(':ampuses' have:a
range of 330 at San Francisco to 363 at Davis. In comparison, the Irvine
campus has an in-patient days/student ratio of 313 and out-patlent visits/
student ratio of 551.

It is apparent ‘that there are adequate clinical facilities at Irvine o
provide for a class size of 128. However there may be a need to increase
the basic science space on the Irvine campus by approx1mately 10,000 asf.
Because the Medical Science Unit 1 facility at Irvine is proposed as a
module facility that can be expanded, the addition of this square footage
should be no problem. Based on current construction costs this amount of
space would require approximately $1 million. In addition, the annual
operating costs would increase by approximately $350,000 per class. When
enrollments reach 128 in each of the four classes, the added annual operat-
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ing costs would be $1,400,000.

Table 5

Comparison of University Health Sciences
Teachmg and Affiliated Hospital Inpatient Beds and Patients

Teaching Hospitals® . Affiliated Hospitals®
Inpatient Annual Annual ~ Inpatient  Annual Annual
Campus beds Inpatients®  OQutpatient®  'beds  Inpatients  Outpatients®

Davis ....evvecernericens 407 140000 178,000 458 nj/a 57,000
Irvine....... 425 131,000 ~. 231,000 1,684 n/a 275,000
Los Angeles . 679 210,000 - 238,000 6,375 n/a 1,135,000
San Diego........c. 425 118,000 . 118,000 586 ~nfa 98,000
San Francisco ...... 560 170,000 201,000 983 n/a 203,000

a Proposed 1976-77
b Days of care

€ Visits

n/a—Not available

Los Angeles Campus
We recommend deletion of Item 416 (20) equip School of Dentistry
Building, completion of unfinished space, Step 1, a reduction of $251,000.
The proposal for the Los Angeles campus includes one equipment and
one construction project, as indicated in Table 6.

Table 6
Los Angeles Health Science Projects
Budget Legislative
Item . Bill Analyst
No. Project Title - Phase® Amount Recommendation
416 (20) School of Dentistry building, completion
of unfinished space, Step 1 .............. e $251,000 .0
416 (21) Health Sciences Center, correct safety
. deficiencies c 1,362,000 1,362,000
- Total - sk $1,613,000 $1,362,000°

® Phase symbol indicates: e-equipment; c-construct

School of Dentistry

We recommend deletion of Item 416(20).

Working drawings for the completion of the School of Dentistry build-
ing have not started and construction will probably not be completed in
the budget year. In addition, an equipment list substantiating the request
has not been provided. Therefore, because of the status of the project and
lack of substantiation for the equipment request we recommend deletion.

Health Sciences Center

The construction request to correct safety deficiencies in the Health
Sciences Center is phase 2 of a three phase project to correct fire and life
safety code deficiencies as well as public health code requirements. The
initial phase of this project is planned to be under construction by March
1976 and completed by April 1977. Working drawings for phase 2 are
currently underway and construction should begin in the budget year.

35—88825
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Riverside Campus

We recommend approval. ' ‘

The single request for the Riverside campus, Item 416 (22), is to provide
$668,000 for equipment for campus spaces altered for the Riverside medi-
cal education program. The space consists of approximately 26,000 asf in
existing buildings to accommodate the Riverside/Los Angeles program in
biomedical sciences. The class size at Riverside will be 24 students with a
total of 48 students enrolled in the first two years of the MD curriculum.
The third and fourth year of the medical program will be at the Los
Angeles campus. The requested equipment is appropriate and we recom-
mend approval. . ‘

San Diego Campus

We withhold recommendation on Item 416(24), improvements at tbe
University Hospital, pending further information.

The request for San Diego health science campus includes one eqmp-
ment and one construction project as summarized in Table 7. .

Table 7
San Diego Health Science Projects

Budget Legislative

Ttem . - Bill Analyst
No. Project Title Phase? Amount  Recommendation
416(23) South wing addition, University Hospital .......... e $967,000 $967,000
416(24) Improvements at University Hospital........c..cc.. pwe 744,000 Pending
Total ‘ SLTILO00 | $967,000

8 Phase symbeol indicates: e-equipment; p-preliminary plans; w-working drawings; c-construct

South Wing Addition .

The south wing addition at the University Hospltal consists of nearly
32,000 asf for outpatient services. The facility is under construction and
scheduled for occupancy in April 1977. The requested equlpment is appro- :
priate and we recommend approval.

Inprovements at University Hospital

The request for improvements at University Hospital consists of seven
individual projects. The request is a continuation of a multl-phase im-
provement program. This program has been undertaken in a haphazard
manner without benefit of master planning. The University intends to
increase the current 330 operating beds to 425 and anticipates growth in
diagnostic and support service requirements. We have requested develop-
ment of a master plan and a space/functional analysis so that an overview
of the total anticipated needs can be obtained and proper planning can -
proceed. Untll this mformatmn is available we withhold our recommenda- ‘
tion. ;
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San Francisco Campus

We recommend deletion of Item 416(26), equip School of Dentzstry
Building, a reduction of $830,000.

Further, we recommend including a new item for Langley Porter Neu-
ropsycbzatnc Insbtute alterations, Step 2, an augmentation of $987,000.

‘The proposal for thé San Francisco campus contains four projects total-
1ng $1,378,000. This program and our recommendatlons for each project
is summarlzed in Table 8.

Table 8 ,
San Francisco Health Science Projects

e v : : Budget Legislative
Ttem ’ ' Bill - Analyst

No. Project Title . Phase® Amount Recommendation
416(25) Medical Sciences building, alterations, Step 1 )
S (dentistry and eletrical) .......cc..cvvrerrvermmmmannionns ‘e . .$185,000 $185,000
416(26) School of Dentistry building .........ccccreceereecereeeencenee ) e 830,000 0
416(27) Clinics and medical sciences building altera-
ERERES tions, Step 2 pw 26,000 26,000
416(28) Medical Sciences building, alterations, Step 14,
School of Pharmacy wee 337,000 337,000

416(—) Alterations, Step 2 Langley Porter Neuropsy-
chiatric Institute e we .k 987,000
Total $1,378,000 $1,535,000

2 Phase symbol indicates: p-preliminary planning; w-working drawings; c- -construct; e-equipment
b Proposed for funding from the COFPHE fund under Item 396.

Medlcal Sciences Building Alterations, Step 1

Alterations Step 1, of the medical sciences building provides (1) addi-
tional space for the School of Dentistry (14,436 asf) and (2) improvements
tothe electrical service throughout the building. The altered space should
be available for occupancy in the budget year and the requested equip-
ment fundmg is approprlate

School of Dentistry Building

We recommend deletion of Item 416(26).

This project has experienced an extensive delay because of litigation
concerning the Environmental Impact Report. Because of this the viabili-
ty of the project is uncertain. If construction is approved it would require
approx1mately two years to complete. Therefore the equlpment request’
is premature and we recommend deletion.

Clinics and Medical Sciences Alteratlons, Step 2

This project is the second of a three phased project to alter ex1st1ng
space for the School of Dentistry. This project entails renovating 4,628 asf
on' the: fifth floor of the medical sciences building, to provide research
laboratories and academic and administrative offices. The project is part
of the University’s master plan to provide a total of 162,000 asf for the
School of Dentistry at San Francisco.
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Medical Sciences Building Alterations, Step 1A, School of Pharmacy

This proposal is for the alteration of approximately 3,500 asf on the first
floor of the old clinics building to provide 23 faculty and staff offices and
support area for the School of Pharmacy. The project will consolidate the
division of clinical pharmacy and prov1de private offices for the clinical
faculty. The project scope and cost is in order and we recommend ap-
proval.

Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Institute

We recommend funding the Langley Porter Neuropsychiatric Insbtute
alterations, Step 2 project from the Health Sciences Facilities Construction
Bond Act Program rather than from the Capital Outlay Fund for Public
Higher Education, an augmentation of $987,000.

The Budget Bill proposes funding this project under Item 396 from the
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. The project provides
for correction of fire and life safety hazards as required for licensed opera-
tion of the hospital. Unless these deficiencies are corrected the University
must limit or discontinue the use of the facilities for patients. If this were
to occur, the University could not continue to instruct the number of
students currently using these facilities. In our opinion, the project is
directly related to the bond issue and should be funded from that source.
Correspondingly we have recommended deletion of this project under
Item 396, page 999.

CONTROL SECTIONS

 Sections 4 through 35 of the Budget Bill are the so-called “control sec-

tions” which place limitations upon the expenditure of certain appropria-
tions, extend or terminate the availability of certain specified prior
appropriations, define the authority of the Director of Finance with re-
spect to reductions and transfers within and between categories of ex-
penditure and contain the usual severability and urgency clauses.

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






