


ResQurce~'~rl(l'~nrJironmentaJ' prbtJCfiÓI1'ein~YdtfUt~~rfjt~{ 
e~sentiaUY·u.ncltattged.fromthecurr~nJ.ye(lr!; .. · •. :· .. ·.··.::, : ..... ·:n;:. 

Expenditures • for· t~s~llrces . and.. el1viror\J.l\~~W.Pr,P.f~gfiPÏJ.Rf· .... 
. ' proposed to total$L9 bUlior\ whiChi{3.:4,"fi~rt~~~ipf~qstq~~ . 
percentofGener<ïI:Fu114ex;pEmditur~spr9P9Sêa~l):tl,le.GóV'êtIt 
1992,.93 .. This level. of:expendi tures isaI\Jncreélsê. Qfé)l1IY$7.'n}i! ..... . ..... 
estimated. expendi~res f()1':the.cUrtel1tye~~"·~1J()P:1,6Ó,'Ml1êe:nt.($~!:t.b. 
of sta te ~supporffor~hesêprogtalll~~Ué91llIáfr9~s~esl<l~~ntl~ji~ij$1~ , :.: 
the EnvlronmentalL1censel'late.:E~dith~Mot()rN~b:1I;leAI:~q4:nt;/t1je;,l'q1J~lC 

. Resources' Account(Ptopé)s,tiQt199)~ @1l4~geh,êr~te~p~~~V'.ël:~g~;~&nf~111~r 
. recycling fêês~ and fees fór ·$llppó'rt:of[sp:edfif:rew.latQfY;~§Jivl :. 
General Fund . supports . the .' rem.alI\ln'g.49Lperê~I\t[($7~~,m].lliqÏ\~i() 
expenditures. .. ...... '. '.' ..... 'L. .: >j: i":;~E:i::g: 

Chart 1 shows, thatresources andeÏ\yiroml\e;~talRiote~fiol1~~~ 
from all stat.efundsil1creased .by$929mi1lion'sil1c;~)~8Q.tS6,.i;f~P .. 
~verage' annual increase:· ofappI'bxiin~tË1Y!Ophc~Ï\f:;:g: 
expel1ditures increasedby onlyabouf12pétcëntin:thel~st .......... ~lirt)' 

.. When these expendifuresareadjustedfor.i'nf1ati6Ï\,however;~en~raliF,'Urta ........... . 
support for. these. programs ha.s· dedfl1e4siÏ\ce1285~86;{;rhit) Qy:er~tat~sth'~..!;~ 
actual growth rate for theseprograllls>s()mewll<ït.1;>ecauseQftllei'~··6n; .. !ri'i ..•...•.. 
the current year of the Secretary fQrAnvir()Ï\lllehhqP~.()t~~tioI\J~~~ l:'a;nl:lH <'ii 

the transfer into theagehcy ofs'everal progra~~Jhatn!i(ipre;v!?P:!!ly:~~pq~r~g.::i D:';:;' 
to the. Department. of' Health.Servi~~s .. 01' to Jl,lë: pe:pal'tItl'e;ntbf:F()og.:liP.g.~ .. i;.;i 
Agriculture.), . ......, ... ···.···:·::1 .,' , ..... 

The' following discus sjon .. ofexpe~di~resis.th~ firt)t.~i:tPr~;ë ... i~l"gao;;·';:ii{ 
overviews .concerhirig the program resotirces á114 el1vi~()11ll.leNa!,ptot~9t~()P ••.....•. ' •.... 
area. In it we· discuss spending ,trel1dsfor: lnajói:prográ~sa'p.dt:h~f~~tgrs;! 
driving program costs, and .. highlight sighifië~pt.i~suesthatfoUQ'w';ÏIlQMr'· 
analyses of departmental spending.plp.1}!!~Ih~riJ: \<Vept()y~4ë~:nllRg.~t~:()n:j 
the cohditions of . fundstr<!.ditiona.1W··.u~ed.t?s\l.pp()l"tr~s9Mt~e;~:~1}d .. ,.. . ..••..•. 
envirol1mehtal programs~ in order to fo01~ <}tt~l1ti()nQ~.i.thege1}éf~t fp:ridij:i'g:Yh ... : 
constraints facing the .. Legislature' in 19~2~9.3i~.me'etirig,.r~~Qi:iriie<llld";;,i 
ênvironmental protection Rrioritie~, ... Final1y~we aisctissa .. ftame'VbrJ'< .. fQ(n·· . : •... :::. 
deciding how tofinarice.these prioritiesinijght.()f 1J.ot1j.th~cQD.sfr~ill~ê()p. .•.•... ::.: ... 
various special funds and.theprojededt)hortfáll il1the:GeAel"al:Ftifj:~t:·~; .• 



Resources and Environmental Protection Expenditures8 

Current and Constant Dollars 
1985-86 throu 1992-93b 

All State Funds (In billions) 
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(est.) (prop.) 
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General Fund 
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a Ineludes expenditures lor departments and boards under both the Resources Agency and the 
new Agency lor Environmental Protection (Cal-EPA). 

b Data are lor liscal years ending in year shown. 



Resources Expenditures 
By Major Program 
1989-90 th h 1992-93 
All State Funds (in millions) 

-- Department of Conservation 

Department of Forestry 
- and Fire Protection 

• •• Department of Parks 
and Recreation 



~;7"-':"':'''::''''_JI • •• Air Resources Board 

Department of Toxic 
-- Substances Control a 



•. A~~J6i;;!:i<j 
cr:o 

~ ~~:,~;:'~ (,0:' 

th~.~~si&~.w;;e~r~.·l'h~·tr,en(rloW~u~cis.gré.atet~nYirOl1m~ntalregtlatf()n:is, 
...... likely' ta'c()ntintléfor .SOr1lé tin:\easC:a.liforriia! spopula.tion, gro}Vthcolltiriue:s .., .... 

.. ' "t" to;place.illcre~sii1gpreS$uréS .órithe.staté' s.land;air, 'and}Va ter:r~so\lrce~~,.<...·· '.' ". 

'.' ........ ~. ~Criti~al N~t~'rat#ittlM.~1t-tn~dl?C~1t(Utions.cri~~ál~v~rit~l·thatlll~yya~· ......... . 
.... ·sul:>~ta.nfi.al1yfromy:ea1".toy:ear;haveasigllificantjlllpacfonE!xpend!Wl'eS.iri·· •••. · ••.....•.. , .••.. 

•••• .•. ··thé resol,tfcesand. environmentalprotection '.' area. These eventstriaY'b,€!. <':. . 
"9a.usedbYJ\aturé; or mayresult from human action; For examplé,at'the tim~ .• 1 

•• ·· •.• · .• ·:Jhisanalysiswas.prepared (late January 1992), . itappearedthay·the state'
u

:, 

. , ..•.•.•.• · •. wouJd beJacing a sixthstraight year of drought 'rhéprimaryeffectof tné.;. 
, 'cohtiJ)uingcirought on. thE! budget.prob~blywilFb'e .fo requireadditional' ) •.•... 

é"penciihires fO(elllergenCy'. wildland . fire suppression.A seconci nattiral:'Y .... 

·.··pheri0ll1eno~·affect.illgre~()urces ~xpendituresisthefuWre.danger ófflood.s. 
,. ...irilnaJ)ya1:'easQ(thé. state. The 1992:-93 . buqget ind\lde~l'oughJ}:' $J0fJlllillion. :; ...•. 
..... for fl.o()a~(j,i;ttrol,incmciing$9Z rilillion f()rstate participafi()n iJ) .l,()calproj~cts .. '. , .... :. '., .i •• 
:·and $~Ainil1iori in .. the c~pitalo1J.t1ay .budget fÓr.}V()rkintheSacramento: •••..•..... 'area;' .' ." . . . . . . . '.' ...... ... . 

'. ." .Jnadditionto..criticaln~tt1raleyents,:specifichuIllan:,<:ausedé~~llt~.cán .•• ··:··· 
.. :.haveaS!gllifi.cant .• impa.ct gri .resoutcesat\derivir(:minental.P:l'ot~ction . , ... . 
.....•.... .. · .•... expériuitures!Forexample,thebudgetcontains .$6;6 ·million·· for the DFG;tó ...•.. \ .. . 
' .. '.' ........ c()ntin~eassessitlg. ciamagellresu,lting from thetpxicspill of Illetall1.~(jdiuin·; ' . 

•. . into th~upper Saé;rainentoRiver wherea .SouthernPadfic train.ciera'ilédin;; . 
. >}ul}:'.1991; ·;,A:ccordingtotl1E! dePéJrtment' s proposal,át Jea~tsome d~mage"'" 
;'aSSéSSlllentcostswilliJontiriue for ·10 years:: . 

••.. ....F~ndLitnit'!ti(ms.$om~,pro&ramcosts are supported.by spe~ial flinds'/' 
• '> }VngsereYeJ\\l~sal'~ decli1)ing. o\TertimE!~For. exall1ple~Wildlifehélbita tand . 
. . ' .' .. '. 'recreationjl[:programsaresupported pártially 'bytheP:\lblic J~.ellourcell··· 

::'<\ccounf <PRAJ .• 'rl1ePRA. receivesrevenues fromasurcharge. onIne sales·of: .... 
• fobaccq ... produetll::whkhare declining,Similarly!,sollle environin~ntal 

'protection 'prog):'amsare furtded from fees. assessedorithé éunountof~aste:'" 
' ..... l'roductg~nerated~; These. :progra.ms see~ toreducethe .. a.ll1ouJ\t<of}Vaste· . 
". '. genE!ra~edol':disposed/pltiin~tely ies.\lIting~n. rédw:nonsln .tonn<lg~based'" 

. fee J;e,,:enlle; Ináddition; . clirrent. pressUl'es' on the' Genel'alF~n4navé led to' 
shifts··.á*ay· from. supp0l't 'of resources and' envirOJ\mêntalprotection. 
programs.n

• '.' . • . '. '. .• '. 

". · . .A.discussioll of the • condition ofantlmb~;"offundsusecitosupport ' .• 
resourc~s.ápd 'environinentál· proteefion .prógramsfonowsthisOYerview)~; .•...• '.' 

. MqjOr .·BUdgetChanges. 



Resources and Environmental Protection Programs 
Proposed Major Changes for 1992-93 

El 
El 

El 

$10 million reduction for emergency fire suppression costs 

$15 million reduction for telecommuncations and air fleet equipment 
purchases, and capital outlay project expenditures proposed to be 
switched to new bond funding 

$44 million reduction in local assistance and capital outlay support for 
flood control projects proposed to be switched to new bond funding 
($89 million in bonds) 

[±] $12.5 million for implementation of a us ed oi! recycling program 

LAO Asse~sm~fltofMoj~l'cBudgét!I$$U~$ ......... . 
In this section, we iden~ifysorn~ ofthemaj()riss!ies; iI} thE! doyerI\o}"'s 

Budget. In crafting a .·1992-93 budgE!t. f9F .r~sourcesaI\d:eIlyiió.JllneI\t~F 
pFOtectiopprograms" .·theLegisJ~tur~. is fél~e(l .. ~i~h>él.recurring :tl1eme:· ho,"" 
qm theLégislatul'e.bE!s,tprQvip.e;~'-lPP9rtf9J:tllësêpr()gratr\sgivenl;>ptKth~ ..... . 
c4-rrE!nt c9nditioI\ofthE!G~I\er<l.LF:Ull(:léln(lthêc()n(:lition9fmél;nyofJ~ë.· 
special· fUnds· tra(litiónallY!iSë~t tp.s~l?P0J:(thesé.W9gJ:arnS; · ... IJ.fu,I!E!J:i 
discUssion ·of thE!seiss:UE!siscoIltaiJiléd iil()tlI'.> an~lys,is9fthé. ~ffectE!d 
department or progrélrrfwhichf()llowstl1i~Ové['~i~w; C •• 
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~R~s6o RÓ~s{liIit~;~~~;~>~:,': ;;',~ :,;;' 
;:" ,':;: ~~:,,"~~<","" ':'1',' 

Budg~tProposestoShiftFirtfightittg;~quij1WentPurchaSe$to:Bojilds.(~~~: :c!,:cc!,> 
budgetptQPOSeS to shift the Depattméntóf ForestryéindFiJ;é! Prqteetf0~'~~;;:!c, ce 
(eDF's) .multi .. year>eqtiipment réplacémenlprog:am :to,ánewlxpl'opo~~g:cc:,::' ,·,c' 
bond fund: In acidition, thee budgetproposestOi fund:c,dePélrtmeItt~áp~fllf?:?>i~ 
011t1!ly frpll}thissamebol1d. c ~e have>épn!2ernswi~pcth~,!bo~g:r;pr~I1Rsa~;:;:;;;2;:i 
because cit (1) propo~esto purchélSe, sholt":lived eql,lipment ;~ith'9ng':Xe'l'm~<,:,:;;/ 
bonds ,and. (2)c c d,oes~<?,t .proposéa Jong-cterll} fi~ancing, F'lal1~()!';t};i~,;!;; 
depélrtmert's multi:-year. ceqllipment r~F'lélsement c candc;c~P!W,;:()H~J~~i'~;cc!f;i: c 
. proposals. (See Itex;n c :3?40,Depa~tlllent~fFo~estry aI\d >F}rel'r()tec.t~Pl1r)t;;,!A:}; ... 

c • Toxic Spi'-' AssessmentCost!(JnapJ1róp1'iat~lyFi1iahf~d{The'1iUdg~i:;;/:'!;:, :~!r 
proposestohave thec.Fishcand Game.PresérvationF411d(~GpF)'payth~}~dsf~;;i?;,!/c 
c upe front for damage assessment- tlltim~t~lyantidpá't~dt6 .bêr,ép~isf:l?~i.t;tt~';>;:;S; 
responsible party . __ r~l1itedto thespiUof,metaril. soaium(fn'th~;1,iPR~r!:':;;;:i:ii 
Sacfamento River wher~·á 'S()uthern . Pacific ráilcár, der~iled la~,tJvlY~Htt:d~tS;;\:;f;;;;}/: 
current law, however,.revenues totne FGPF mtlstbe us~dforJ~r9griïws',;;;::;i 
related to hunting. and. fishing .. Whileourreviewindic~t€!slllé\t,~llfr<;~~.;;:;c;, "/u 

shouldhot betheprimary~o';1rce. of fHndil\g for. the;risl<llss~s'sm~ht}?)i.: ;;'~ 
program, the, Legislature'soptions to fund this multi-yearprogramftfqïil};;;: .. ! .C. 
another special,fund~ource.are limited. (Sée'ltem3600, DepartlJie)it()f.fi~h?;·c;:., 
and;,Game.) &', y,,{"'o;,i;;' , "/'" 

State Parkslaeed with BigPrógramReductión inCurr~nfYear.OvcertR~: :;;; j}:~; 
last two, Y

f 
ears'thtneGstate III pas sdhltffed;~ktibst~nftial shuPP?rt Oft;hth~~~atet;p~~kt:' ~.!. j';~;! 

program rom e. enera. un '.0 :eatl1ser;ees; d~eVel',. e:D1epal'I1\en:' •. 
of Parks and Recreation has,been ullabie. togeneratethefeerg~~h-q~:>;;; 

•. d:~~;~~~~:if~~~~eff:!eklop~q1r:~~~~~~:~·::fle°~r~~:;::i~~tg~i ::'i\~~,0~~ 
, total $23 million: The budgetpro~id~sn()detailonhow thé depat;twent;,~iIF. c." 

actuillly a.chieve thisreduction; (Se~ .Item :3790,gepartmentofPatk~.!~}'4:{.;;;;.::!~; 
Recreati(m.)< ;:?'f~,::;:F" 

~, "<ê~~i9"~ 
'Air QualitY Progr~;" May"Ovëruse"ScarceMOtori$t Funds'1'he~ti~géti~:~iq>;.;,!X 

" proposes$71Amillionin· Motor.\leh~cl~ .AccouJé\t (MVA)'suppd!ffor:~i~r;:~~(:~;;;l 
Re~ourcesBoard (ARB) , pro~ams·. in ·1992:'93, 'of which·$34$milliot(i~c·~~b ;>Z;~'I~; 

. stlPportofth~. board' s, statiomrry.sourceprogram.,Whi1esoll}eREthJ~~;~~;[?/ 
funding maygot~ support programs or a~ti~ities that are some;W;h~~tel~te'clii:!i.';: 
to mOQilesou~cesof pollution,itislikelythat a substa,ntialportionsupp~rt~:?;!i f';. 

programs unrelated to .1ll0torvehic::leuse'andemi~sions:B,ecllu:se. fuiia$i1'litl;t~:;!· '.<";; 
MVA. (1}may npf be l1sed forpollution.,contfol. acHvitiesut\rela,t~d,t().ril.()t()f·. '';!i~;; 
,v~hicle l1seand~2)él~e Jn~,nórt supply inbotli;tll:é.cU.rr~ht~n;dbudgeh,ye~t,/;}~ ,;/ •• ;. 
tl1e·Legjslél.fur~wilr need to:decide\.y:hich .ARB áctivitiesreasonably caW.1)~x:·!t/; 
funded; by:th~MV ~~ , (See. Item 39()() I Airi{és.oufCE!s Board;)./ / ,'..; .,;/~:;z ',,:~ 

,'· .. Êesti(#de>RegtilationProgratf,MM1F~ce iSlforffa:lls.; W:itl'loUtftir~ft~~lr'· .• ~;;.:1 
legi~lati~eaction,the ~tllt~'siprogralll. tp~reguilltethl:! use. ()f:pesf,iciq,~~:\;\d\~,.;::.:,i(i:.· 
expe~ien:ce .al.>udget sh~rtfall,of.$8111ilIion:i111991:-92·aIid .. $17 .• ~illi()~.,i!l:,:;, .... ' 'f' 
1992:93,oecause the depélrtmént}aék~thea'UthOrityt()~hatg:f~eslltJh~J~~~t:,~ .. . (;:i/ 

;" j;;~JJ >/;::;"~/, 

,. 



lV -101 ReSOURGÉS 

'· .• ·á~Suméd in~the .. bUqget;.The,~~~illistraljo~.,propós~s .tO.'(l)'baskfip .• <\,;C>iti()~.: 
'.' of. Jhis.shortfall.;w:itll.Gelleral.Fund:i?llPPQrt\a:nq(7) ,s~el<~p~qtII1E;J:l!:91 
.·'·.legisl~ti9n·r(!pealingJl're.rul:)e19.9,2~tlIls~t.clate;0J;l~ .. :pottioniQfitn(!;pestic~qe 

lllilltax. (S~(!It~m 3930;peparfment.QfP:ê~ticide Réglllation;) '" ". . 

··lltl~ard{)u~su~stilttc~Reguta#htJ .. atidCl~~n'7up:pac~sifard;l'ittJ~s.Bas~d.· 
.on, the Governor~s,Budget .sp~1).di1)gproposal/~ê ,e~timáfetnéit th,~IzI~zar<i~., 
ousSllbstahcesAccountwillénd 199,2:'93~itha . deficit of$5;lmi11ionunl~ss.,' .. 

. action 15 taken to réduêeexp~ndlftlI'~s. rhis.é}ccount~n(ii?lh~·state/,S tOX!C .'; . 
. ' . site mitigationprogralll.Jna:dditior't(it~ l'F,eax:s the Hazarrlous Wastec;op,ttc)l' 
.J\c~ount/whichfllnds the~tate:S)lazl;lrqolls .. ~asté regulatoryprograII1Aa~e~; " 
. sllOrtfalls)n .botll· thecurrêl1tanlil)llclget· ~eélrs;Histoó, .~.a:rly I ho~;(!v(!!,. to. 
, estilllate the magnitu<ie óf . these shortfaUs, oi;w:h(!ther the departril~~tfs. 
'll\lnim:alreserves ;w:iHbeadeqllate tokee:pthe ~ccount in.bala.hce; '.' 



Func:lConditions for Resources 
And EnvironmentolProtêction . 

Thereare a variety of special and bond funds used to. support the depatt.:!> 
ments, consérvancies, boards, and programs that regulateandmanagethe 
state's natural and environmental resources. In this section; we próvide a 
bri~f description and . status report for the major special funds and bond 
funds supporting these programs. Forpurposesof this review, we divided 
the funds into twó cátegories: (l)sPecia] funds andpatk-reléitedbonds and. 
(2) bondsfor water programs. . .. 

Special Funds andPark-Related Bonds 

.. Ba,sed on our review of the status o/major special funds andpark-related 
.. bond funds in the resources area, we conclude that, .if the Legislature 

approves the Governor's spending proposals, therewill.be Uttle money 
available (1) in special funds for legislative priorities and (2) in park~related 
bond funds to start new park projects. . 

Chart 4 s:ummarizes the totals available, the Governor'sexpenditure .. 
. proposals, and the reserve balances avaiIable for selected special funds and 
park-related bond funds. Below we discuss the status oiindividual funds 
and provide some general comments. 

Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, Sedion 8(g) Revenue Fund. Revenues 
to this fund come from royalties and other payments foroil and gasrecov­
ered from submerged federal lands that are adjacent to California. The 
revenue amount is determined by an agreement with the federal govern­
ment. These funds can be appropriated for any purpose. 

The budget proposes expenditures totaling $22.6 million from the 8(g) 
Revenue Fund for a variety of resources-related programs. This is an 
increase of $12.8 million above spending for resources programs in the 
current year. The increase is due primarily to thediscontinuation in the 
budget year of a current-year transfer of $13 million to the General Fund for 
nonresources programs, resuiting in an increase in funds available in the 
Section 8(g) Revenue Fund in 1992-93; 

The budget proposes no transfer from the Section 8(g) Revenue Fund to 
the General Fund in 1992-93. Rather, the budget proposes a budget-year 
transfer of $8.6 million to the Fish and Game Preservation Fund. Please see 
our analysis of Item 3600 for a discussion of the Department of Fish and 
Game' s proposal for use of these funds. 



IV • 12/ RESOURCES 

Selected Special and Bond Fund Conditions 
Natural Resources and Environment 
Based on Governor's Budget 
1992-93 

Special Account for Capital Outlay" $61,829 NA 
Outer Continental Shell lands Act, 

Section 8(g) Revenue Fund8 10,459 NA 
Environmental License Plate Fund 24,469 $40,302 

Transfers to the Habitat 
Conservation Fund (HCF) 3,451 NA 

Public Resources Account, Cigarette 
and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund 
(CTPSF): 

Fish and wildlife habitat 13,553 15,379 
Parks and recreation 12,058 15,379 
Transfers to the HCF 10,087 NA 

Habitat Conservation Fund: 
Transfer from the Unallocated 
Account, CTPSF 12,788 12,363 

Transfers from other funds (17,507) NA 

BOND FUNDS (by year) 
State, Urban and Coastal Park Fund 

(1976 Bond) $6,639 $4,929 
Parklands Fund of 1980 4,035 1,792 
Parklands Fund of 1984 32,185 10,073 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Enhancement Fund of 1983 5,951 2,517 
State Coastal Conservancy 

Fund of 1984 4,445 1,193 
California Wild life, Coastal, and Pabk 

land Conservation Fund of 1988 25,574 42,517 
Wildlife and Natural Areas 

Conservation Fund of 1988 14,165 11,834 
Transfers to the HCF NA 

Totals, bond funds $92,994 $74,855 

• Flgures are for resources-related and envlronmental projects only. 
b Figures are for the bond allocations subject to Budget Bill appropriatlon only. 

$1,187 NA 

22,656 NA 

30,412 $2,740 

7,150 NA 

10,060 3,319 
11,239 -360 

6,500 NA 

12,363 

(17,750) NA 

$4,793 $136 

1,674 118 

6,018 4,055 

2,517 

1,100 93 

24,509 18,008 

6,030 5,804 

NA 

$44,124 $30,731 



PU.biic Resout'c~s.AccQunt,. Cigaretteit!n'd . Tobatco .f'roductsSurtqx Funtl. 
The. Public Resourc~sAcc()Unt(PRA)receives;5 percent of the .revenue ,from 
the Cigarette andTobaccoPróducts SurtaxFpnd. Fiftypetcent ofthes~ funds 
must be. usedto . support park and recreation programs at the .stat~ o:r1oeal 
level;. th~reIliaining50 percent mustbe\1se4to· s\~pport ha.bitat programs 
and projects. ... . .. 

Proposeclexpe1\4itures. from thePl~A total··· $21jmillion. This is a> 
decrease of·$4.3 millionbelów estimatedspending·in the current year. The 
decrease is dUe primarily·to,(1)adecr~as~óf$9.5n1illioninavai1able funds 
due tospel\dingdO\\1nres~rvesin tllecu:r:rentyear and (2) abudgetproposal 
totransfer$3~6mi1lion lessthan:jnfh~. current year to the Habitat ConserVa­
tion Fund (HCFkBased()nl'ev~nues andexpenditUresshownintllebudget, 
the fund will h!1vé a, reserve of. $3 Iliillion,. or ·14 percent of1Q92;;.93 
expenditures, on }une3Q,.l9Q3.· . . 

.... Environmental.LicensePlate. Fund;l'ReEnvironmenfal Licelise PlateFund 
(ELPF) derives> its funding from the.sa1e • oLpersonalizedmotor vehicle 
licenseplatesbythe Depártm~nt of Motor yehicles.Funds from theE"LPF 
can be used Jórll1efollowingpu.rposes: ..... . . 

1 .. Controlalid abatement of air pólhition. 

2.·Aêqui~ition,preserv~ti6n; and. ~esto:n\ti()~6f n~tll.ralatea,s oiecological 
.reserves. . 

4.Protectioll ofnoi1g~lllespeéies ~lld tllr~atenedand ~ndallgered.plants 
andal\hna1s.:·· . . . . . 

5.Pi-ot~ction/\el\hancetrt~ntXandl'estotatigl\ 6f fisl, and· Wildllfe habita.t . al\drela,ted~aterqu.aljty. . .... ..... .... . . .. ... ..... .... ... 

. 6 .• ···P~l"êha;~of:re~l.pr~perty/bonsistil\gofsensitiy~·natu:r~lareas,;forthe· 
•. .sta~~,.loca,lbl'regiorialpark sysf~m~. ...... ..... •• ..•.. .. . ....•... .. •... ... < ... . 

: .. ····7 .• Red~c~6~~fthe~ff~~t~ •.. óf soil'erQsio~;and'tlledis~hargebf1~dim~nt .. 
int() th~watérs()fthéL<1k~:TahQe.region( .. .......... .... .•. .... . ... >. . •..... 

...'fhe;B\1dgetprdpóses. e~pelldituies' t()tali~g,$~;~ millionf:r()m the ELPF,: 
.. anincrease .9fn~5.Qmilli()n<abov~esti;matedcurre:nt-:yeéll' . ~pending~ ·'I'he 
·inc~.~a.s~.i1i!ipe.ndingi~d~e:Pri~~~~lytoa~;incr~aseof ~.6million iJ} 
·ayailable .. ~:ndsd.ueJó. (l)aproie.cted·inCJ:e,as~· i~:hPe'rs.onél1izedlicel\se plate 
sélles .. in\th~bu4gl:!t ·y~ar;a.I\d.(2rinq:~a~es.·ji:lth~f~t:!~.fQr tllese .\icense·.plat~s, ..... . 
pUl'suantt()Ch.821l91(SB.5J~,..Mélrks) ;.~ffécti.y~ JaI\~a.:ryJ,l QQ~~ Thebu.dge!' ... . 
sh()~sal\ u.l1somllljtte.4t~serVéin~he>El::rE()f$1(tmmi():n~. ot4~lper,cel\t.o~·· . 
1992-93·éxpend.itures,0l1:Jull~ .9.(),JQ~3. . ....... . . .. . 

.. .1l~z,;itafC~ti~~h,titi(lnFu~d(I1qF).Tiu.sfundW;as ~eate4bYPl'oposit.ion 
117, .th.e<:alif<>~nia\VildlifePr()te.ctioJi.Ac.tof1990. 'I'lie.fu.n:dis gparantéed •... 
annti.alre,,~nuéOf$3()m11lioi\pr~lllatilyJófund wildlife hab.ita( acquisitions 
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..SpêCiaIAccount. for'c.apital qutlay.F1.lndsfor the Special ACcount .lor 
. Capita! OUtlay (SAFCO) are deriyêcifrómtidelands. oilrevertues.Money 

.. from the. SA,FCO has beert appropriated for programs in .many areas of state 
<government. ... . .. . 

.. The budgefproposes expertditul'e~totaling$1.2mil1ion from theSAFCO 
for· resources programs. This is a decrease of $60.6million from estimated 
current-year expenditures .lor resources programsttom the SAFC() .. The 
deáeasereflec~s the deletion of one-time spending in 1991-92. Pleaséseeour 
analyses of Item 9860 and Sêctionl1.50 for additional discUssion of SAFCO 

. spending. 

.. . ... Summary; Little SpeciaifunJ1Money ifjA'{J(l,ilableJor.Legi.slq,tive 1'.riori-
ties; In past years theLegislaturehasbeenable to usethePRA. and ELPF to 

.. fund legislative.priorities afterconsidering the Governor's. proposals. 
· .. ;rIoweyer,.our review. i~dicates .. that, ~swas .the case in .1991~92, .little money 
· . will be ayailable iu.either . the PRA. or Jhe ELPF.to fund .legislative priorittes 

. fn 199f-93 . if the Legislature·élPproves the Governor' s· spending .proposals~ 
.This is. due to several factors. First, there are continued d~mands on these. 
funds. For example, the btidget proposes transfers totaling $13.7 milliort·trom 
the.ELPFand the.PRA to the HCF to satisfy therequirements ofProposition 
117. Second, bond. funds that have been mied to fund projects that might 
otherwise befunded from tne.ELPFandthePRA are depleted, leaving.the 
Lf!gislaturevery.little maneuverability to shift projectsto the bond funds to 
free up the .ELPFor·PRAJor lêgislative p!iorities. . 

Little<Money Avaitable for New Parkprojects. Duetowthe voters' 
rejection of tlle c::alif()rniaPark, Recreation and Wndlife Enhancément Act of 

. 19QO,and todepl~tion of existing bond funding sources, the Department of 
Parks and Recre(itionand the variousstate conservancies .have little money 

.. available to. start any new projeds in 1992-93. Virtually allmoneyavailable 
·is earmarked for specifictypesofprojectsand specific geographic areas, This 
\.probleIlifs •. mitigafed . to s()me degree. because under Proposition . 117{. $30 

· .I1lillionisavailabIe annuaHyin the HCF to fund a variety·ofhabitat 
·a:cquisitions.However,H.CF funds(l) for the most part, cannot beused for. 
par1diêvelópmentand(2)él~E!fullyscheduled irt the Governor'sBudget. 

>, ,\' ,,, ",', '; , " 

. Hase4on()'frreviewof bond.funtfingfor:water progra.ms,we conclilde . 
that(l).thereisvêry littlemoney.available tohêlp water agenciesc()mply 
with; new federal drilt king. waterreK1flations and. (2)there· are·· sufficient 
fundsavailablein t.he. shór:t;11ln tg cOltti11cue watersupply and waste water 

.. trei:(ttnetttprpgra.msó, 

.T.berE!are several bond. ·fund· programs that provide ·loans and grants. to 
'localwateragenciE!sto enhanéewaterquality and water supply .. These ' 
ptograms~rE!(1)· the ;safe drinkingwater program, (2) water supply 



1'~g1llaII).~,m!=1;t1~tmg]:.rol~ram$ f~r w~ter; c::onseI'vation,gr:ound 'Vater recharge, 
\Iq;'iW,~ter:l'le9l,ép:Xlfati()I).,;qll1q,i(3~ *~,wastE! water tI'ea tili,enJ program. ' 

;6pd,getr~fleds expendifutes <totalirig • $173.6 
experiditures Ilreprim:arily for grantsand 

California Safe Drinking Water Fund -
safe drinking water 

State Clean Water Fund - water supply 
1984 State Clean Water Fund-

waste water treatment 
1986 Water Conservation and Water 

Quality Fund - water supply 
, 1988 Clean Water and Water Reclamation 

Fund - water supply 
Water Conservation Fund of 1988 -

water supply 

$101,360 
18,898 

106,888 

69,490 

41,159 

$32,144 
15,009 

73,832 

49,579 

14,855 

, .......... ""_~ l'eflectsexpel1.ditures o($p1.1; million in 
" ]une>30j.,1Q93. The. Depar~Olentof 

«\.LV''''''''_ ho'we'V'e'r "thatit hasaoout $49 millionin ' 
thus it'lllay have as little ",S, $2,0.2, 
qf the Jbudgefyeat. In acidition,the 

, "", " Specitically, asofJanuary 1991", 
Hn.r;rnn'n">prif", ,Protectio,n Agency (EP A) implementedstricter 

regUI~rtlolnsttHlt trp",t,rYI, pnt ofallsurfacewater through filtrátion and 
j;;;);!)J:idisiI1fe,cti,(:nf gêfQI'eio ell'VeIV, <CurrentIY~Inany, sourees of surface drinking 

tod,elivery; The. DWR staffestimate.,that the' 
,will needfr.om.$500 million to $1 billion,fo compIy 

.,;':,iIll~ther~é>te; the DepartmenfofHealth Services (DHS) indicates that over 
/ the next few years the EP A will be adopting more drinking water regula-

,I" >{!'" tions that;will resuit in additional costs to the state's water system. The DWR 
'?;;;ijA;$J~ff;i~9icatethaf.ifnO additional, bond funds are made"available, manyof 

:<} 
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.'.Ui.,·th~ .1~iri~h.:W~t~fX~g~l\(ies·ind . distric:fs. (rangingfrom '. five< to 200 service 
.......... ····~onneëtiorls) ~mh~vé;ai{fiêUltiesCÓmplyingWi~h'theregulations~" . 

:ii ... ··· .. Wat(!rSufJPiy.Théb'l.1dg~treflec:t$·$101.4· mmi~nin~xpe~ditures .f~r··a·· 
...... • "arietyot wáters\lPplypf9gra~$; A~c:ordmgtó staf!' at the DWR and the. 

·StáteW:éltêrR~s()urcesG:OJ.)tfolBoárd~ (SW:RG:B); there is ,enotrgh bond 
··ft.iridirig. aváilable,toc!cmtimie Jhe existirig water supplygrant ahd loan 

...•... '.::Ptógr~u:risJntheshort· ruri.StafE furthefindiéate that ifnoadditionalbond 
fulldsaieri}ade.avai~a.blein) 9.9?-;' ávarietr., of . proposed' projects probably 
willbé;délayed;' v'" .•••• •.•.• ••• •. • •••• 

.•. :W~~t(!.>Waie~T:r~tlt~ent)The· b\l~getin(hc~te~.tha,t the 1984. State .clean 
Water ... fuBd'\l~~clto.f:u,nd;~aste\Yé\ter :~eatmeBt.projects,wi11 have a 

····.<:ljaJélnCeof$~3,~mi1lionélt tJie.eridofl,9.92-;9.3.Jnprevious, years this fund 
.. Jiéldc:()ri~.i:cle~él'blel!'9néy:áv~i~élple·:because!(n fro~ •. 1984 . to ,1989. it was a. 

révo!ving ~ lQan, <prograI1l :. tliat.fu~.nele,d '. all:loanrePélymentsback (0 '. the 
...• progrélll\and.(2)lQcalagericies.applie<;ifol'grélnts· under the ... other. clean 
. ·'waterbi)ndfuild.s andha.veavoidedasking forloans from the 1984 G:lean 
. ··,W:ater.Fund ... Howéyer,inJ989thestate.began .using some of the money in 
':thisfund,tomeet tlie l!'atching requirement foffederal water pollution 

''conrrolcapifalization gtants.TheSWRC:;B staff.irtdicate .that all of the $33.2 
. IllillionbaláQce isforprojects .córtsidered to be. in. the pipeline. . , .. .. , 

.. '. .~eYl Pr()~~$SN~ededlÓr.4.~millistration 
. 'ofEnvironmentalLicenSe PlafeFund 

' . .. ·· .. WerecOniniendth4t·theSecretaryJotReSources and the Secretary for 
EntJironmentalProtectionrëp.l!rtjointly .. to the Legislature at .the time of 
'budgethearingsconcerni1tgth~ prqcess fordete,.mining expenditure priorities 
Jor the Enptronmental License Plate fund, because the current system no 
long(!r t;eflects .theorganization of stategovernmentand th us may not be 
approjirfate.. ,.... . . ..... 

'.' UIldeïéxistinglélWi theResour~es.Agency administers the Environmental 
ProtéctiQl'l program, whichconsistsoffuri<;iingfrom theELPF for the seven 
:purposesnotede~tlier ... TheélgencyJsrequired.each year to .recommertd 
projectsand prb,gramsfót ELPFfundirig irt the Governor'sBudget. For 1992-. 

.. 93,. the btidgetinc1udes $30.4 miHiorifl'om theELPF for 62 projects and 
progrélms.récommértdedby theágericy. Of this amount, the single Jargest 
.share",-:-$16.2 miUion-is proposédfbr the Departrriertt of Fish and Game. 

W:hehtheELPFW'as established in 1970, all the state. departments and 
progriur\s .... eligibleto.receivefunding were··l,lllder.a single overseer-:-the 
Rés.ource~.Ageri~y ... Lastyéar,howé"'er,the California. Environmental 
rrotection·Agéncy(C~I;;EPA)'w:as. ér~ated, arid. three state entities. were 
mov~d fro,I1l JheResources Agencytothe.new agency: the Air Resources 
Bóard(ARB),the State Water ResourcesG:ontrolBoard (SWRG:B), and the 
CalifornIa. Intêgra.ted Waste Matl.ageiTlent, Board. The first two of these have 

, . ,,, ~ . ~ , , " . " . ., 
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OptlQns for Financing Resource and 
Environmental Protection Programs 

There are three major options' for the state infinéincing .reso~r<;:eari(f· 
environmental piotection: programs: (l) through the .~ssessJrlent o{:feest {2)· .•. 
from general purpose funds (including the General Fund, general oJjllgation. 
bonds, and general environmental funds such as the EnvironinentalI:ice.11se 
Plate Fund, and the Public Resources AccountiCigarette and ToJjacco; 
Products SurtaxFund) or (3) from a combinatión of feesandgeneralfunqs~·. 
The appropriate financing option for any given progranrdep~nd·soh.the 
ultimate purpose of the program or policy that is tb be fttnded anaJ~é .' 
extent to which a direct link exists between thestate's programa1).d;a. 
discrete group of program beneficiaries.Ea.ch of these optjons-,,: fees~.: .. 
general funds, and a mix of fees. and general funds'-- isaisCllss~db~loW .•.• ··. 
We then assess theadvantages- and disadvantages.~~fusingthes~. 
various means to finance program costs. . .... '. .' 

Fees Provide Direct Link Between A 
. Program and the Population lt Series 

.. Two broad categories ófresource and environmentaiprót~~tionkl"o~r~ih;~; ." 
of ten are financed through fee assessm~nts. .....• 

User Fees~ Programs that provia~a dired.benefitto:anid~ntj.fia~le:<; 
population or group can be financed by charging fees tothepeqpl~W1l9:.H 
directly benefit from .theseprograJrls; . These types offe.~s,.ëalleall~~r!~~~/;., 
require that the people whobenefit froJrl.a .program payJor th~co~ts~ftll~· ••.•... 
program. Some examplesofuser feesÏ11dude:. . ........•. ............,.., ...• : 

• State park fees. People that use thestateparl<s~~êc~argeqan •. ellNári~e·I·· 
fee. Revenue frolll the fees is llsed toQffseftheq)~tsofop~~éj.ting~nd.. 
maintaining the state park system. \ . ij •. ;: 

• Vessel registration fees. People who ownboats.orofhéI'.~~~s~l~i;~~~·.:·' 
required to. register their vessels . with the DeparflÏ\e:ntO:f~Óa~iI)ga1).d. .. ' . i. ii 
Waterways and to paya registrationfee. Revên\lefrotrt:fee~i~y.sec1tQ;<··':iH: 
d~velop and iinpróve boa ting. facilities '. ana toproIrl:0te]:,o~.~i1).g~~f~lY~i· .J" 

.• Sportfishing and hunting fees.. Fishermen ahdhll~te;~.~r~r~quii-~~;:t~·:·~ ... 
óbtain. a license to .. fish or hunfin.thestate and. to. p(\yalictens~J~e.i 

,,:', ::"~,'t>,;o' ';0:, ,:~>~: ",; ~)":!:~,\J ;\;(:iL, 
, 'i 0" ~ ~,<l ,,0, '''', ' 
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·:Re~e~ke~.~o~.tIl.~.fe~s .• are.~~~d.!o •. ~anag~.li$hand·wi1dliferesour~e~. 
itp.~i\surê·~lla.ttlj~reaz:ehtÏntable an~fishél1:llêpopula!iortsi .... ' . 

···.·,.· •. ~:fI~iltttér:piiy~f'F~~~~fue.s~cona·typ~~ffees;soIl'\~nïn~srei~ftedtoéls 
.' '!poIl#~e(paxs"fe~~;:rêql1ire pnvatelndivi4ua:lsor.business~swhpllse .or 

···~)i{'ilirilt'i[~i· 
;·:.~:~~a~~::~~~te:J·~~fk~·~liWq~~~~a~ri~a:~::~o~;~~~n:~i~!i~t 

R~so\:trc~$:(JOJitrqlBoárd's·:pz:ggrams.(Qrregulating theamounf.and 
kii)<i. Qf-Wa:stestM:t.canb~4ischarged. . ... .. . 

... :.;!{~;af;dp·zi~ita§tetfeJ~:.~eflêFar9~~~rtd. trallspprtérkof" Razardolls 
wastes~élnqfiï~ilig~s .that .ifi~nélge .ha.zarda,us Wastes '. arer~q:uired" to· 
·RaX.va~foqs.typesgffees.'J.'he:}l'evei):U~s froJ,rt. these fees" az:euse~fto 
.' f:u:nq. tIle .Depél#m~nta,f'I'()xi~:Supsfal)~e$q:mt1'C)t s prggrams. forregu-: . 
• 1ag~gthes~a:ctiYities; .••....... . '. 

;: .•••• ;:;~~~i:~~i~:~~tt~~:sári~~~fK~~~:th~:~e!~eae~t~d~r·~:eesJ~;.·w~~~e.t~~· .... ·:·· 
.'; ·· . .1'~veïHle fro~rth~fe~siïretlseq ·irl.this-Way, thef~es<are. called' "~Jripact Jees;"' . 

• : •.• ··:l\l).exélmR~~·qr~i)i~p~~tifeeis.t;li~i:resoll.tc~·impéldfeesrequired ·.t:>Y·Ch ... 
.. ...:17:Q6/;90{l\'Bi31S8;Cost~~.§:ha'pt~rl7cQ6requi~esdevelbperstQRay ·a·feefQr. 

·· ...•.•• ···i>((.~e~c.n.;Rto·· .imat.;s~~~j~~fto~il\Tircih~~ntal;I'~v~e~ll:nd~r:~ë. CalifQm~~ 
·.;'§i)v!rQn ". tél1Qttéll1tyrA:pt ~§:EQl\~.!heDepartmentpfFl~lj an:dGa.xne; IS 

;.·sigillfi~~i1t~y·*#\Tol\Tedhi'tli~r~vie~·of •. êllvi~oIlJ,rtellt~i·impactreports·aild.in 
... ··•·· .• · .• JhefpqTl,ula:tiOi)ofxnitigaticin·il)easur,es·as.·offsetsfcir development prcijects .. 
··;Ratlj~r.tll~rf~.~tfii1gE~h~·f~e$only ··t9.PélyJ9{ the Pepartm~ntpfFish and 
.... ·.Gail)e'~cci~ts:g(;r~yi~Wii)g<eJ:l.~~()nxneil.ta:l.40~il)~Dt~, tnel~gislationse~s tlle 

·••· .• ;t~es.·g~neralIxtgpa:yfgi'·a'\Ta.fiet~··gfp<l~ral resoqrceprotêptipn and.restora;­
.\ti.ci~:~s:tiV!ities,'I'1ltÏ~/t1lef~es.a:pt < as. a proxy;;(or. thecosts.of .usingthe 
.. re~ci\irc~ .. ;inllli~>~a:sëthetaló.llg" of habitat.fordevelopil)enf,anqfund . 
.. sqifie pf:'t1le.·cci~tsiof:re~tonilg.pr<pres~r~iIlgwn4life. hapitatin,ord~r to .. 
···.rtiitiga:t'ejthe· iJripact g.f;4evelppment~~.' 

. ;\;IIladdi~i()P:;t~tli~;·~Qll:~l.t~l.:~ars: tl)~hi~~poHuterpáysfe~sarë \lS~~; 
. .tlresefee~also cil.n<b~ .. used aSélnlncen:tlyet()'encgurage a chai)g~ ln:b~\iaVlor 

;.'.;; .in.order:tp· red.U;cêtIle '1J~e .or ·degI'~dati()n:pf.public resOurces; In •• this . case, 
..tl;t~.J)rllnaryci1:lj~~tiV!:eis·. the.;:eh~llg'e .. .in ibel;tavigrthat .I'e~ult~Jrgnl'thê 
.... · •.. éls·ses.~meIltoffe~$).nottheI~V~n1Jës.tll~.mselV!~s,.Fql' example~ $B~31(l;Iart) 

' ..... ·;·.PI'f.?po~es fQi,rlipgs~.ás1JrQl;tárge.Q.Ilp~gplepurcl;t~sing ~élrsWithgz:eáter-tIlan"" •. 
··· .. ·avera:g~élirpOllllt1on emissions,~e.vël)ue~JrQïn.the[sU:tcl;targëw()lllq be.:us~d.·· 
. . .• 'lp aqm.i~i~.t~rthepr,pgrámanatoproviderebates to irtdividualspurchásing 



~~~ ··~~~~·~~,Y~~~i~/VVithl~ss.,.th~n,.averlige air.pollutionemissions. The surchargein the bill 
~'~~~'~ •. "~ .. '~.~~~ ~ ~i~desigp.ed as~ an ~ecdnomié: incentive to ~discouragepeoplefrom buying cars 
.. ~~~~ ··~~··~"'".~ •• ~~~··th~rll.~ve~highemissions ofair pollutapts andencourage people to buy less 

~~pi.JlhlMg~~ars. > ~ ~ ~"~ ~ ~~ 

\:."·.·.·.§~·$ihijiélrli7:tind~tcurrent l~w,peoplethatdispose ofhazaraous wastes ~are 
"">.i~réqU4'edjopayél,sur<:hargebased on the tonnage andtoxicity of the waste. 
~.·.~"~~~~~~~.·,~h~all)()UJ.1t()f. thesurch~rge~~ pertonofwastesincreases ~ as the toxicity of ~ 

,~.>·Jp~~aSfe)Iicre~ses~ Rev~llue~from .. thes\lrcharge are u~ed to fund .the 
~\i'\9J~~n:o:p.()f;site~;forWhich.:nd respo~sibleparty can be identified 0rthe 
·.\:r~spqiisibl~party:isbankruptand cannot pay thecosts ofcleanup: Mthough 

tll.e;sFI'C:harg~does hot pay for a program that benefits the disposersof 
.1#élZard()usWilst~si'the surcll.arge ~nevertheless is appropriate as am~hanism 

"~~ .JPe,JiéZoiiragepeople to te!iuce the toxicity and tonnage of the wastes they 
.gispo~e! ~ ~ ~ 

~ >~;~l.Ipp~rtfré)~ • G~m~rql Funqs Qisfributes ProgramC()sts Broadly 

~;.X~;h\~~eneraff1l~dihgS()\lrCes are an appropriate meahsfor financihg~ natural 
i>'résotll:ê~arid envirohmentar~protectionprograms tha't benefit the entire 
~ ~~~. ~ ~ ~'~Yp(mwati9:n:,:regardless ~ of whether ~~ ór not they pay directly for ~ it:~' This type 
~.~ofprogrél,Il\js referredto by economists as a "public good;" Forinstance, 
~'.'~~~~~~.'~ ;"llet:tiollalde,fe:nse ~ is. considered a public good because even jf only~certain 

~ ~~~·~.~·;;.ïti~li,\'i~}lals aretaxed ~ 1()fllationaL defense, ~ the entire population benefits 
" ~~~roIl\,,:jro;te,ction:py.t1:le ~ armed forces~ Similarly, ~programs ~~ that protect f,ish 
'·.~~JiCi~ildJifehabitati. or tfueél,te,n~dand endangeredspecies, also are a public 

.'~~ · •. 8Qi;)Ciii)that Jheptlblicberiefits from maintainingthe natural diversity and 
.• ;~.'. ;i;ecol~gi(!al~hea1th ofthestate's~ environment.~. By fun!iing r~source~ and 
",. ~. ·:e,I).y:i:rotiIl\~:ntalp:rotection. progrilms from general funds, their. (!osts are 
~;~;:.~;gi~ft:iPJlted t9as wide, a. base~ of program supporters as possible,reflecting 
~';~;~Jhe(!ollecUvebellefit to the ~stat~'s cifizens. 

~ ~. ~:.} Jil~d~HtiOhjSUpportfromgerieral funding sources is appropriate for 
.. ·ptqgrain.s tMt addresspástactions of polluters where there is no reasonable 

lru:~arisfo éonnect these. ~ pastpolluters to' cUrrent. groups. For' example, 
0GE!!jetálFulldor bOhc;l<funds wouldbe appropriate tó c1eanup h;lzardous 
'waste'sitês'in Which chemicals were dumped decades agoand where the 
~rE!sp~risibleparty nolongerexists or canriot be idehtified. Therefore, this 
programcould be appropriately financed from general funds or from the 
sutrent Il\E!c1"\éI,nism~of. charging apolluter pays surcharge on hazardous 
~~ast~Ciisposa, toe,ncouragepeople to reduce the tOhnageand to~icity of the 
~~ast~s tneydispose. . 

~(}eri~ralfurids also ~in.ay be the practical default funding optionJor pro­
~. ~~giamswnere(l)the benefitsare widespread but not universal and (2) to 

I~tag"êachben:efitting ~ group for its share of program ~ cost wouldbe 
;á!iritinfstriitively burdensomeand iJieffident. 
'. '~. . 
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Mixed. FundingRecognizes Direc;:t<ancflndirect Beneficiaries 

.. Many res()urce'protectiOllprogramspr()vidErbenefits toa specificgroup 
.or .s~t· ofgroups.as weIl. as . to the generalpopulation.These types of 
'programs>arëbest:financed from acombination of us~rJees.and general 
fUndsiForexample/asdisctissed earlier, state parkspr()vide a direct benefit 
tothe people that 'llsetheparks. Therefore, itisappropriateto charge 'a fee . 

:·:·for·llsingthep~rksang:touse theI'esulting revenues to fund the op~ration 
.• and II\aintenanceof theparks~ However, thepres~rvation of state park lands 
áls() provide,abenefit to all of the people in the state by maintaining th~ 

: n<ituraldiversity a.nd~cologicalhealthofthe state,andbypre~erving 
'. significant historical; : ctiltural; and natural. resources • for: both . their' intrinsic 

and tll'E!irequcationa.1 yalue. Actordingly, itis also appropriateto finance a 
. portion. ofthé acquisition and operation oft1;testateparks from general 
funds; becausePI'eservation orthese resourtés benefits the general popula-

.tion. ' .. 

Si~Ha.rly,th~ Department' of Fish and' Game acquires and opera tes 
.' various wildlifeareasthroughout the state. The wildlife· areas are operated 
to providehunters an opportunity to take waterfowl. As a resuit, the costs 
()fthe acqllisitionandopeI'ation of thes.e areas canappropriately be paid 

·.from hunting fées:H~wever, the wildlife areas alsoprovide habitat for a 
variety of waterfowl and other wildlife that are not hunted and the wetlands 
a.cf as. a filter and c1~anser for water that ultimately is used by people. As. a 
.result,thegerieralpublic alsobénefits from the acquisition and operation ()f 
these lands because ithelps to remove organics from drinking water and to 
fulfill broad state policy goals of protecting threatened and endangered 
species; Accordingly, part of the costs of acquiring and. managing these lands 
could. appropriately bepaid from general funding sources. 

Advantages and Disadvantages of Various Financing Options 

The three,. maj()r financing options for resources and environmental 
protedionprogI'amseach have advantages - and disadvantages .:.­
associated with them. Chart6provides acomparisonof the major advantag­
es and disadvantages of thefinancing options. As the chart shows: 

• The majoradvantage of fee financing for a program is that it r~quires 
individuals whoreceive the benefitfro~ the program to pay the entire 
cost.. An offsetting disadvantage is . that fees may act as a barnerto . 
acc~ssby individuals of limited means. 

• The. major advantage of General Fund or other broad financing is that 
it .results in t1;tebroadest possible r~venue base supporting programs 

.. ofge,neralpublic benefit. An offsettillg disadvantage ~: other .than the 
'. relativé scarcity . ()fthe Gelleral Fllnd' thesedays ~ is that the general 
public may end up subsidizing.progI'amsthat regulate private actions~ 

, ~ , 0 ~ , , , ' " , ~ , " , , , ~, , 
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Revenues 
From General 
Funds 

• Provide direct linkage be­
tween services and recipl­
ents; people not benefiting 
from program do not have to 
pay for the program 

• Free up General Fund mon­
ies for other priorities 

• In some cases, provide 
revenue stability for pro­
grams 

• Distribute costs of public 
goods among general popu­
lation 

• Resuit in virtually no addi­
ti on al administrative costs 

• May yield a higher level of 
administrative and legislative 
oversight 

Combined Fees • Share costs among private 
and Revenues beneficiaries and public 
From General beneficiaries 
Funds 

• May create funding stability 
due to potentially more sta­
bie funding souree 

• Reduce demands on the 
General Fund, while poten­
tially yielding a higher level 
of administrative and legisla­
tive oversight 

• May conflict with broader 
state policy goals to provide 
certain basic services at 
reasonable cost 

• At the margin, have a dis­
proportionate impact on 
small businesses or indivi­
duals of limited means 

• Increase administrative 
costs to collect fees 

• Potentially make programs 
sUbject to undue constituent 
pressure 

• May resuit in SUbSidr by 
general taxpayers 0 pro­
grams addressing specific 
needs 

• Potentially limited funding 
available to many programs 

• May resuit in reduced pro­
grams during periods of 
recession 

• Increase administrative 
costs 

• May deny access to individ­
uals of limited means 

. .". ., . 

• The ~ajOradvantag~of Il1ixed.finandng iStl~at,ihJgel}~ral,xriixe~·· 
finandl;1g can be .. structured to mitigat~ .tlledisacivaritagê~'Q[I'el}iitig 
either solelyon fees or solely on gener~l funds:hiadé:\iijoJ:i,}nijmes 
of General Fund scaréity, it allows theLegislatuI'efom:akedollar~go 
farther for programs that have a substantialpublkben~llt. .... .... 
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A difficulty, however, with mixed financing is that it requires the 
Legislature to determine the proper distribution of costs between fees and 
general funds. Ultimately, this requires the Legislature to determine who 
benefits from a program and to what degree they benefit. 

Decïding Which Funding Mechanism Makes Sense 

In our view, the Legislature' s choice of which generalfunding mechanism 
to choose for support of resources and environmental protection programs 
should not rest solelyon the current availability of funds. Instead, the 
Legislature, as part of its annual deliberations on the budget, should assess 
theextent to which the goals of the programs which it has put in place are 
helped or hindered by the current way in which the programs are financed. 
Then, the Legislature should start taking steps - through the budget and 
through enactment of any necessary legislation - to switch program 
funding to the source - induding the General Fund - that ultimately 
makes the most programma tic sense. One potential outcome is that this 
would resuit in the Legislature needing to reevaluate its broader expenditure 
priorities for the General Fund across the budget - resuiting in increased 
or decreased General Fund expenditures on resources and environmental 
protection programs. 

Conclusion. In the following analyses of the proposed budgets for natural 
resource and environmental protection programs, we have applied the 
framework described above to identify the most appropriate mechanism for 
financing a number of resource and environmental protection programs, and 
make recommendations for changing the propos ed funding to be consistent 
with this framework. 
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Sea Grant Program 
Item 3110 

General Program Sta~ement 
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Through the Sea Grant Program, the state provides matching funds 
required to receive full federal funding under the Nationéll Sea Grant College 
Program Act of 1966. These funds are used to support marine resources 
research programs at University of California campuses and the University 

,of Southern California. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes ,funding 'the SeaGrant Program at the current-year 

level. ' ' ' 

Chapter 1617, Statutes of 1988 (AB 3223, Mojonnier), extended this 
program through 1993-94 and specified that the program should receive 
$525,000 annually in state support. The budget proposes $589,000 in state 
support for the Sea Grant Program in 1992-93 w.ith no changes from the 
estimated expenditures.in the current y~ar. The total includes $489,000 from 
the General Fund and $100,000 from the Environmental License Plate Fund 
(ELPF). ,The ELPF funding provides for education and information dissemi­
nationactivities related to Sea ·Grant projects. 

This program, along with many others, WilS subject to an unallocated 
reduction of 4.1 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (Thisreduction 
is 3.4 percent of the program's total budget from all funds.) This reduction 
is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our compailion document, The 
1992'-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact of these 
reductions on various departments. 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Item 3110 

General Program Statement 

Item 3110 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) was establishedby an 
interstate compact approved by the California Legislature, the Nevada 
Legislature, and the u.s. Congress. California's contribution to the agency's 
support is twice that of Nevada's. The TRPA also receives funds froll)local 
governments and various other' sources. Under the compact, TRP A is 
responsible for the development of a coordinated land use plan and 
enforceable regulations to, preserve and enhance the environment and 
resources of the Lake Tahoe basin. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the TRPA includes several program changes resuiting in 

a minor decrease from the agency's cum int-year funding level. 

The budget proposes twoappropriations totaling $1.5 millionas 
California's share of support for the TRPA in 1992-93. This amountconsists 
of $910,000 from the General Fund and $582,000 from the Environmental 
License Plate Fund (ELPF). This is a decrease of $218,000, or 13 percent, from 
the amount provided by California in the current year.' 

The budget proposes a net reduction of one-time 1991-92 costs totaling 
$218,000 from the ELPF for various programs, primarily the Tahoe Environ­
mental Geographic Information System (TEGIS). The budget proposes 
continued ELPF funding of $114,000 for the TEGIS in 1992-93. 

This agency, along with many other departments, has been subject to a 
variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
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unallocated reduction of 4 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 2 percent of the department's total budget from all California 
state funds.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In 
our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we 
discuss the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Colifornia Tahoe Conservancy 
Item 3125 

General Program Statement 
The California Tahoe Conservancy acquires environmentally sensitive and 

other undeveloped lands in the Lake Tahoe Basin with funds from the Tahoe 
Acquisitions (1982 Bond) Fund. The conservancy also (1) acquires developed 
and partially developed lands and (2) improves and develops acquired lands 
to provide public access and recreation and to protectthe natural environ­
ment and wildlife habitat. 

Overview of the. Budget Request 
The budget proposes no significant workload or program changes for the 

conservancy . 

. The consérvancy'sbudget proposes expenditures totaling $4.1 million for 
support and local assistance in 1992-93. This is a decrease of $251,000, or 5.6 
percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The decrease is due 
primarily to a decrease in local assistance grants for soil erosion control. 

The conservancy, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety óf reductions over the past several years: Among' these is an 
unallocated reduction of 11 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 4 percent of the department's total support budget from ,all 
funds.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our 
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CAUFO~NIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY-Contlnued 

companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectivesand Issues, we discuss 
the impact of tJtese reductions on various departments. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes appropriations totaling $7.2 million in 
Item 3125-301 forcapital outlay expenditures by the conservancy. Please see 
our analysis of that item in the capital outlay sectión of the Analysis which 
is in the back portion of this document. 

California ConservationCorps 
Item 3340 

General Program Statement 
The California Conservation Corps (CCC) provides on-the-job training and 

educational opportunities to California residents aged 1f3 through 23 with 
projects that conserve and enhance the state's natural resources and enViron­
ment. The CCC headquprters in Sacramento operates 16, residential base 
centers, 30 satellite centers, and a corps member training acadeIl)yinC~mp 
San Luis Obispo. The CCC also develops and provides funding for nine 
community conservation corps in rteighborhoods with lárgé conceritrations 
of minority youth and high youth unemployment' <, ", 

Ove.view of the Budget Request 
The budget reflectsdlscontinuation of one-timedrought itIJpa~t funding. 

The budget proposes expenditures totaling $48 millionin 1992-93. This 
amount consists of(l) $32 million from the General Fund, (2) $232,000 from 
the Public Resources Account, (3) $6 million from the Energy Resources 
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Programs Account, and (4) $9.8 million in reimbursements, inc1uding 
payments from non-General Fund-support departments for work done by 
the CCC. This is $3.4 million, or 6.6 percent, lower than estimated current­
year expenditures. The reduction is primarily due to decreases in workload 
and training related to discóntinuationof one-time drought impact funding 
provided in the current year ($2.7 million). 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 16 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 11 percent of the department's total budget from all funds, 
inc1uding reimbursements.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over 
into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives 
and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Energy Resources Conservation 
and Development Commission 

Item 3360 

General Program Statement 
The Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission (or 

California Energy Commission - CEC) is responsible for siting major 
electric power plants, forecasting energy supplies and demands, developing 
energy conservation measures, and conducting a program of research and 
development involving energy supply, consumption, conservation, and 

. power plant siting technology. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes a significant reduction in funding for the commis­

sion, due primarily to areduction in the school bus demonstration program. 
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ENERGY RESOU~CES CONSERVATION ANp DEVELOPMENT COM~ISSION....contlnued 

The budget. proposes expenditures totaling $73.5 million'from various 
state funds, federaL funds, Petroleum Viplation Escrow Account (PVEA) 
funds and reimbursements for ~upport of the Energy Commission in 1992-93. 
This is a net decrease of $41.2 million, or 36 percent, from estimated 
current-year expenditures. This decrease is due primarily to a reduction in 
ronding for thepurchase offuel"'efficient school buses (Ch 1426/88, AB 35 
~ Katz); The commission 'indicatE~s that this reduction 'results' from the 
elimination of one-time funding from phase two of the program in the 
current year. Ta:ble 1 summarizes experiditure~ for the commission for the 
past~ current, and budget years. . . . 

California Energy Commission 
Budget Summary ," 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars in thousands) 

Expenditures 
Regulatory and planning 
Energyresources conservation 
Development 
Policy, management, and administration 
Distributed administration 
Loan repayments 

Totals 

General Fund 
Energy Resources Program Account, 
General Fund 
Petroleum Violation Esáow Account 
Katz Schoolbus Fund 
Other stat~ special funds 

. Federal fuflds . 
RelmbCJrsements 

Personnel-Vears 

$17,691 
17,875 
23,225 

8,598 
~8,397 

$55,807 

$34,807 
3,756 
5,403 

10,106 
1,433 

302 

427 

$17,020 $19,469: 14.4% 
28,978 19,542 -32.6 
68,433 34,507 -49.6 
8,965 ,8,611 -3.9 

-8,671 -8,611 -0.7 
10.3 

$112,207 $70,740 -37.0% 

$25 $25 
-~'·1,·, 

34,229 35,371 3.3% 
12,867 16,647 29.4 
45,296 7,339 -83.,8. 
17,555 9,533 -45.7 

1,800 1,3ga -22.8 
435 435 

461 481 4.3% 

This commission, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a varietyof reductionsover the past several years~ Among these is an 
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unallocated reduction of 4.4 percent from the Energy Resources Program 
Account, General Fund in 1991-92. (This reductionis 1.6 percent of the 
department's total budget from all funds.) This reduction is proposed to be 
carried over into 1992-93. In our companion docume:nt, The 1992-93 B.tldget: 
Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on várious 
departments. 

Colorado River Board 
Item 3460 

General Program Statement 
The Colorado River Board is responsible for protecting the.state's rights 

to water and power resources of the Colorado River;which is a major souree 
of water for southern California. The board seeks to protect Céllifornia's 
water rights by (1) representing California's interests concerning allocation 
of Colorado River resources among Mexico and the six other states claiming 
a portion of the supply and (2) implementing water development and 
management activities to enhance the efficient use of the water. Six water 
agencies support approximately three-quarters of the board's budget and the 
state provides the remainder. ". 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes funding the Colorado River Board at the current­

year level, except for small increases in funding for salinity control and 
personnel. . 

The total 1992-93 budget proposed for the board from aU sourées is 
$927,000, an increase of $4;000 or 0.4 percent,' above estimated current-year 
expenditures. The amount requested consistsof $254,000 (27 percent) in state 
funds and $673,000 (73 percent) in reimbursements from six water agencies. 
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COLORADO RIVER BOARD--Contlnued 

The state funds consist of $244,000 from the General Fund and $10,000 from 
the Environmental License Plate Fund. 

This board, along with many departments, has been subject to a variety 
of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an unallocated 
reduction of 14 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This reduction 
is 4.4 percent of the department's total budget from all funds, including 
reimbursements from local jurisdictions.) The water agencies increased 
reimbursements to compensate for most of this General Fund reduction. In 
our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we 
discuss the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Department of Conservation 
Item 3480 

General Program Statement 
. The Department of Conservation (DOe) is charged with the development 

and management of the state's land, energy, and mineral resources. The 
department manages programs conceming: geology, seismology, and mineral 
resources; oil, gas, and geothermal resources; agricultural and open-space 
land; ~nd beverage container recycling. . . . 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget projects a significant increase in recycling revenues, and 

proposesminor workload and administrative increasesin the department's 
nonrecycling programs, all from special funds. 

The department proposes expenditures totaling $373.3 million in 1992-93, 
an increase of $38.3 million, or 11 percent, from current-year estimated 
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expenditures. The proposed increase is due primarily to program increases 
totaling $37.8 million in the beverage container recycling program (mostly 
from an increase in projected'recycling revenues). Table l' displays the 
expenditures and staffing levels for the DOe frol1'11990-91' through 1992-93. 

Department of Conservatlón 
Budget Summary , 
1990~91 through 1.992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expenditures 
Geologlc hazards and mineral , 
' resources conservation $12,881 $14,133 $14,751 4.4%, 

OU; gas, and geothermal'prot~ction 9;068 9,988 9,903 -0.9 
Land resource protection 1,313 1,362 1,363 0.1 
Beverage container 'i'ecyclingand Iitter 

reduction " 325,336 309,467 347,233 12.2 
Administratioil (distrlbuted to other 

programs) 
Totals $348,598 11.4% 

General Fund $14,519 $14,292 $14,211 -0.6% 
Califomia Beverage Container Recycling 

Fund (CBCRF) " , 288,045 261,437 297,683 13.9 
Redemption Account, CBCRF 32,424 14,150 22,500 59.0 
GlassProcessing Fee Account, CBCRF, , . 4,867 33,880 27,050 ~20.2 

Other state funds 7,123' 9,189 . 9,432 2:6 
Federal funds 422 510 516 ' t2 
Reimbursements 1,198 1,492 1,858 24.5 

562 564 

,Proposed expenditures in 1992-93 primarily consist of (1) $14.2 million 
from the General Fund, (2) $9.4million from vario.us specialfunds,(3) $347.2 
m~llion frOm various beverage container recycling funds, and (4) $1.9 million 
in reimbursements. 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over thepastseveral years. Among these is an 
unallocated red,uction of 7.5 percent from the General Fl!Jld in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 0.4 percent of :thé department's total budget fr()m all funds.) 
This reduction iS'proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 



IV - 36/ RESOURCES Item 3480 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION-Contlnued 

document, The 1992-93 Budget: Pers~ctives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 

Status Report: Beverage Container Recycling Program 

California's Beverage Container Recyc14tg Program (BCRP) began in 
October 1987 after enactment of Ch 1290/86 (AB 2020, Margolin). The 
original goal of the program was to reach an overall beverage container 
recycling rate of 80 percent. By July 1991, the state's overall recycling rate 
had reached 75 percent. The department estimates that this ra.te will reach 
over 80 percent in 1991-92. 

The program was significantly modified in 1991 by Ch 908/91 (AB 2212, 
Sher). Under the previous program, beverage distributors paid the depart­
menttwocerits for each redeemable container they seIl in the state (called 
"redemption payments"). In turn, consumers could redeem any two eligible 
containers (including beer, soda, wine and distilled . spirit cooler, and other 
containers) for a five-cent "rerund value." However, this policy of "four 
cents paid in for every five cents paid out," coupled with the increased 
overall recycling rate meant that in the current year the department faced a 
likely shortage of funds in the Beverage Container Recycling Fund (BCRF) 
to pay refund values. Chapter 908 increased the. redemption payment by 
distributors to match the refund value of five cents for two containers 
effective March 1, 1992 . 

. In addition, Chapter 908°attempted to address the BCRF shortfall by (1) 
reducing litter abatement and education grants by $500,000 annually and 
convenience incentive payments by $3.5 million annually and (2) limiting the 
department's 1991-92 advertising budget to $2.8 million. These programs are 
funded by unclaimed recycling revenues (that is, fromredemptionpayments 
on unrecycled containers) which are deposited in the Redemption Account 
in the BCRF. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the department expected the 
provisions of Chapter 908 to allow the BCRF to remain solvent inthe current 
and budget years. (The budget projects that the Redemption Account will 
have a reserve of $62.9 million in 1992-93.) However, there was still some 
uncertainty because recycling rates coUld continue to increase prior to the 
redemption payment increase on March 1, 1992. oThus, , the department 
advised that it may need to request a General Fund loan in the current year 
to cover this potential shortfall in the BCRF. 

1992-93 Budget Proposalfor the 0 BCRP 

'The 1992-93 Govemor'sBudget shows program expenditUtes of approxi­
mately $347.2 million, including $321.8 million in fwlds continuously 
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appropriated to the department for various activities, and an appropriation 
of $25.4 million for program.support costs. According to the department, the 
continuously appropriated funds will be used to (1) pay refund values and 
non-glass processing-fee payments ($272.3 million), (2) support recycling 
incentive, contract and grant payments ($22.5 million), and (3) make glass 
processing fee and market development payments ($27.1 million). (Process­
ing fees are paid to processors to cover the difference between the costs of 
recycling a container and the scrap value of the container. Market develop­
ment payments are paid to container manufacturers and processors to 
promote the use of recycled crushed glass.) 

, ' 

The proposed budget for support of the BCRP reflects a net' decrease of 
$144,000, or 0.6 percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. This is 
due primarily to the conversion of eight limited-term and contract positions 
to permanent positions, offset by various workload and administrative 
adjustments. 
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. pepartmeotof'Forestry and Fire "Protection .. 
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.! > Item 3540 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Fire Protection Fees. The administratlon's proposal for 
fire protection fees has significant policy and fiscal 
Implications for the Legislature to consider. 

~ Timber Harvest Fees. The Legislature can free up $5.3 
million from the General Fund and $2.6 mUlion from 
other funds by requiring the timber Industry to pay the 
costs of regulation. 

~ Equipment Replacement. The department's multi-year 
project to upgrade fire protection equipment lacks a 
cohesive and sensible funding plan. 

Findings and Recommendafions Analysis 
Page 

1. Fire Protection Fees Assumed. The General Fund may face a 42 
shortfall of $12 million if legislation which would enact fire 
protection fees for state responsibility areas fails to pass. 

2. Timber Harvest Permit Fees. Net increased General Fund 43 
Revenues of $5.3 Million and Reduced Special Fund Costs 
of $2.6 Million. Increase Item 3540-001-001 by $2,610,000, and 
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decrease (1) Item 3540-001-140 by $2,094,000 and (2) 3540-001-
235 by $516,000. Recommend enactment of legislation to 
impose fees on timber operators to cover the state's costs of 
administering the Forest Practice Act, because industry which 
benefits from the regulation should pay the· costs of such 
regulation. 

3. Bond Funds for Equipment Replacement Not }ustified. 44 
Reduce Item 3540-001-786 by $13,016,000. Recommend a 

. reduction of $13 million because, based on the little infor­
mation available on the proposed bond issue and expenditure 
plans, the funding source appears inappropriate. 

General Program Statement 
The California Oepartment of Forestry and Fire Protection (COF), under 

the policy direction of the Board of Forestry, provides fire protection services 
directly or through contracts for timberland, rangeland, and brushland 
owned privately or by the state or local agencies. In addition, COF (1) 
regulates timber harvesting on forestland owned privately or by the state 
and. (2) provides a variety of resource management services for owners of 
forestlands, rangelands, and brushlands. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the CDF proposes several changes in funding sources, 

including a ~ew bond issue, to lessen reliance on general funds. 

The budget requests $379 million from the General Fund ($254.4 million), 
various other state funds ($31.8 million), federal funds ($5.9 million) and 
reimbursements ($86.5 million) for support of the COF in 1992-93. This is a 
decrease of $7.4 million, or 1.9 percent, from estimated current-year expendi­
tures. Table 1 shows the department's expenditures by program, staffing 
levels, and funding sources for the past, current, and budget years. 

Table 2 identifies, by funding source, proposed budget changes for the 
department in 1992-93. The major components of the net decrease in funding 
primarily consist of: 

• A reduction of $10.5 million for one-time, nonemergency fire suppres­
sion costs in 1991-92 related to the drought. 

• A reduction of $1.7 million due to elimination of one-time costs, the 
fuIl-year effect of salary reductions for managers and other adjust­
ments. 

• $4.9 million for program changes, including $3.7 million for equipment, 
$490,000 for a new biological diversity program, $921,000 for workers' 
compensation increases, and a decrease of $100,000 in funding to 
combat Dutch Elm disease. 
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Department ,of Forestry' and Fire Protection 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 throlJgh 1992-93 

Expendltures 
Wildl.and.fire protection and prevention 
Cooperative fire protl:)ction 
COnservation camps 

'.' fira suppressiÓn , 
Subtótals, fire protection and 
prevention . 

Forest practice regulation 
Other resource management programs 
Administration (costs distributed) 

Totals 

General FunéJ 
Special Account for CapltalOutlay 
Envlronmental License Plate Fund 
Callfomla Wildland Protection Improve-

ment and Modemlzatlon BondFund 
Other state special and bQnd fu.~~s ". 
Federal funds 
'Reimbursements 

Personnel-Years"; 

. Nota meahingfulligure: 

, ($373,479) ($355,039) 
6,744 8;064 

,,;'. 

19;429 '22,903 

$295,460 $264,680 
8,044 10,530 
4,223 5,913 

7,023 10,161 

1.1, 179 7,094 
73,732 87,628. 

4,<141 4,648 

$166,304 
1Q5,954 

($347,822) 
8,046 

22,754 

$254,385 
1,187 
8,030 

13,016 
9,575 
5,898 

,86,531 

4,507 

Item 3540 

-0.7% 
' -5.6 

0.2 

(~2.0%) 

-0.2 
-0;7 

-3.9% 
~88.7 

35.8 

_& 

-5.8 
-16.9 

-1.3 

-3.0% 

( 
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1991-92 Expenditures (Budget Act) $255,415 $38,nB' ' $7,094 $87;875 $389,162 

Emergenby Fund savings -10,000 -10,000 

Deficiencies 
Drolight augmentation 18,355 18,355 
LaCk of fee legislation -
fire protection ' ; 6,000 ,,' -6,000 ..;.. 

Lack Qffee legislation - , 
2,950 fores,t practice -2,950 -, 

Other adjustments 
Reduction per Sections 1.20 
and 3.90 -8,~1, -8,021 

Air flaet replacement savings -2,700 .,.. -2,700 
Allocation for forest practice 
legislation -500 -500 

Miscellaneous -19 -24 ~247 ' -290 

1991-92 Expenditure!l (revised) $264)680 $26,604 $7,094 $87,628 $386,006 

Baseline adjustments 
Assumeoperating costs of new 
c!Jllservation camps $2,017 -$2,148 -$131 

Drought augmentation for fire , 
suppression, other one-time costs and ad-
justments , -1 1 

" . '. ' .. 

Subtotals, baseline adjustments (-$8,622) , (-$532) (-$1,196) , (-$2,018) (-$12,368) 
~rogram changes 

Increased funding for telecommu~ 
nications aild air fleet equipment $3,673 $3,673 

Reduced fundingfor Dutch Elm 
disease ' , -100 -100 

Workers' compensation increase $921 921 
Biological diversity agreement 490 '490 
Operation of demonstration litate ' ' 

forests fund shift ' , 
Subtotals, program changes 

1 992-93 Expenditures (p~~posed) 
Change from 1991-92 (revlsed) 

Amount 
Percent 
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The budget proposes several changes in funding sources for various 
programs. A multi-year equipment replacement program previously funded 
from the Special Account for Capital Outlay . (SAFCO) is proposed to be 
funded in 1992-93 from a new bond fund proposed forthe 1992 ballots. The 
Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF) is proposed to fund the portion 
of the forest practice regulatory program previously funded from the Public 
Resources Account. The budget proposes to fund operation of state 
demonstration forests directly from the Forest Resources Improvement Fund 
(FRIF) instead of reimbursing General Fund expenditures from FRIF. 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 6 percent ($15 million) from the General Fund in 
1991-92. (This reduction is 4 percent of the department's total support budget 
from all funds, inc1uding reimbursements.) Of this amount, more than half 
($7.9 million) was restored permanently in the current year through the 
Section 27.00 deficiency process to maintain fire protection services. The 
remaining reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our 
companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss 
the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Analysis and Recommendations 

. Budget Assumes Legislature Will Enact Fire Protection Fees 

The department is considering several options for raising revenue to 
partially offset the cost of fire protection services. The budget assumes fees 
will genera te $12 million in revenues to the General Fund. 

The budget indicates that legislation will be introduced to establish a fee 
that will partially offset the cost of fire protection in areas for which the state 
bears primary responsibility: These lands, known as state responsibility areas 
(SRAs), generally consist of all forestland, watersheds, and rangelands that 
are not owned by the federal govemment or located within the jurisdiction 
of a city. The budget assumes that the fee will generate $12 million, or about 
5 percent of total proposed General Fund expenditures for fire protection 
services in 1992-93. The revenue appears in the CDF's budget as a transfer 
to the General Fund; therefore, failure to enact the legislation would pose a 
threat to the General Fund, not to the department's budget. 

Recent attempts to pass legislation enacting fire protection fees have 
failed. Policy debates generally concern (1) whether exemptions should be 
given to property owners in the SRA who already pay fees to local fire 
districts, (2) what proportion of totalfire protection costs the fees should 
cover, and (3) whether fees should be collected on the basis of acreage or 
level of improvements, or both. Most recently, the Legislature passed the 
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1991 Budget Act based on the assumption that feeswould genera te $12 
million, of which $6 million would go to the General Fund and $6 million 
directly to the department for fire suppression activities., However, proposed 
legislation giving the department the authority to collect fees based on parcel 
size andimprovements failed to pass,leaving a $6 million gap in the COF's 
fire protection budget for 1991-92. The administration intends to fill this gap 
with General Fund monies through the Section 27.00 deficiency process. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the department had not decided 
on the specific approach for the new fee proposal' for the budget year. 
According to the department, several options were under consideration, 
inc1udingalternatives to fees. The department advised that it was concerned 
with (1) the cost of implementation and (2) the potentialinequities of a 
program of property assessments. As one alternative to property assess­
ments, the department was considering the application of a surcharge on fire 
insurancepremiums. Vntil the Legislature has more'information concerning 
the approach that the department will take, there is ,no basis to evaluate 
either the merits of the proposalor the extent to which fire protection fees 
actually will resuit in the level of General Fund revenues projected in the 
Governor's Budget. A $12 million General Fund shortfall is likely without 
new revenues. 

Timber Harvest Permit Fees 

We recommend the enactment of legislation imposing fees ortax 
surcharges on timber operators to cover the department's cost ofadminister­
ing the ,FQrest Practice Act. (Increase General Fund revenues by $7.9 n:tillion; 
reduce Item 3540-001-140 by $2.1 million and Item 3540-001-235 by $516,000). 

Last year, we recommended the enactment of legislation imposing fees on 
timber operators to cover the General Fund costs of administering the Forest 
Practice Act. The Forest Practice Act prohibits timber haryesting unless 
harvest operations comply with a timberharvesting plan (THP)preparedby 
a registered professional forester and approved by the COF directQr~ The 
THP covers such matters as hárvest volume, cutting method, erosion control 
measures, ándspecial provisions for uniq:ue areasor wildlife that.would be 
affected by harvesting operations. The COF reviews THPs and conducts field 
inspections., ,', 

As part of the 1991-92 budget solution, the Legislature adopted a budget 
for the COF that reflected this recommendation. Subsequent to passage of 
the budget, however, the legislation authorizing the fee~ to offset General 
Fund costs" was not enacted. 

Budget-Year Proposal. The 1992-93 budget proposes expenditures of $8 
million for the forest practice regulatory program, inc1uding $5.3 million 
'from the General Fund, $2.1 million from the Environmental License Plate 
Fund, and the remainder from various special funds and license fees. In 
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addition, the budget states the administration's intent to (1) pursue 
legislation enacting timber harvest reform - currently referred· to as the 
"Grand Accord" - and (2) fund the incremental cost of this reform from a 
surcharge on the timber yield tax. The budget does not propose, however, 
to fund the base costs of timber harvest regulation from the timber yield tax 
or from fees on THPs. 

Fees or Surcharge to Cover Base Program Costs Still Justified. Our review 
indicates that the administration's 1992-93 funding proposal for timber 
harvest regulation does not go far enough in making the direct program 
beneficiaries - timber harvesters - pay for the full costs of the program. 

If the department adopted a system of fees based on the acreage and type 
of timber covered by a THP, an average fee of around $24 per acre would 
raise sufficient revenue to offset 1992-93 General Fund and special funds 
costs for the base program. A fee of this magnitude would be relatively 
small compared to the revenue generated from harvesting timber. 

our analysis indicates, however, that based on a 1981 Attomey General 
opinion, the department currently. does not have the authority to charge 
these fees. Consequently, we recommend enactment of legislation that would 
(1) provide the department with the authority to impose the fees (or timber 
yield tax surcharges) and (2) be consistent with the Legislature's actions in 
requiring that the cost of similar regulatory programs administered by other 
state agencies, such as the Department of Food and Agriculture and water 
quality control boards, be fullyor partially reimbursed through industry fees 
andassessments. The General Fund revenues from fees wouid be $7.9 
million annuallYi savings to special funds would total approximately $2.6 
millionannually. . . . 

General Obligation Bond Financing Proposallncomplete 

We recommend deletion of $13 mill~on in new bond funds for telecommu­
nications and air fleet equipment because the department's proposal does 
not (1) identify funding for Us multi';'year equipment replacement plan, (2) 
target bond expenditures to equipment whose use will exceed the life of the 
bond, and (3) provide sufficient detail to evaluate the appropriateness of 
bond expenditures for its fixed-wing replacement program. (Reduce Item 
3540-001-709 by $13,016,000.) 

We further recommimd that the Legislature consider conHnuing to fund 
this program on a pay-as-you-go basis, in the absence of a reasonable bond 
proposal. 

The budget propo~es to issue $13 million in generalobligation bonds to 
(1) replace two aircraft in the CDF's fixed-wing air fleet ($5 million), (2) 
retrófit three helicopters ($1.5 million), and (3) replace radio and telephone 
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equipment and add additional equipment to the department's telecom­

munications network ($6.5 million). These requests represent one year of 

multi-year plans to renovate the department's air fleet and telecommunica-· 

tions system at a total cost of over $150 million. 

Background. In 1990-91, the department proposed to purchase telecom­

munications equipment and replace a portion of its air fleet through revenue 

bonds. The department's justification for this proposal was that this 

equipment was similar to a capitalgood in that it had an extended life. At 

that time, however, our analysis identified two problems with the proposal. 

First, the type of bond which the department proposed to sell in order to 

purchase the equipment substantially increased the acquisition costs (due to 

the need to pay interest on the bonds) above other purchasing options, and 

the only "revenue" to pay off the bonds .would be future General Fund 

appropriations. Second, some of the equipment proposed for purchase would 

be obsolete before the bonds were fuUy paid. Consequently, the COF would 

likely be in the position of purchasing new equipment while continuing to 

pay for the old equipment. The Legislature rejected the department's tevenue 

bond proposal and instead has been funding telecommunication and air fleet 

equipment purchases primarily from the Special Account for Capital Outlay 

(SAFCO). 

Budget-Year Proposal. For 1992-93, the budget shifts funding of the equip­

ment replacement program to the California Wildland Protection and 

Modernization Bond Fund, a generalobligation bond measure proposed by 

the Administration for the November 1992 ballot. According to information 

available from the Administration, the entire bond proposal for COF would 

total $20 million. In addition to $13 million in bonds for equipment, the 

budget proposes expenditures of $6.6 million in bond funds for capital 

outlay. (Our discussion of the capital outlay portion of this proposal is 

inc1uded in our analysis of the department's capital outlay budget). We have 

the following concerns with the Administration's bond proposal for COF 

equipment. 

Bond Issue for One Year of Multi-Year Plan Does Not Make Sense. The 

Administration has not provided details on the amount or termsof the 

proposed bond issue. As mentioned above, however, it is our understanding 

that the entire bond may not exceed $20 million, while the department's 

equipment proposals alone exceed $150 million. The budget reflects an 

amount sufficient only for the 1992-93 expenditures, and this amount would 

fully deplete the bond in one year. In our view, a bond proposal that funds 

only one year oh large multi-year program may result in no funds available 

to continue the program in future years. This is because,given the demands 

on SAFCO and other funds,once these funds have been deleted from the 

department's budget, it may prove difficult to get these funds in the future. 

Consequently, if the Adm~nistration proposes to permanently shift· the 

equipment replacement program to bonds, the bond measure should be 

sized appropriately to pay the costs of the full replacement program. 



· IV· 46/ RESOURCES Item 3540 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION-Contlnued 

Some Equipment Will Be Obsolete 'Before Payments End. Ouranalysis 
indicates that only a portion of the equipment proposed to be acquired with 
bond proceeds is appropriate for bond fund .purchase. 5pecifically, the 
budget proposes bond fund expenditures of (1) approximately $3 million for 
the purchase of radio towers, radio vaults and generators and (2) $1.5 
m:illion for retrofitting helicopters. This equipment has' an expected useful 
life span of more than 20 years. Because the expected life of the equipment 
exceeds the usual term of the bond, purchase of this equipment with bond 
funds wouldbe a.ppropriate. Thê budget also proposes, however, $2.4 
million for radios and mobile cammand centers, which have a u:sefullife of 
only about 10 years. Because bonds generally are issued with a 20-year term, 
the department would pay for this equipment for twice as long as it could 
be used. Moreover, the COP would have to purchase replacement equipment 
at additional cost while it. continues to pay for the 1992-93 purchases. 
Consequently, our analysis' indicates that bonds are not an appropriate 
source for purchase of this short-lived equipment. 

Proposal for Fixed-Wing Air Fleet in Flux. At the time this analysis was 
prepared, the COP indicated that it was in the process of revising. the 
proposed fixed-wing aircraft replacement plan. The department hasdiscard­
ed its original plan, developed in 1989, to spend a total of $30 million over 
six years to purchase 17 new afr tankers, 15 new air attack planes, and one 
high-altitude reconnaissance aircraft with infrared scannirigequipment. Af ter 
testing, the airctaft tankers and attack planeswere found to be unacceptable. 
Under the revised plan, the department intended to spend a total of $43.8 
million over 10 years to (1) retrofit 14 5-2 air tankers, (2) remanufacture 15 
0-2 air attack planes and equip them with infrared cameras and telecommu­
nications equipment, and (3) buy the high-altitude aircraft. The COP planned 
to spend $2.3 million (SAPCO) in the current year for work on one air tanker 
and two air attackplanes, and $5 million (bond funds) in 1992-93 for work 
on two air tankers. 

5ince that plan was developed, howevêr, the COP has been looking at 
alternatives which inc1ude (1) full-service contracts forplanes, pilots, and 
service and (2) a mix of retrofitting aircraft, purchasing military surplus 
aircraft and contracting for pilots and service. The department indicates that 
it will issue a revised plan in early Pebruary. . 

Although bond financing is moreexpensive than pay-as-you-go financing, 
the use of generalobligation bonds makes sense for purchasing or remanu­
facturing aircraft with a usefullife of at lea~t 20 years. However, our analysis 
indicates that bond funds are unlikely to beappropriate sources of funding 
for contract services. Withoutfurther details, the Legislature has no basis for 
determining whether bond financing is. appropriate for the .fixed-wing 
program. 
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Conclusion. Although the request for new telecommunications, rotary­
wing, and fixed-wing equipment appears reasonable programmatically and 
has been funded previously by the Legislature on a pay-as-you-go basis, we 
find the current financing proposal inadequate in several respects. Conse­
quently, we recommend that the Legislature reject the department's proposal 
and reduce the COF's 1992-93 equipment replacement budgetby $13 million. 
In recognition that the purchases proposed by the COF are, in general, 
justified on a programmatic basis, we recommend that the Legislature 
consider continuing to fund the equipment replacement program on a pay­
as-you-go basis, until such time as the Administration .. is able to design an 
appropriate bond program. Appropriate fund sources for a pay-as-you-go 
program inc1ude SAFCO, the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act, Section8(g) 
Revenue Fund, and the General Fund. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes an appropriation of $6.9 million in Item 
3540 for capital outlay expenditure in the COF. Please see our analysis of 
that item in the capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back 
portion of this document. 

State Lands Commission 
Item 3560 

General Program Statement 
The State Lands Commission is responsible for the management of sover­

eign and statutory lands that the state has received from the federal govern­
ment. These lands total more than four million acres and inc1ude tide and 
submerged lands, swamp and overflow lands, the beds of navigable 
waterways and vacant state schoollands. 
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Primarily, the commission: (1) leases land under its control for the extrac­
tion . of oil, gas; geothermal, and mineral resources; (2) exercises economic 
. control over oiland gas development of the tidelands granted to the City of 
Long Beach; (3) oversees management of other state lands, including school 
lands; and (4)administersregulations and policies for operation of marine 
facilities in the state to protect against oil spillS. 

Overview of the' Budget Request 
7;hebudget proposes ot:tly minor workload and program changes for the 

State Lands Commission.' 

The budget proposes expenditures totaling $18.3 million for support of the 
State Lands Commission in 1992-93. This is a decrease of $186,OOO~ or 1 
percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The decrease is the net 
resuit of (1) baseline reductions totaling$884,000 and (2) workload, adminis­
trative, and program incre~ses totaling $698,000. Most of the h'icreases are for 
the marine facilities management program, which is funded entirely from oil 
industry fees. 

Proposed expenditures consist of $11.4 million from the General Fund, 
$4.7 million from state special funds, and $2.2 million in reimbursements. 
The proposed General .. Fund appropriation overstates the General Fund's 
commitment to this program. This is due ,to existing law and provisions in 
the Budget Bill that entirely offset the General Fund appropriations to the 
commission with transfers to the General Fund of tidelands oil revenues 
($10.2 million) and state school lands revenues ($1.2 million). The 
commission;s cost, therefore, actually is at the expense of the Special Account 
for Capital OuHay (SAFCO) and the State Teacher's Retirement Fund (STRF), 
which otherwise would receive these revenues. The transfer from tidelands 
oil· revenuescovers the cos! of overseeing oil and gas operations on state 
lands and the commission's general activities. The transfer from schoollands 
revenues covers the cost of managing thoselands. 

The commission, along with many other departments, has been subject to 
a varietyof reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 17 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 11 percent of the department's total budget from all funds.) This 
reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 
document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the i1'l1pact 
of these reductions on various departments. ., . 

Tidelands Oil Revenues 

The commission genera tes significant state revenue from the development 
and extraction of oil, gas, geothermal energy, and other resources on state 



Item 3560 RESOURCES I IV - 49 

iands. Most of this revenue is from on (ánd some gas) production on státe 
tide and submerged lands along the coast of southern California. 

, Long Beach OilProduction, The largest portiOI~ of the state' s on reven~e 
comes from tidelands granted to the City of Long Beach.The cityoversees 
the day-to-day operations for ,prod~ction of on. The stateJec~ives the net 
profits from the sale of the on af ter deductions for operating expenses, taxes, 

,investments, and distributions to the oilcoml'anies and the,city/In order to 
protect the state's substantial financial interest at Long Beach, the commis­
sion has the authority to approve development and operating plans~ and 
budgets associated with the oU production there. 

Until recently, oU production at Long Beach was carriéd' out by a 
consortium of oU companiesknown as THUMS. Chapter 941; Statutes of 
1991 (AB 227, O'Connell), authorized the ,commission to negotiate. a new 

,contract for an "optimized waterflood" program to recover an increased 
amount of oil from the grantedtidelands. The commission ;reports that it has 
negotiated a con~act with the Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCa), which 
now is sole owner ofTHUM:;, to manage the LongBeacl). oU field. Pursuant 

,to theintent of Chapter 941; AR.CO also hasdropped its $1 billion lawsuit 
against the stater,egarding the development of oil leases, at qoal Oil Point 
near Santa Barbara. The commission is working with ARCQ to implement 
the optimized waterflood p~ogram at Long Beach. 

Royalty Production. In additiól'\' thesta~e has leasedtic,ielands for on 
production along the coasts of Orange, Ventura, and Santa ~arbara Counties. 
On thesestatewide leases, the lessees pay a royalty to the state, based on the 
value of the oU produced. " 

Revenues in 1991-92. The budget estlmatesthat the state willreceive $263 
,~illion in tidelands oU and gas revenues in the current year. This estimate 
is based on the. state's ,receiving ,0) $202 millionin on~:-time settlement 
paymentsfrom oU antitrust suitsandother litigation,and(2) $61 million in 

,new tidelands oil revenues in 1991-92. The bUdget) current-year estimate is 
$59 million lower than the new oU revenues reflected in the 1991 Budget Act. 

Revenues in 1992-93. The budget projects that tidelands 'oilanc,:l., gas 
revenues will total $66 million' in the budget :x«rar. This projection isbá,sed 
onthé state's receiving (1) $8.5 milliqn in one..:tjrrtesettlement payments'from 
on price-fixing litigation and (2) $57.5 fuillion ill new tidelands revenues in 
1992-93. The new revenues are based on Long Beach and Santa Barbara oU 
prices of $15 per barrel and $12 per barrel, respectively. In addition, these 
revenues reflect the assumption that tidelands oil production will continue 
to dec1ine by at least 8 percent from 1991-92 to 1992-93, a rate consistent with 
past experience. . 

Commission staff advise that, because of events in the MiddIe East and 
other factors that can affect oU prices, the future prices are uncertain. (Recent 
prices reflect the unstable nature of this market; the actual Long Beach oU 
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price has ranged from $10.50 per barrel in JulyJ990 to $30 in October 1990, 
then back down to $11.20 in January 1992.) Staff indicate that the commission 
will update its tidelands oil revenues estimates for both the current and 
budget years at the time of the May revision. . 

We discuss the proposed allocation of tidelands oil and gas revenues in 
our analysis of Section 11.50 of the Budget Bill, in the back portion of this 
document. 

School Lands Revenues 

The commission estimates that it will receive:$4.3 million iil revenues 
from geothermal and other royaltiesand from land rentals in 1992-93 from 
"state school lands" - that is, lands that weregranted by the federal 
government to the state in 1853 t6 help support public education. Essentially, 
all revenues from schoollands, less the commission's cost to manage the 
lands, are deposited into the STRF. The budget proposes to deposit $1.2 

'million of this revenue in the General Fund to cover the commission's cost 
of managing the state schoollan:ds in 1992-93. The remaining $3.1 million 
will be deposited in the STRF. 

Elk Hills Settlement. The budget also reflects the state's receipt of $45 
million in newoil revenues from the federal government. These revenues are 
attributed to a proposed settlement of longstanding litigation against the 
federal government over title to schoollands within the Elk Hills Naval 
Petroleum Reserve in Kern County. Any settlement first would require 
approval by the U.S. Congress and the President. 

Under existing law, any revenues received as a resuIt of the state's claim 
on these lands are to be deposited in the School Land Bank Fund, with the 
interest on these deposits to be transferred to the STRF. The, budget 
proposes, however, to transfer the $45 million in settlement funds to the 
General Fund in 1992-93, through unspecified legislation. At the time this 
analysis was prepared, it appeared unlikely that the state actually would 
receive this $45 million from the federal govemment in the budget year. 
(Please see our analysis of Item 1920, the State Teachers' Retirement System, 
for additional discussion of this issue.) 
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Seismie Safety Commission ., 
Item 3580 

General Program Statement 
The Seismic Safety Commission was established to improveearthquake 

preparedness and safety in California. The commission is responsible for 
providing a consistent policy framework f.or .earthqua;k~re~ated programs 
throughout state government. The commission performs policy studies, 
reviews programs, investigates earthquake iilctdents, and cónducts hearings 
on earthquake safety . 

. Overview of the Budget Request 
... , '~.' . 

The commission's budget for 1992-93 reflects various workload changes 
of a one-time nature,resultingin a net increase of $353,000 (26 percent). 
These changes include. th~ following: 

• An increase()f $478,000 from reimbursements imd 1 personnel-year to 
revise and distribute a homéówner's guide toearthquake safety 
booklet, as required by Ch 699/91(AB 200, C~~tese). 

• An incre!lse of $174,000 from reimbursements and 1· personnel-year te> 
develop and distribute. a commercial property owner's guide to 
earthquake safety bookletrequired by Ch 859/91(AB 1968, Areias).1 

• A transfer of $1.00,000 from the EarthquakeSafety and Public>Building 
Rehabilitation (bond) Fund of 1990 to the Earthquake Emergency 
Investigations Account, Natural Disaster Assistance Fund, for inves:' 
tigations in the immediate aftermath of damagingeart.hquakes. 

• A decrease of $481,000 due to the one-time expenditure in the currerit 
year of monies from the earthquake safety' bond fund for reseá'rch 
related to the purposes of the bond act. 
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The commission, along with many other departments, has been subject to 
a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 12 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. This 
reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our companion 
document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 

Department of Fish and Game 
Item 3600 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Revenue Projections. The department' s revenue projec­
tions are much improved over preVlous years, but 
without legislative Qctlon, the department could end 
the budget year in deficit. 

~ Cantara Loop SpiJl Damage Assessment. The budget 
proposes that the Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
undertake the risk of funding thecosts ($8.6 millionfor 
1991-92 through 1992-93) of damage assessment 
related to a major chemlcal spill, although these costs 
should be supported by other funds. It is uncertain 
when - and if ....... the state will recover these costs from 
the responsible party. 

Contlnued 
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~ Natural Communities Conservation Planning. The De­
partment of Flsh and Game Is proposing a pilot project 
for a new bloreglonal approach to species ,protection 
which trles to do too much too soon, at a cost of $1.8 
milllon to the Envlronmental Llcense Plate Fund. 

,Findings and Recommendations Analysis 
Page' 

1. RevenuePicture for the Budget Year. Thedepartment's 57 
curient;.year revenues are tracking weU with projections, but 
positive fund conditions depend on legislative action for the 
current and budget years. ' 

2. Cantara Loop Spill Damage Assessment. The Legislature has 59 
two alternatives to more appropriately fUlld damage assess­
ment costs related to the spill in, a way that avoids an. 
inappropriate use of the Fish and Game Preservation. Fund 
(FGPF). Both options involve difficult choices for the Legisla­
ture. 

S. Natural Communities Conservation Planning. Reduce Item 61 
3600-001-140 by $1,750,000. Recommend deletion of $1,750,000 
from the Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF) for a 
major new initiative because the proposal does not provide .' 
for cost reimbursement, as required by' law, and does not 
meet the criteria for a pilot project. 

4. County Payments in Lieu of Taxes. Reduce Item 3600-001:" 63 
200 by $520,000. Recommend (1) deletion of ~20,OOO from the 
FGPF for in lien payments to counties for real property 
acquisitions and (2) enactment of legislation repealing the 
requirement for these payments because no other property­
holding state agency is required to pay fees in lieuof proper-
ty taxes. . 

5. Marine Facilities Inspection Program. Reduce Item 3600-001- 64 
320. Recommend a reduction of $100,000 from the Oil Spill 
Prevention Account fund for an additional marine facility 
inspector because the duties already are performed by another 
agency. 

6. Oil Spill Program. Recommend adoption of Budget Bill lan- 64 
guage prohibiting the Department of Fish and Games' s use of 
funds for programs that duplicate the activities of the State 
Lands Commission. 
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7.' Salton Sea Study. Reduce Item 3600-001·200 by $50,000 and 65 
Item 3600-001·890 by $150,000. Recommend deletion of funds 
for a contract study of fish survival in saline conditions 
because the costs are not justified. 

General Program Statement 
The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) administers programs and 

enforces laws pertaining to the fish and wildlife resources of the s.tate. The 
Fish and Game Commission sets policies to guide the department in its 
activities, and regulates the sport taking of fish and game. The department 
currently manages approximately 160 ecological reserves, wildlife manage­
ment areas, habitat conservation areas, and interior and coastal wetlands 
throughout the state. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
Deletion of significant one-time costs (primarily related to the drought) 

and increases for several major new program initiatives will leave the 
department's overall expenditure level virtually unchanged in the budget 
year. 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $168 million from all sources 
for support of the DFG in 1992-93. This is an increase of $2.2 million, or 1.3 
percent, over estimated current-year expenditures. Table 1 diSplays the 
expenditures and staffing levels for the department from 1990-91 through 
1992-93. 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 21 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is less than 1 percent of the department's total budget from all 
funds.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over into J992-93. In our 
companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss 
the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Table 2 shows the changes in the department's budget for 1992-93. As the 
table shows, the budget proposes program changes totaling $22.4 million, 
offset by baseline reductions totaling $20.2 million. Among the major new 
and enhanced program proposals are: 

• Increased spending ($3.8 million) for damage assessment work (primar­
ily studies) related to the Southem Pacific railcar spill of metam 
sodium into the upper Sacramento River at the Cantara Loop bridge 
in July 1991. 
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Department of Fish and Game 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars 'In thousands) 

Expendltures 
Enforcement 
Adminlstratlon (distributed to 

other programs) 
lIcensing 

WIldlife and Natural Heritage 
Management 
WIldlife management 
Natural heritage 

Fi$heries Management 
Inland fisheries 
Anadromous fisheries 
Marine resources 

Envlronmental Services 
011 SpilIs Prevention and Response 
Loan Repayment 

Totale 

Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
(FGPF) 
DBdlcated 
Nondedicated 

General Fund 
Envlronmental License Plate Fund 
Public Resources Account, Cigarette 

and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund 
Dil Spill Prevention and Response 

Fund 
Federal funds 
Other special funds (includes bond 

fUndS) . 
Relmbursements 

$24,710 

22,669 
3,334 

(24,896) 
16,086 
8,810 

(~0,659) 

17,487 
23,593 

9,579 
10,226 
4,382 

121 
$118,328 

$59,487 
(7,960) 

(51,527) 
4,837 

16,377 

6,335 

4,382 
17,862 

1,872 
7,536 
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$29,602 $30,482 

24,834 27,021 8.8 

24,375 31,931 31.0 

60,771 63,857 5.1 

36,658 .·29,048 -20.8 
13,835 12,149 -12.2 

121 
$165,363 

$68,657 $80,056 
(11,235) (11,29~) 0.5 

.(57,422) (68,763) 19.8 
17,054 4,187 -75.4 
12,588 15,969 26.9 

4,687 6,864 46.4 

.13,836 12,149 -12.2 
24,515 26,991. 10.1 

8,098 4,258 -47.4 
15,928 17,114 7.4 

1 7.3% 



.IV • 56/ RESOURCE~ Item 3600 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME-Contlnued 

1991·92 Expenditures(Budget Act) $66,995 $42,482 $40,128 $149,695 

Adjustments 1991-92 
Drought funding and other legislation 400 14,009 120 14,529 
Cantara Loop spill damage 
assessment , 2,000 500 252 2,752 

Miscellaneous adjustments -738 5 -57 -790 
Unallocated reductions 

1991-92 Expenditures (rev.) , '$68,657 $56,263 $40,443 $165,363 

Baseline adjustments 
Back-out drought funding and other 
legislation -400 -14,009 -120 -14,529 

Restore baseline funding 582 - 582 
Other baseline adjustments 

Subtot~ls, baseline, adjustments 

Program changes ' 
Increase damage assessment -
Cantara Loop spUI $4,571 -$500 -$252 $3,819 

'O&M of departinental lands 1,200 1,056 2,256 
Fund In-lielJpayments to counties 1,811 1,811 
Natural communities conservation 
planning 1,750 1,750 

Trinity River restoration 1,500 1,500 
OU spUI program changes 1,300 1,300 
Comprehensive wetlands program 
implementation 500 $650 1,150 

Bay protection and toxic cleanup 1,500 1,500 
EIR preparation and CEQA review 605 275 880 
Hatchery augmentation 580 580 
Miscellaneous program changes 

Subtotals, program changes 

1992-93 Expenditures (prop.) $80,056 $43,427 $44,105 $167,588 

Change from 1991·92 (rev.) 
Arnount $11,399 -$12,836 $3,662 $2,225 
Percent 16.6% -22.8% 9.1% 1.3% 
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• Increased funding ($2.3 million) to provide greater staffing and mainte­
nance of department-managed lands . 

• New funding totaling $1.8million to "catch up" on the department's 
required payments to counties in lieu of property táxes for la~ds 
acquired by the department. 

• Funding of $1.8 million to implement a new natural communities 
conservation planning program authorized by eh 765/91 (AB 2172, 
KeIley) as part of the Govemor's biodiversity management initiative. 

Analysis and Recommendations 
Revenue Picture for the Budget Year 

The budget estimates of the fee and tax reventies used to support the DFG 
are reasonable, but the ~udget's estimates of positive year-end fund 
conditions rely on legislative action to (1) extend increased commercial 
fishing fees and (2) approve a loan to the Fish and Game Preservation Fund 
for extraordinary one-time costs. Without these actions, the department 
could end the budget year with a negative fund condition. 

About half of the department's budget is supported by the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund (FGPF). This fund receives revenues from hunting and 
fishing licenses and taxes, commercial fishing permit fees, and environmental 
review fees paid by project proponents. Most of these revenues are deposited 
in the nondedicated account of the FGPF (lmown as the FGPF-ND), which 
primarily is used to support programs related to hunting and fishing, but 
also supports some environmental programs as a resuit of revenues from 
environmental review fees. .. 

Reliabilityof Revenue Estimates. In the past, we have criticized the 
department for not providing reliable revellue estimates on which th~ 
Legislature could base expenditure decisions. However, the department 
initiated a: new revenue estimate methodology in May 1990, which has 
overcome its past practice of generally overestimating revenues in order tp 
support expenditures proposals. Nevertheless, our analysis indicates that 
there remains enough uncertainty in the DFG's revenue estimates that 
shortfalls could occur. Under certain circumstances, these shortfalls could be 
significant enough to resuit in anend-of-budget, .. year deficit in the FGPF-ND, 
given the Govemor's proposed spending plan. We discuss below the two 
types of revenue which areparticularly vulnerable to shortfalls .. 

Commercial Fishing Revenue Projections Assume. Extension. of Fee 
Authority •. According to departmental data, commercial fishing revenues 
have come in slightly lower (1.3 percent) than projected through Nove.mber 
1991. The current.structure of commercial fishing licenses is a resuIt of recent 
legislation [eh 1703/90 (AB 2126) and eh 80/91 (AB 63), both Felando]. 
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Therefore, revenue projections are more difficult for this revenue category 
because the department does not have baseline. data from which to make 
direct estimates. Our. review indicates that, while the department has 
developed a reasonable approach for estimating these revenues in the 
absence of solid historical trend data, a great deal of uncertainty still exists 
as to whether actual revenues will track to departmental estimates. 

The most. immediate risk to the DFG:s revenue estimates concerns the 
expiration of the current license' strUcture for commercial fishing. Fee 
authority enacted in AB 2126 generally expired January 1, 1992, and 
commercial fish business license fees extended in AB 63 sunset in January 
1993. The Governor's Budge,t, however, assumes that the commercial fishing 
license structure in place in December 1991 continues through the budget 
year. If legislationis not enacted to extend the department's fee authority, 
the department will experience a $1.8 million revenue shortfall over the 
current and budget years. This amount inc1udes (1) $591,000 in lost AB 2126 
revenues in both 1991-92 and 1992-93 and (2) $663,000 in estimated commer­
cial fish business license fees under AB 63. 

Environmental Review Fee Revenue Estimates May Be High. Chapter 
1706, Statues of 1990 (AB 3158, Costa), aUows the department to charge 
proponents of projects or .activiti~s subject t9 review under the California 
Environmental Quality, Act a fixed fee to cover the. costs of conducting the 
department's environmental reviews as weU as engaging in generalresource 
protectio~. The departmentprojects that it will receive $4.8 million in 
environmental review fee revenue in the budget year. Our review indicates 
that the department'sestimating methodology is generally reasonable, but 
may lead to overly optimistic revenue estimates for budgeting purposes, 
given the fee's brief revenue history and the significant problems the 
department has encountered in implementation and enforcement of the fee. 
In addition, the DFG's estimate relies on expected payment of fees -- ac­
counts receivable - which could create cash flow problems for the depart­
ment. According to DFG staff, there frequently is a 30- to 80-day time lag 
between the time a Notice of Determination (NOD) fot a project is filed and 
receipt ofthe fHing fee by the DFG. Thus, while the department counts as 
revenue in the current year all fees expected to be owed for projects with 
NOOs through June 30, 1992, much of this revenue may not be received until 
weIl into the budget year; The same is true for revenues in 1992-93. 

• . i ' 

Consequently, despite the department'sprogress in implementing the fee, 
there is significant uncertainty that the revenues will actually materialize as 
the department anticipates. Our review of the cumulative cash receipts. and 
accounts receivable statements indicates that a more conservative projection 
would be approximately $4.4 million in revenues each year, or $400,000 less 
than the DFG estimates ($800,000 less over the two-year period). '. 
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One-Time Infusion of Funds Proposed From 8(g) Fund. The Governor's 
Budget proposes a one-time transfer of $8.6 million from the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act, Section S(g) Revenue Fund (1mown as the Seg) 
Fund) to the FGPF in 1992-93. (The purpose of this transfer is covered iil 
more detail below in our discussion of the department's damage assessment 
proposal for the Cantara Loop spill.) In the absence of this transfer, the 
department's proposed budget yearexpenditures. ($71.2 million from the 
FGPF-NO) would resuit in the fund ending 1992-93 with a deficiency of 
about$3.S million .. This potential deficit ispartiaUy a result of the 
department's plans toinitiate or expand FGPF-supported programs by over 
$11 million in 1992-93. 

Conclusion. In general, the department's revenue estimates have 
improved. However, the positive fund condition pi'oposed in the.Governor's 
Budget is due. partially to optimistic assumptions on the part of the 
department for statutory changes and timely fee collections. If these assump­
tions do not prove. true, the department could face revenue shortfalls of up 
to $2.6 1l).illion through . the budget year. Assuming adoption of the 
department's proposed expenditure plan, this would leave the FGPF-NO 
with budgeted reserves of only $2.1 million, or3 percent, at the end of 1992-
93 - in our opinion too low a level given the volatile nature of this fund 
overthe last several years. Moreover,to the extent that the Legislature does 
not approve the transfer of monies from the Seg) Fund to the FGPF-NO, an 
actual gap between revenues and expenditures could occur. At its worst, this 
gap could total as much as $6.5 million and would require approximately 
$10' million in program reductions to bring the budget into balance and 
establish a reserve totaling 5 percent of expenditures. 

State to Shoulder Major UP. Front Costs for' Legal Response to Rail Spill 

The Legi$lature has two options for funding damage assessment costs 
related to the Cantara Loop- spill in a way that avoids an inappropriate use 
oftheFGPF. 

The OFG is the lead agency for response to the chemical spill, known as 
the Cantara Lpop spill, that damaged aquatic life along 45 miles of the 
Sacramento River aboye Lake Shasta. The spill occurred last summer af ter 
a Southem Pacific train derailed at the Cantara Loop bridge in Siskiyou 
County spilling the chemical metam sodium directly into the river. The OFG 
already has incurred immediate cleanup and response costs for which the 
Southem Pacific Transportation Company has provided partial 
reimbursement. 

, In addition to clean-up activities, the OFG is the lead agency for (i) 
asseSsing the damage to natural resources and (2) overseeing restoration of 
these resources. The lead agency also shoulders the burden of costs incurred 
in recovering damages from the responsible party. The department estimates 
that completing the damage assessment and planning for restoration will 
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cost a total of $17.4 ~illion over as ~uch as 10 years, with the majority of 
the ~osts incurred in the first three, years. The $17.4 million includes $3.9 
inillion Jor staff, costs .and $13.5 million. for, contract studies. 

Current-Year Budget Impact. The department proposes to begih the 
damage assessment process in the current year through deficiency funding 
totalling $2.5' million from the FGPF':'ND ($2 million) and the Fish and 
Wildlife PolIution Cleanup and Abatement Account ($500,000). These funds 
would be used to add 12 permanent positions, plirchase equipment, and 
contract for damage assessment studies. 

Budget-Yëar Proposal. For 1992-93, the Governór's Budget proposes total 
expenditures of $6.6:million from the FGPF-ND for the department's damage 
assessment efforts. This amotint co'nsists of appróximately $800,000 for 
support of department staff and $5.8 million for continued support of 
contract studieS. The budget proposes a loan of $8.6 million from the 8(g) 
Fund tei theFGPF-ND in 1992-93, to coveithe departmEmt's FGPF costs in 
the current and budget years related to. the spill. The budget does not 
provide, however, for aspecific tepayment schedule. Without this loan, the 
'department would need to reduce other 1992-93 proposed augmeritations by 
at least $7.4 million (assuming a 5 percentreserve in the FGPF-ND), or cut 
base expenditures by a like'amount. 

Proposed Funding Mechanism Flawed. Since the transfer of,funds from 
the 8(g) Fund to the FGPF-ND in the budget year is a loan, the FGPF-ND 
ultimately would bear responsibility forrepaying the loan to the 8(g) Fund. 
Oue to the FGPF' s restricted uses and declining revenue base it does not 
appear reasonable to rely On this fund to (1) support all ,of the up front 
deficiency costsor (2) bear the hilI burden of risk in the event that Southern 
Pacific does not reimburse the stateJor the' full costs of damage assessment. 
Under current law, the FGPF must be used to support programs primarily 
of benefit to hunters and fishers. However, the damage created by the spill 
was not limited to game species. The spill affected wildlife and vegetation 
generally in the area. Also; hunting and' fishing revenues to the FGPF are 
declining over time which means there will be less money in the fund in the 
future to repay the lo~m from the 8(g) Fund shouldSouthern Pacific not pay 
the full costs.Therefore, it seems more appropriate that the Legislature take 
one of two alternative approaches: 

• Fund the damage assessment program from the Hazardous Substance 
Account (HSA). The HSA, administered by the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC), provides funds for, among other things, (1) 
the clean-up of sites where hazardous substances have been released 

'and (2) the costs of damage assessments related to ahazardous 
substance release. Our review indicates that on a programmatic basis, 
this is an appropriate fund to finance the Cantára Loop spill damage 
assessment costs. We estimate, however, that based on the Governor's 
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Budget proposal, the HSA willend 1992-93 in the red. Consequently, 
to fund the DFG's Cantara Loop spill costs from this source, the 
Legislature would have to make even deeper cuts in the DTSC's 
budget than it already must make .. (For more information on the 
condition of the HSA, please see ouranalysis of Item 3960 - The 
Department of Toxic Substances Control.) . 

• Fund the costs directly from the 8(g) Fund. Altematively, the Legisla­
ture, rather than providing a loanto the FGPF-ND from the 8(g) Fund 
for these costs, could fund the costs of the Cantara Loop spill damage 
assessment directly with an appropriation fróm the 8(g) Fund. 
Presumably, when and if Southem Pacific makes damage payments to 
the state, the 8(g) Fund wouldbe repaid. 

Budget Proposes Special Funds - Not 
Fees - For Support of Major New Initiative· 

We recommend deletion of $1.8 million from theELPF proposed to fund 
develc>pment of the state's first natural community conservation plan 
because (1) the department does not include a cost-reimbursement schedule 
as required in legislation and (2) the proposed spending plan exceeds the 
parameters of a pilot project. (Reduce Item 3600-001:"140 by $1,750,000.) 

Background. Chapter765, Statutes of 1991 (AB 2172, Kelley) - known as 
the Natural Community Conserv'ation Planning Act ~ authorized the DFG 
to assist public and private agencies iri preparing and implementing natural 
community conservation plans (NCCPs)to provide protection fór wildlife 
species in areas proposed for development. The plans are intended to 
provide frameworks early in the. proposed development process for 
protection of species and their habitats that make up a natural community. 
The measure authorizes the DFG to adopt non-regulatory gilidelines for the 
development and implemelltation of the plans. The measure does not exempt 
projects from the requirements of theCEQA, although the measure is 
designed, in the long run, to shorten the CEQA process for individual 
projects. Chapter 765 requires that the DFG be fully compensated for its costs 
in assisting the NCCP process. .. 

For the current yeat:, the DFG and the Resources Agency absorbed the 
initial costs of implem~nting .the program. Current-year activities involved 
(1) organizing interested parties for a "pilot project" in Southem California, 
(2) appointment ofa scientific review panel and.anadvisory COmmittee, (3) 
appointment of legal counsel, and (4) signing of a cooper,ative agreement 
between the DFG and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Budget Year Proposal. For 1992-93; the budget requests $1.8 million from 
the Environmental License Plate Fund and 29 permanent positions (27.5 
personnel-years) for (1) resources inventory and preliminary planning, (2) 
mitigation negotiations and agreements, (3) scientific monitoring and threat 
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assessmeilt, and (4) statewide coordination and oversight. According to the 
department, these costs are associated with implementing a pilot project that 
focuses on coastal sage serub habitat stretchingalong the coast from the 
Mexican border into Ventura County. We have the following two concerns 
with the departmenfs proposal. 

Contrary to Statute, Proposal DoesNot Providefor Cost Reimbursement. 
Chapter 765 requires that the DFG be fully compensated for its actual costs 
to participate in the preparation and implementation of an NCCP. These 
costs may indude: consultation; compiling and providing habitat data; plan 
review and approval; monitoring of plan implementation; and "other 
activities necessary to the preparation and implementation of a plan." The 
departmenf s proposal, however, indudes no fees or. other method of 
recouping costs. According to the DFG, requiring project proponênts to 
compensate the DFG for an NCCP may reduce the number of individuals or 
firms who wish toparticipate, given the significant costs project proponents 
currently may face under CEQA.. Nevertheless, Chapter 765 is dear in its 
direction that the department should be fully reimbursed for its costs. 
Moreover, it makes sense for project pr9ponents to pay for the costs of this 
program since, in the long run, it is designed in part to benefit them by 
shortening the CEQA process. 

Proposal Does Not lnclude Basic Elements of Pilot Project. In our view, 
aproposal to implement .any new program on a pilot project basis should 
indude several elements. Specifically, the proposal should: 

• Be limited in scope and site-specific. 

• Indude measurable .. goals.and objectives, and a, timeline for project 
evaluation .. 

• Terminate on a certain date, thereby requiring the department to justify 
the continuation or expansion of the project. 

This proposal, ho~ever, does not indude these elements. For example, the 
proposal requests permanent, not limited-term, positions and does not 
indude goals and objectives by which the success of the project can be 
evaluated. In addition, the proposal requestsfunds for activities that are not 
strictly associated with the pilot project. The department indicates that these 
funds would meet more general biodiversity and conservation program 
needs as· well as statewide implementation of the NCCP program. In our 
view, it makes sense to initiate this innovative program with a pilot project. 
But the purpose of a pilot project is to determine whether - and in what 
form - a program can be implemented successfully on a wider basis, by 
first showing that the project is successful. Consequently, we do not believe 
that the departmenfs request for permanent funds. and staffing for this 
program is warranted at this time. 
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Conclusion. Because the proposal does not inc1ude a reimbursement plan 
and tries to do too much too soon, we recommend that the Legislature delete 
funding for this program uittil the department provides a more reasonable 
plan which (1) fully justifies the proposed pilot project costs, (2) inc1udes 
measurable goals and objectives, and (3) provides for a reimbursement 
schedule or other funding alternative through which the department can 
recoup its costs. Consequently,we recommend deletion of the $1.8· million 
that the DFG proposes to spend on pilot implementation. 

Budget Proposes "Catch-Up" Program for County Payments 

We recommend the enactment.of legislation repealing the requirement 
that the department make payments in lieuof taxes to counties in which the 
department holds lands, as this requirement is inconsistent with state law 
regarding other property-holding state agencies. (Reduce Item 3600-001-200 
by $520,000.) 

Current law (Fish and Game Code Section 1504) requires the department 
to provide in-lieu· payments to counties for real property acquired and 
operated by the state as wildlife management areas. Until the current year, 
the department was able to keep curreitrwith a portion of the in-lieu fee 
obligation through a baseline redirection of resources. In the current year, 
however, the Legislature· deleted these funds from the department's budget 
because (1) the department was experiencing significant shortfalls in FGPF­
NO revenue relative to its overall expenditure plan and (2) no other 
department was required to make such páyments for lands it owned and 
managed. 

For 1992-93,. the budget proposes $1.8 million from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund for payments to counties as compensation for property tax 
losses incurred when the state acquiredproperty for wildlife habitat. This 
amount consists of $1.3 inillion for payment in arrears (from '1988-89 through 
1991-92) of in-lieu obligations, and $520,000 tó establish an ongoing base 
expenditure for in-lieu payments beginning in 1992-93 .. 

In-Lieu Paymeni Requirement Not Applied Across Departments. A 
number of state agencies own and manage property on behal( ofthe state. 
For example, the Department of Parks and Recreation owns and manages 
state holdings of parks, beaches, and recreation areas; the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection owns and lIlanages the state forests; and Cal­
trans owns highway rights-of-way around the state. None of these depart­
ments, however, must pay fees in-lieu of property taxes to counties in which 
they hold lands. In fact, our analysis indicates that the DFG is the only large 
state property owner where current law t:equires such a payment. 

In our view, there is no analystical reason to treat this department 
differently. from other state departmentswith respect to its land holdings. 
Consequently, we recommend the enactment of legislation repealingthe 
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r~quirement that the DFG pay to counties fees in lieu of taxes for the 
property it holds. Consistent with this recommendation, we also recommend 
that the Legislaturereduce by $520,000 the amount requested .in the Budget 
Bill from the FGPF for support of thes~ payments beginning in 1992-93. We 
recommend approval, however, of the $1.3 million requested for payment in 
arrears through the current year, as this amount represents an obligation of 
the department under current law. 

Marine Facilifies Inspection Program Overbudgeted 

We recommend a reduction of $100,000 and one personnel-year requested 
from the Dil Spill Prevention and Administration Fund for marine facility 
inspections because·this posit(on ist:lotnecessary. (Reduce Item 3600-001-320 
by $100,000.) . 

The budget proposes an additional $606,000 for six inspectors in the 
marine facility and vessel inspection program in the department's Office of 
Oil Spill Preventionartd Response in 1992-93. These positions are intended 
to supplement the existing 12 fish and game warden positions that were 
funded when the ·office was established last year. The department indicates 
that its actual field experience in this program has providec;l a better estirriate 
of ,the inspecti~n workload. In addition, the department reports that it now 
recognizes the need for specific technical expertise which the wardens in the 
inspection program do not have, 

Our review of this proposal indicates that, in general, the new positions 
appear justified. However, roughly one-sixth of the workload identified for 
these positions is for marinefacility inspection activities currently performed 
by staff of the State Lands Commission under its own oil spill prevention 
progr~m. For instance, the department proposes that the new inspectors 
conduct annual reviews· of marine terminals and offshore oil platforms. 
These reviews already are done on a routine basis by commission inspectors. 
Consequently, we recommend the deletion of $100,000 requested for one 
personnel-year ($52,000) and associated expenses ($48,000) for the 
department' s marine facilities inspection program, as this position is not 
necessary. . 

Clarification Needed' On Inspection Program Duties 

Werecommend the adoption of Budget Bill language to specify that the 
department may not expend funds on oil spill prevention activities that are 
under the jurisdiction of the State Lands Cómmission. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget Act expresses legislative intent 
t~at the programs of the Department of Fish and Game, the State Lands 
Commission, and other state agencies that implement the Lempert.;.Keene-
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Seastrand on Spill Prevention and Response Act not duplicate' or overlap 
each other. In addition, the Legislature directed the Secretary for Resources 
to report by January 1~ 1992 on the status of the coordination of these 
agencies' programs to minimize duplication of effort 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the Resources Agency had not yet 
submitted this report. However, in light of the department's 1992-93 budget 
request for additional inspecto~s, as discussed • above, it is dear that the 
potential still exists for duplieation or overlap within the state's various oil 
spill programs. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the 
following Budget Bill language in Item 3600-001-320 to darify the 
department' s use of oil spill funds and thus' minimize this potential. 

None of the funds appropriated in this item shall be expended by the Depart­
ment of Fish and Game for inspection of marine terminals or marine facilities, 
as defined in Public Resources,Code Section 8750. The department shall, to the 
greatest extent possible, coordinate its inspection activities with the State Lands 
Commission. . 

New Salton Sea Study Contract 

We recommend deletion óf $200,000 in funding proposed for the first year 
of a multi-year contract to study fish survival in increasingly saline 
conditions because the department has failed to provide the information 
that would fully justify thisproj~ct. ~educe Item 3600-001-200 by $50,000 
and Item 3600-001-890 by $150,000.) 

The budget proposes $200,000 ($150,000 from federal funds and $50,000 
from the FGPF) for the first year of a three-yearcontract to study three 
species of sport fish found in the Salton Sea and the salinity levels at w hieh 
they can survive. Increasing salinity levels threaten the naturalized 
sportfishery in the Salton Sea because the sea receives most of its water from 
salty agricultural run-off. . 

\ 

. Accord,ing to the department, the contracUs needed because a long-term 
technological solution to the salinity levels (for example, desalting ponds) is 
not likely to be available foranother 20 years, Consequently, the department 
proposes to find out, under laboratory conditions, how these fish will react 
to increasing salinity levels, and. if . they will. be able to survive. The 
department wants this information prior to determining whether or not to 
undertake a hatchery stocking program at the sea in an attempt to extend the 
life of the fishery. 

Our analysis indieates, however, that in' the absence of a plan to 
undertake hatchery stocking at the sea - induding an evaluation of the 
costs of doing so - the Legislature has little information on whieh to base 
a d~cision about the cost-effectiveness of undertaking the study at a total 
cost of $600,000 and, uitimately, a hatchery stocking program at the Salton 
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Sea. COl)sequently, we recommend that the Legislature delete from the 
budget the $200,000 proposed for support of this contract. 

Capital Outlay , 

The Governor's Budget proposes appropriations totaling $12 million in 
Item 3600 for capitaloutlay expenditures in the' Department of Fish and 
Game. Please see our analysis of that item in the capital outlay section of this 
Analysis which is in the back portion of this document. 

Wildlife Conservation Board 
Item 3640 

General Program Statement 
The Wildlife Conservation Board acquires property to protect and 

presertTe wildlife and provides fishing~. hunting, and recreational access 
facilities. The board's ongoing support' activities are financed primarily 
through appropriations from (1) the Habitat Conservation Fund (the 
California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990-Proposition 117) and (2) the 
Wildlife Restoration Fund, whichannually receives $750,000 in horse racing 
license revenues. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The Wildlife Conservation Board budget does not propose any significant 

workload or program changes. " , 

The budget proposes total support expenditures of $2.7 million from the 
Habitat Conservation Fund ($1.8 million), the Wildlife Restoration Fund 
($596,000), the California Wildlife, Coastal, and Park Land Conservation 
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(Bond) Fund ($210,000), and the Environmental License Plate Fund ($102,000) 
to support the Wildlife Conservation Board in 1992-93. This is $4.2 million, 
or 61 percent, less than estimated current-year expenditures. 

The proposed decrease does not represent a.reduction in activities for the 
board. It is attributable primarily to a reduction in 1992-93 of transfers to the 
Habitat.. Conservation Fund. In 1991-92, the budget counted within the 
board' s budget funds to support new and existing programs and projects 
administered by the Department of Fish and Game and the Department of 
Water Reso\lfces. The expenditures were processed through the board' s 
budget to meet the fund transfer and~xpenditure requirements of Proposi­
tion 117 without using General Fund money. This prac:tice is not proposed 
to continue in the budget year. 

The budget also proposes (1) a reduction of one 'personnel-year and 
$45,000 (Habitat Conservation Fund) to meet administrative cost restrictions 
of Proposition 117 and (2) the addition of one personnel-year and $70,000 
(Environmental License Plate Fund) to administerthe Riparian Habitat 
Conservation Program established in Ch 762/91 (SH 906, Hili). 

Capital Outlay 

The Govemor's Budget proposesexpenditures of $30.2 million in Item 
3640-301 for capital outlay in the Wildlife Conservation Board. Please see our 
analysis of that item in the. capital outlay section of this Analysis which is in 
the back portion of this document. 

Department of Booting and Waterways 
Item 3680 
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General Program Statement 
The Department of Boating and Waterways seeks to develop and improve 

boating facilities in California, to promote boating safety, and to conduct a 
statewide beach erosion control program. The department primarily .(1) 
constructs boating facilities for the state park system and State Water Project 
reservoirs, (2). makes loansto public and private marina operatotsto finance 
the development of small eraft harbors and marinas, and (3) makes grants 
to local agencies to finance boat launching facilities, bóating safE;!ty and 
enforcement programs, and beach erosion control projects. . 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed budget for the Department of Boating and Waterways is 

ess~tially a workload budget, except for the loca~ assistance programs, 
which receive significant increases over the current-year funding level. 

The budget proposes expenditures for the Department of Boating and 
Waterways totaling $48.2 million from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving 
Fund ($44 million), and federal funds and reimbursements ($4.1 million) for 
support and local assistance in 1992-93. This is an inerease óf$4.3million, 
or 9.9 percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The proposed 
inerease is due primarily to (1) a $1.6 million increase in grants to local 
govemments for boat launching facilities, (2) a $1.5 million inerease inloans 
for private marinas, and (3) a $1.2 million increase in loans for public 
marinas. These proposed local assistance inereases are funded entirely from 
the Harbors and Watereraft Revolving Fund. 

Capltal Outlay and Local Assistance 

The Governor' s Budget proposes several appropriations in Item 3680 for 
capital outlay ($1.5 million) and local assistance ($42.9 million) expenditures 
by the Department of Boating and Waterways. Please. see our analysis of the 
department's proposed capital outlay .and local assistance programs in the 
capital outlay section of the Analysis which is in the back portion of this 
document. 
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California Coaslal Commission 
Item 3720 

General Program Statement 
The California Coastal Commission administers the state's coastal 

management program, pursuant to the 1976 Coastal Act (asamended).The 
two principal elements of this program are: (1) the review andapproval of 
local coastal programs (LCPs) and (2). the regulation of development in the 
72 local jurisdictions within. the coastal zOIle~ The Coastal Commission also 
administers the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) as the 
designated state coastal management agency. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proPQses minor w~rkload adjustmetJts and no program 

changes tor the commission., 

The bitdg~t proposes expenditure~ for the commission. tqtaling$9.9 
million in 1992-93. This is an'incréase of $313,000, or 3.3. percent, 'from 
estimated current-year expenditures.··· ." 

Proposed expenditures in 1992-93 consist of $5.5 million from the General 
Fund, $2 million from state special funds, $2 million of federal CZMA 
money, and $329,000 in reimbursements. The commissi<;?n expects to. retain 
approximately $1.2 million, or 60 percent, of the CZMA money it receives in 
1992-93. The remaining $820,000 will be passedthrough to (1) the State 
Coastal Conservancy ($369,000) and the San Francisco BayConservation and 
Development Commission ($201,000) and (2) local ag~ncies ($250,000) under 
the·LCP grant program. . . 

- ",., 
The . proposed increase in thé commission' s budget is the riêt resuIt 

primarily of (1) worldoad· and administrative adjustments totaling $558,000 
and (2) a net reduction of three personnel-yearstotaling $245,000. 
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The commission,alongwith :many other d,épartments, has been subject to 
a variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 17 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 11 percent of the department's total budget from all funds.) This 
reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our compailion 
document, The 1992,93 Budget:Perspectives and Issues( we discuss thl:! impact 
of these reductions on varióus departments. 

State Coastal Conservancy 
Item 3760 

General Program Statement: 
The State Goastal Conservancy is authorized toacquire land,undertake 

projects, and award grants for the purposes of (1) preserving agricultural 
land and significant coastal resources, (2) consolidating subdivided land, (3) 
restoring wetlands, marshes, . and oth~r natural resources, (4) developing a 
system óf public accessways, and (5) improving coastal urban land uses. In 
general, the projects must conform to California Coastal Act policies and be 
approved by the, conservancy governing board. 

Overview of the Budget R~quest 
The budget proposes minor adjustments for the conservancy, primarily the 

deletion of one-time. costs. . .' 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $4.2 million from the State 
Coastal Conservancy Fund ($3.5 million), the 1980 Parklands (Bond) Fund 
($291,000) and reimbursements ($375,000) for support of the Cóastal 
Conservancy in 1992~93. This is a deqease of $318,000, or 7.1 percent, from 
estimated current-year expenditures. The decrease primarily reflects (1) a 
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reduction of $207,000 in reimbursements and (2) the deletion of one 
current-year local assistance grant for $180,000. These reductions are offset 
partially by various administrative adjustments. 

Capital Outlay 

The Governor's Budget proposes several appropriations in Item 3760 
totaling$7.5 million for capital outlay expenditures by the State Coastal 
Conservancy. Please see our analysis of that. item in thecapital outlay section 
of the Analysis which is in the back portion of this document. '. 
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Department of Parks and Recreation 
Item 3790 

MAJOR ISSUES 

Item 3790 

~ Park System Operations. The department will need to 
make reductions in state park seNlce levels in 1992-93 
due to a projected $23 million decrease In funding 
available from the General Fund and the State Parks 
and Recreation Fund. There are no details yet available 
on these reducfions. 

~ Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) Program. We recommend 
(1) deletion of the Otay Mesa project because the 
department has not adequately considered alterna­
tives that would be a more appropriate use of state 
funds and (2) transfer of $14.1 million from the OHV 
Fund to the General Fund for expendlture on other 
priorities. 

Findings and Recommendafions Analysis 
Page 

1. State Park Operations to Be Reduced. Insufficient funding 77 
due to park fee revenue shortfalls and General Fund reduc­
lions will result in service reduclions in the state park system 
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in 1992-93. The budget does not indude aspecific plan to 
address . this problem. 

2. Otay Mesa .Off-Highway Vehide (OHV) Project. Reduce 78 
Item 3790-001-263 by $6,626,000. Recommend deletion of 
project because the department has not adequately considered 
alternatives that would be a more .appropriate use of state 
funds. 

3; OHV Fund. Add Item 3790-011-263 to Increase GeneralFtind 78 
TraJ,lsfers by $14.1 Million. Recommend the transfer of$14.1 
million from the OHV Fund to the General Fund in 1992-93, 
because these funds could be used for other priorities while 
leaving an adequate reserve in the OliV Fund. 

4. Earthquake Safety Bond Funds. Reduce Item 3790-001.;768 79 
by $108,000. Recommend the deletion of $108,000 requested 
from the Earthquake Safety and Public Buildings Rehabilita-
tion (Bond) Fund of 1990 for historie building review because 
the funds will not be needed in the budget year. 

5~ State Park Concession Contracts. Recommend adoption of· 80 
supplemental report language expressing approval of the 
department's four proposed concession contracts. 

General Program Statement 
The Department of Parks and Recreation acquires, develops, preserves, 

interprets, and managesthe natural, cultural and recreational resources in 
the state park system and in the State Vehictllar Recreation Area and Trail 
System (SVRATS). In addition, the department administers state and federal 
grants to cities, counties, and special district!> that help provide parks and 
open-space areas throughout the state. 

The state park system consists of 270 units, inc1uding 38 units adminis­
tered by local and regional park agencies.Thesystem contains approximate­
ly 1.3 million acres of land with 281 miles of ocean and bay frontage and 820 
miles of lake, reservoir, and river frontage. During 1992-93, about 70 million 
visitations are anticipated at state parks and beaches operated by the 
department. The SVRATS consists of approximately 53,000 acres in seven 
units. The department projects that more than 1.4 million visitations to these 
units will occur during 1992-93. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget proposes a significant reduction in funding for the Department 

of Parks and Recreation due primarily to a decrease in funds available for 
local assistance grants. In addition, the budget projects a continuation in 
1992-93 of the current shortfall in park fee revenues. 
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The budget proposes expenditures for the Department of Parks and Recre­
ation totaling $181.8'million for support and local assistance in 1992-93. This 
is a deérease of $84.6 million, or 32 percent, from estiInated current-year 
expenditures from all sources. 

State Operations. The budget requests a total of $164.5 millionfrom the 
General Fund ($54.4 million), the State Parks and .Recreation J"und ($69.8 
million), various other state special and bond funds ($32.8 million), federal 
funds ($1.9 million) and reimb\.u'sements($5.6 million) for support of the 
department in 1992-93. This is a net increase of $6.6 milliori, ot 4.2 percent, 
above total estimated current-year support costs.The increase. primarily 
reflects an augmentation to comply with state and federal water treatment 
regulations, additional staff and operating costs for new facilities, and 
baseline adjustments to maintain the department's current level of activity. 
These augmentations are offset· by a decrease from elimination ofvarious 
one-time costs. 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety ofreductionsover the past several years.Amongthese is an 
unallocated reduction of 17 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 7 percent of the department's total support budget .from all 
funds.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In our 
companion document, The 1992-93 Budget:Perspectives and Issues, we .discuss 
the impact of these reductions on various departments. . 

Lo(:al :Assistance. The department requests a total of $17.3 .million from 
the Off-Highway Vehicle Fund ($12.1 million), .the Habitat Conservation 
Fund ($2 million), the 1988 California Wildlife, Coastal, and Park Land 
Conservation (Bond) Fund ($803,000) and federal funds ($2.4 million) for 
local assistanCe grants in 1992-93. This is a decreaseof $91.2 million, or 84 
percent, from estimated current-year expenditures for local assistance. This 
decrease primarily reflects (1) a reduction in the amounts remaining in 
various bond funds that are available for appropriation and (2) elimination 
of one-time spending from various state sl'ecial funds. .. 

Table 1 provides a summary of the department's expenditures, by 
program, for 1990-91 through 1992-93. 
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Department of Parks and Recreatlon 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expendltures 
sUPj)Ort 

Statewide planning $1,503 
State park. system development 7,630 
Resourees preservation, Interpretation 
and historie preservation . 8,107 

State park system operatlons 133,010 
Off-highway motor vehiele (OHV) 
reereation . 8,223 

Grants administration 1,558 
Departmental administration (costs 
distributed) 

SubtotaIs, support ($160,031) 
Local assistanee 

Local assistanee grants 
OHV local asslstanee grants 
Historie preservation grants 

SubtotaIs, local asslstance 

Totals $260,544 

General Fund $71,748 
State Parks and Recreation Fund 63,983 
Off-Highway Vehic/e Fund 18,951 
Public Resources Account, Cigarette 

and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund 12,612 
Other state special and bond funds 84,921 
Federal funds 3,621 
Reimbursements 4,708 

RESOURCES IIV • 75 

$1,643 $1,639 -0.2% 
7,937 7,952 0.2 

8,148 8,513 4:5 
127,145 127,104 

11,800 17,970 52.3 
1,209 1,306 8;0 

4.7 
(4.2%) 

$94,858 $4,000 -95.8% 
12,394 12,100 -2.4 
1 1 -7 

$266,406 $181,762 -31.8% 

$54,296 $54,401 0.2% 
72,055 69,791 -3.1 
24,194 30,070 24.3 

9,316 7,182 -22.9 
92,926 10,473 -88.7 

7,494 4,249 -43.3 
6,125 5.596 -8.6 

-9.5% 

Table 2 identifies, by funding source, proposed budget changes for the 
department in 1992-93. As shown in Table 2, tlle budget proposes funding 
most of the department's significant worldoad and program changes fr~m 
the OHV Fund and other special funds, primarily the Public Resources 
Account, Cigarette and Tobacco Products Surtax Fund (PRA). There are no 
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'~uch increases proposed from the ,General Fund or the State Parks and 
Recreation Fund (SPRF). 

1991-92 E~endltures 
(Budget ct) , $64,666 $79,534 $21,925 ' $34,572 $200,697 

Adjustments, 1991-92 
General Fund reductlons 
(~ecs. 1.20 al')d 3.90) -10,315 -10,315 

StatutOl}' and carryover 
appropiiations 24 2,264 2,329 84,320 88,937 

R,evenue shortfall and other', 
redfJctions '. -60 

1991-92 Expenditures (rev.) $24,194 $115,861 $266,406 

Baseline adjustments $105 -$523 -$681 -$3,363 
Wórkload and administrative, 

changes $67 $2,685 $2,752 
Program changes 
, OtaY.,Mesalease and staffing " " $6,626 $6,626 

Monterey History Center stafflng , - $404 404 
Historie building earthquake 

/ safety " 108 108 
Hearst San Simeon theater 

staffing 75 75 
LocáI assistanee grants 

Subtotals, program changes 

'1992-93 Expenditures (prop.) $54,401 $69,791 $30,070 $27,500 $181,762 

Change from 1991-92 (rev.) 
Arnount $105 -$2,264 $5,876 -$88,361 -$84,644 
p'tneent 0.2% -3.1% 24.3% -76.3% -31.8% 

, ,.', 
• Includes"Envlro~mental Llcense Plate Fund; Harbors and Watercraft Revolving FUnd; Winter Recre-

atlon Fund; Flnes.and Forfeltures Account, State Parks and ,Recreation Fund; Roberti-Z'berg-Harris 
.', Urban Open-Space and Recreation Account; Public Resources Account, Clgarette and Tobácc6 

,Products Surtax Fund; Habitat Conservatlon Fund; 1970,1976, 1980, 1984, and 1988~rk bond funds; 
Earthqoake Safety and Public Bulldlngs RehabilItatIon Fund 011990; federal funds; a relmburse-

,menIS. ''',' ," 
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Analysis and Recommendations 
Update on State Park System Revenues and Operatlons 

, • The department faces. a ~ignificant probIe';' i~ funding the operation~of 
the ,state park system in 1992-93 due to the continuation pf (1) a short/all 
in state park fee revenues and (2) systemwide General Fund re(luctions~ ,The 
budget does not include a specific plan to address this problem. 

The Governor's Budget projects that revenuesfrom park user ,f~es to the 
State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF) wUI total $57 million in 1992-93. 
This is the same amount' as estimated cUrrent-year fee revenues; , and, an 
increase of $10.7 million, or 23 percent, from actual 1990-91 fee revenues. ' 

. '. . .' .'" . ~ " \ . 

Background. Last year, as part of jts, action. ,to balan~e the 1991-92 budget, 
the Legislature reduced the department's General Fund appropriation by $8 
million and increased its SPRF appropriation by the same a~ount.The 
Legislature, also adopted budget language requiring, the departme,rit t~ 
increase revenues from state park user fees and othe,r sources to obtain $8 
million in new revenues to the SPRF in 1991-92. These actions weresimilar 
to those thé, Legislature took the previous year, when it required" the 
department to increase revenues to the SPRF by $16 million in 1990-91. " 

To comply with the language in the 1991 'Budget Act, thedt'!P~rtment 
developed a new fee schedule that took 'effect on November 15, 1991. This 
schedulemqdified the one which tookeffect on september 1, 1990, á~d 
inc1uded a range of increases that varied according to park unit; Th,e latest 
fee schedule also was designed to address the public's objections to many of 
the ptevious year' s fee increases. " ~' , 

Fee Revenue Shortf~lls. At the,time this analysis w~s p~epared,'howe~er, 
the department reported that various factors - Such as the economic 
recession, weather conditions, and the increased state park fees - had led 
to a substantial' dec1ine in visitor attendánce and a resulting.drop, inJee 
revenues in 1990-91' and 1991 ~92. In addition, other events~ primarily state 
and local delays in approving new fee-collection equipment incoas!al'j>arkS 
-led to further shortfalls in park fees. Thus,actual fee" revenues tbthe 
SPRF L'l 1990-91 were about $7 million lower than the department'soiiginal 
estimate. The department estimates that fee revenues for 1991-9~ 'Will be 
about $19 million lower than its projection a year,ago. It now anticipatés a 
shortfall of $11 million in 1992-93 fee revenues compared to earlierestimates. 

Thisrevenue shortfall - in conjunction with current-year General Fund 
reductions of about $12 million that continue in the' budget year,---will 
require the department to reduce park program service levels to addressa 
funding deficit:~ncy totaling $23 million. AlthougIl the department identified 
27 park uriits in December 1991 where it would reduce serviee soxriewhat for 
the remainder of the current year, it has not developed aspecific reductioI\ 
plan for the budget yéar. The department advises that it is consi~eririg 

/ 
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various strategies, inc1uding partial or total park c1osures, fewer hours. of 
operation, and other reductions in visitor services. The Governor's Budget 
indicatesthat the department will provide detailed information to" the 
Legislature in the spring on its strategies for addressingthis shortfall for the 
budget year. 

Otay Mesa Off-Hlghway Vehicle Project 

We recommend deletion of $6.6 million requested for the Otay Mesa State 
Vehicular Recreation Area (SVRA), because the department has not 
adequately considered alternatives to the proposed project that would be a 
more appropriate use of state funds. (Reduce Item 3790-001-263 by 
$6,626,000.) . 

The department requests a total of $6.6 million from. the QHV Fund for 
supportcosts of the proposed Otay Mesa SVRA in San Diego County. This 
coriSists of (1) $6.3 million for a20-year lease of 1,300 acres of private proper­
ty and (2) $335,000 and four personnel-years for initial staffing and operation 
of the Otay Mesa SVRA in 1992-93. 

our review of this proposal indicates that it is deficient in several 
significant respects. First, the proppsed lease is inconsistent with current 
state practice, as it requires prepayment of the fulliease cost i~, the first year 
of the 20-year term. In addition, despite the apparent demand for an OHV 
,park in the westerI) San Diego County area, the department has not fully 
considered alternative sites to Otay Mesa that may present more reasonable 
leaSe or acquisition terms. Finally, under the proposed lease, the state would 
lose aU of its developed facilities when control of the property reverts to the 
. owner af ter 20 years. - . 

. , 

Accordingly; we recommend the deletion of $6.6 million requested from 
the OHV Fund for this project's support costs in 1992-93. (We also recom­
mend ~ corresponding deletion of $1.9million in our analysis of the 
dep~rtment's capital outlay ~equest for initial development of the. Otay Mesa 
project.) 

,-
Off-Hlghway Vehicle Fund Transfer 

We recommend the transfer of $14.1 million from the OHV Fund to the 
General Fund in 1992-93, because these funds could be used for other 
priorities while leaving an adequate reserve in the OHV Fund. (Add Item 
3790-011-263 to increase General Fund transfers by $14.1 million.) 

The budget projects that revenues and transfers to the OHV Fund in 1992-
93 will total $27.7 millio~. This is an increase of$11.8million,or 75 percent, 
from actual revenues and transfers in 1990-91. The increase is. attributable 
primarily to' the gas tax rate increases authorized under Proposition 111, 
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which was approved by the voters in June 1990. Under current law, the 
OHV Fund receives roughly 1 percent of gasoline tax revenues, based on an 
estimate of the amount of gasoline purchased for use in off-highway 
vehicles. The OHV Fund also receives revenues from off-highway vehicle 
registration fees and investment interest. 

Although under existing law, money in the OHV Fund can be expended 
only for specific OHV-related purposes, the. Legislature could make these 
funds available for other purposes by tt:ansferring them to the General Fund 
through the Budget Bill. The Constitution does not place restrictions on. how 
these funds are used because, unlike most gasoline tax revenues, they are 
collected from nonhighway users. ' 

The budget projects that the OHV Fund will have a reserve of $6.7 million 
at the end of the budget year, or about 18 percent of propos ed OHV 
expenditures. We believe that this reserve level could be reduced to 3 
percent....;... consistent with the percent-óf-expenditure leveladopted for the 
General Fund reserve in prior. budgets - and still, provide adequate 
protectionagainst economic uncertainties. Lowering the OHV Fund' s reserve 
level ,to' 3pei'cent would make $5.6 million available for otherpurposes. In 
addition, adoption of our recommendations on the department's proposed 
Otay Mesa OHV project would make available an additional $8.5 million 
from requested support ($6.6 million) and capital outlayfunding ($1.9 
million). 

Reeommendation. Ac<:ordingly, we recommend the adoption of the 
following Budget Bill item to transfer a total of $14.1 million from the OHV 
Fund to the General Furid in 1992-93. This is consistent with the transfer 
item that the Legislature adopted in the 1991 Budget Bill, andwould givethe 
Legislature additional flexibility to accomplish its priority objectives. ' . . , 

3790-011-263-For transfer to the General Fund, payable from the Off-Highway 
Vehicle Fund ....................................... (14,109,000) 
Provisions: 

1. Of the amount transferred in the 1992-93 fiscal year from the Motor Vehicle . 
Fuel Account, Transportation Tax Fund, to the Off-Highway Vehicle Fund 
pursuant to Section 8352.6 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, the Control­
ler shall transfer $14,109,000 to the General Fund. 

Request for Earthquake S~fety Bond Funds is Still Without Foundation 

We recommend the deletion of $108,000 requested from the Earthquake 
Safety an,d Publie Buiidings Rehabilitation. (Bond) Fund of 1990 for historie 
building review beeausethe funds will not be needed in the budget year. 
(Reduee Item 3790-001-768 by $108,000.) 

/ 
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The department requests $108,000 (two personnel-years) from the 
Earthquake Safety and Public BuildingsRehabilitation (Bond) Fund of 1990 
for the Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) to perform its dutiesunder 
Proposition 122, approved by the voters in June 1990. This measure primarily 
authorizes the sale ofbonds for replacement, relocation, retrofitting or other 
seismie hazard reductions for state and certain local govemment buildings, 
and for associated administrative costs . 

. The bond act requires the Office of the State Architect (OSA) to establish 
criteria for funding seismie safety work on these buildings. If the building 
is designated as historic, the OSA must consult with the OHP before (1) 
proposing to demolish the building, in the case of state buildings or (2) 
agreeing to a local request to demolish 'a local govemment building. 

Because. of theOSA' s schedule for implementing the bond act, it will not 
need to consult with the OHP on proposed. demolition of historie govem­
ment buiIdings until af ter 1992-93. Accordingly,we recommend deletion of 
$108,000 requested from the 1990 earthquaJ,<e safety bond fund because the 
department will not need the funds in the budget year. 

State Park Concession Contracts 

We recommend the adoption of supplemental report language expressing 
approval of the department's four proposed concess;on contracts. 

-. . .' '. ' 

. The Public Resources Code generally authorizes the department to 
contract for the operation of concessions within the park system. The 
department is required to prepare an annual report on its concession 
operations. Table 3 summarizes the findings of the department's draft 1990-
91 annual concessions report. 

Department of Parks and Recreation 
Summary of Concession Operations 
1989-90 and 1990-91 . 

(dollars In thousands) 

Number of concession contracts 
Gross sales 
Revenues 

139 
$51,387 

140 
$52,230 

1 
$843 

0.7% 
1.6 

-4.3 
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As shown in Table 3, concession revenues to the State Parks and 
Recreation Fund decreased by $240,000, or 4.3 percent, from 1989-90 to 1990-
91,due primarily to several concessions where rental payments to the 
department are in arrears. (The department ispursuing various áctions to 
recover these payments.) Two concessións accounted for 55 percent of the 
rentál revenues to the state in 1990-91: (1) ARA Food Service at Hearst San 
Simeon State Historicál Monument -$1.6 million; and (2) 'Bazaar del 
Mundo in Old Town San Diego State Historic Park (SHP) - $1.3million. 

" ," 

New Concession Proposals. Public Resources Code Section 5080.20 
requires that, as part of the budget process, the Legislature review "and 
approve any proposed new or amended concession contract that involves a 
total investment or estimated annualgross sales in excess of $250,000. 
Traditionally, the Legislature expresses its approval by adopting supplemen­
tal report language describing each approved concession. The department 
has submitted four proposals for legislative review. 

our review indiCates that the department's four concession proposals are 
reasonable and that the rental term$ are appropriate. Accordingly, we 
recommend that the Legislature adopt'supplemental report language 
expressing approval of these 1992-93 concession proposals: 

1. Old Town San Diego State Historie Park (SHP)- El Fandango 
Restaurant. The department proposes to bid a new five-year cónces-

. sion contract for the existing fadlity known as the." El" Fandango 
Restaurant at Old Town San Diego SHP. The department proposes a 
minimum acceptable rentof7 percent of gross sales, which it estimates 
at $900,000 in the first year. Consequently, the estimated minimum 
annual rental is $63,000. The department estimates that repairs and 
improvements to the fadlitywill require the concessionáire to invest 
about $25,000. 

2. Santa Monica State Beaeh (SB) - Beaeh Stands." The department 
proposes to allow the City of Santa Monica to bid a new five-year 
concession contract for five existing beach stands for food sales and 
beach equipment rentals at Santa Monica SB. The city has operated this 
park unit under a 25-year agreement with the state since 1981 and 
under the agreement the city is fully responsible for operation and 
maintenance of the park, inc1uding concessions .. Based on projected 
first-year gross sales of $600,000 and" a minimum re~tal rate of 20 
percent of the gross, the estimated minimum annual rent revenu es are 
$120,000. Under the state's operating agreement with the city, these 
revenues would be used by the city for continued operation and 
maintenance of the park, in accordance with Public Resources Code 
Section 5080.32. 

3. Silverwood Lake State Reereation Area (SRA) , - Marina and Camp 
Store. The department proposes to bid a new 20-year contract for an 
existing marina, boat rental and camp store concession at Silverwood 
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Lake SRA in San Bernardino County. The department proposes a mini­
mum acceptable rent of 7 percent ofmonthly gross sales. The estimated 
minimum annual rental is $70,000, based on estimated gross sales of 
$1 million in the first year. In addition, the proposed contract will 
require the concessionaire . to set aside at least 1.5 percent of total 
annual gross sales to pay for property maintenance or, if this mainte­
nance is not done, to add to the state's rent. 

4. Folsom Lake SRA .,.... Brown's Ravine Marina. The department 
proposes to amend a concession contract for an existing marina facility 
at Brown's Ravine in Folsom Lake SRA .. The proposed amendment 
would extend the existing contract, which expires in 11 years, for an 
additional eight years to provide for amortization of the 
concessionaire's investment of approximately $425,000 required to 
repair damage to the marina from storms in March 1991. 

Capital Outlay and Loc~1 Assistance 

The Govemor's Budget proposes several appropriations in Item 3790 for 
capital outlay and local assistance expenditures by the Deparbnent of Parks 
and Recreation. Please see our analysis of the department's proposed capital 
outlay and local assistance programs in the capital outlay section of the 
Analysis which is in the back portion of this document. 

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 
Item 3810 

General Program Statement 
The Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy purchases lands and provides 

grants to state and local agencies and nonprofit organizations (a) to further 
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the purposes of the, federal Santa Monica Mountains . Comprehensjve Plan 
and(b) for siinilarpurposes in the "Rim of the Valley Corridor" adjacent to 
the san Fernando Valley. It promotes the objectives of these programs by (1) 
acquiring and consolidating subdivided lartd,(2) acquiring land for evenmál 
sale or transfer" to other. public agendes, (3) creating buffer zones sur­
rounding federal and state park sites, and (4)restoring naru,al resource 
areas. . 

Overviewofthe Budget Request. 
The budget proposes no workload or program changes for the 

conservancy. . 

The budget requests a total of $632,000 from the General Fund ($177,000), 
the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Fund (SMMCF-$415,ooO) and 
reimbursements ($40,000) for support of the conservancy in 1992-93.' This 
amount is roughly the same as current-year experidimres. 

Funds in the SMMCF primarily come from reimbursements from. the 
Mountains Recreation andConservationAuthority (MRCA) and sales of 
conservancy property. The MRCA is a joint powers authority made up of the 
conservancy and two local recrëation and park districts in the Santa Monica 
Mountains area. . 

.Capital Outlay. 

The Góvernor's Budget proposes an élppropriation of $10 milli()n in Item 
3810 for~apital ()utlay expendimresby the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy. PleaS"esee our analysis of that item in the capital outlay section 
.of the Arialysis'which is in the back portion of this document. 

San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission 

Item 3820 

/ 
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.·Gen~ral·· Program Statement 
The . san Frandsco ,Bay· Cortservation' and· Development Commission 

(BCDC) implementsand updates the San Francisco Bay Plan and the Suisun 
Marsh Protection Plan. Under these plans, the BCDC regulates: (1) all filling 
and dredging activities in the San Frandsco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays 
inc1uding specified sloughs, creeks, and tributariesi(2) changes in the use of 
salt ponds anq. other "managed wetlands" adjacent .to the. baYi and (3) 
significant changes in land use within the 1~foot strip inland from the bay. 

Ovérviewof the Budget Request 
. , . , 

. 'The .. budget proposes o~lyminor changes for the BeDe, primarily an 
increase for implementation pf the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) 
study required by eh 583/91 (AB 1059, Sher). 

. . 

.Thebudgétproposestotal expenditures of $2,190,000 for support of the 
~C[)C in 1992-93. This is a net increaseof $58,000, or 2.7 percent, from total 
est4nated current-year expenditures. This increase,.results from the full:-year 
implementation of the LTMS study, funded primarily from dredgingpermit 
fees, offset by the deletion of various one-time costs. 

The commission, along with many other departments, has been subject to 
a variety of reductions over the past seve:r:~l years. Among . these. is an 
unallocated reduction of 15 percent from the Generili Fund iil1991-92. (This 
reduCtion is 10petcent of thedepartment's total.budg~tfrom.all funds.) This 
reduction is propósed to'be carriedover into 1992-93. In Qur cqmpanion 
document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues; we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 
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Department ofWoter Resources 
Item 3860 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Proposed Bond.lssue. Department proposes to bring the 
state current on its local flood control assistanee obliga-, 

. tlon by Issulng new general obligation bonds. 

Findings and Recommendafions 

1. Proposed BOl\d Issue. Budget assumes .that a major increase 
in support for the floodcontrol subventions program will be 
funded by a generalobligation bond measure proposed for 
the November 1992 ballot. 

2 .. California Water Plan. Reduce Item 3860-001-244 by 
$400,000. Recornmend' a reduction of ,$400,000 in the amount 
allocated for updating the California Water Plan to refleda 
more reasonable estimate of the costs imposed by legislation. 

General Program Statement 

Analysis 
Page· 

90 

91 

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) protects and manages 
California's water resources. In this capacity, the department implements the 
State Water Resources Development System, inc1uding the State Water 
Project (SWP). The department also maintains public safety and prevents 
damage through flood control operations, supervision of dams, and safe 
drinking water projects. In addition, the DWR furnishes technical services to 
other agencies. 

/ 
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Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the DWR'includes several program changes - primarily 

for flood control- resuiting in significant increases over the department's 
current-year funding level. 

The budget proposes tolal expenditures of $1 billion in 1992-93, an 
increaseof $91 million, or 9.5 percent, from total estimated current-year 
expenditures. The total includes $798 million in expenditures financed with 
SWP funds and $100 million in other continuously appropriated funds 
(primarily bond funds for drinking water and water conservation loans and 
grants). Appropriations in the Budget Bill provide the remaining $199 
million, of which $27 million is from the General Fund and $9 million is 
from reimbursements. The General Fund amount is approximately the same 
as the amount of General Fund support that the department estimates it will 
expend in the current year. Table 1 displays the expenditures and staffing 
levels for the department from 1990-91 through 1992-93. 

This department, along with many other departments, has been subject 
to a variety of reductions over the past several years; Amongthese is an 
unallocated reduction of 17 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. (This 
reduction is 4.1 percent of the department's totalbudget from all funds, 
including reimbursements.) This reduction is proposed to be carried over 
into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives 
and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

The $91 million increase in the department's budget primarily consists of 
(1) $57 million for the floo~ control subventions program to provide some 
of the state's share of costs for local flood controlprójects, (2) a net $6.2 
million decrease in loans and grants provided through the safe. drinking 
water and water conservation programs, (3) a $36 million increase in 
expenditures for SWP activities, (4) $11.5 million for projects relatedto Delta 
flood control, desalination and wastewater reclamation, and (5) a reduction 
of $7.8 million for various one-time expenditures and administrative 
adjustments. Table 2 shows the department's proposed budget changes, by 
funding source, excluding SWP activities, in 1992-93. 
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Expendltures 
Safety, flood control, water management 

Califomia Water Plan $31,526 $64,005 $77,197 20;6% 
Flood control and dam safety 58,620 126,128 170,173 ··34.9 

Technical support 2,906 6,846 .5,1~0 -25.2 
Administration (distributed) (44,276) (46,758) (47,714) 2.0 
Loan repayments -1,122 -1,196 -1,190 -0.5 

, Subtotals ($91,930) ($195,783) ($251,300) (28.4%) 

State Water Project $644,851 $762,681 $798,181 4.7% , 

Totals $736,781 $958,464 $1,049,481 9;5% 

Safety, flood control, water management 
General Fund $31,401 $27,296 $27,258 -0.1% 
califomia Water Fund 2,510 2,449 3,075 25.6 
State Water Project funds 1,531 1,702 1,982 16.5 
Other special funds 16,902 45,446 23,694 -47,9 
Flood Control Bond Fund of 1992 87,220 _b 

Other bond funds 34,3?3 107,604 99,721 .. -7.3 
Federal· Trust Fund 558 1,268 896 -29.3 
Reimbursements 5,797 11,214 8,644 -22.9 
Loan repayments . -1,122 -1,196 -1,190 ~0.5 

State Water Project 
General Fund 227 8 9 12.5 
califomia Water Fund 703 703 686 .-2.4 
State Water Project funds 643,560 760,915 796,116. 4.6 
Federal Trust Fund 246 698 954 36.7 
RelmbtJrsements 115 357 416 16.5 

Personnél-Years 2,822.6 2,716.1 2,746.8 1.1% 

• Excludes!lood control capital outlay. 
b Not a meaningful figure, 
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1991~92 Expenc;litures (rev.) $27,296 $1,702 $46,699 $120,086 $195,783 
Workload changes and 

,administrative adjustments 
Miscellaneous adjustments -38 280 560 2,065 ·1,263 : 
Local assistance 

adjustments 11,464 -11,933 ·469 
Delete reappropriations ·2 
Subtotals (·$38) ($280) ($6,804) (-$16,578) ("$9,532) 

Program changes 
Flood control subventions -$29,850 $87,220 $57,370 
Urban streams restoration 300 300 
Trinity River restoration 576 576 
San Joaquin River 

management 250 250 
Upper Sacramento fish and 

riparianhabitat 300 300 
California Water Plan 500 500 
Water Conservation Bond 

Law of 1988 

Subtotals 

1992-93 Expenditures (prop.) $27,258 $1,982 $25,579 $196,481 $251,300 

Change from 1991-92 
Arnount -$38 $280 -$21,120 $76,395 $55,517 
Percent -0.1% 16.5% -45.2% 63.6% 28.4% 

a Calilornia Water Fund, Special Account lor Capltat Outlay, Envlronmental Llcense Plate Fund, Public 
Resources Account, and the Renewable Resources Investment Fund. ' 

b Federal funds"relmbursements; and bond lunds (Sale Drinkl~ Water Fund; 1984 State Clean Water 
Bond Fund; 1986 Water Conservation and Water Quallty Bon Fund; California Wildlile"Coastal and 
Park Land FOnd ol 1988; Water Conservation Bond Fund ol 1988; the Sale Water Bond Fund ol 1988; 
and the Flood Control Bond Fund ol 1992). 
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State Water Project Changes 
State Water Project revenuesare continuouslyappropriated to the depart­

ment. As Table 3 shows, the department expects to spend $798 million for 

the construction, operation, and maintenanceof the SWPin 1992-93. This is 

an increase of $36 million, or 4.7 percent, over estimated current-year 

expenditures. 

Department of Water Resources 
State Water Project 
Proposed 1992-93 Budget Changes 
All Funds 

1991-92 Expenditures (revised) 
State operations . 

Capital outlay 

Total 

Workload and admlnistrative adjustments 

Project changes: 
Increased annual operation and maintenance of State 
Water Project Facilities, . . 

. North and South Delta projects 

Construct Boynton-Cordelia ditch - Suisun Marsh 
project . 

Design and construct temporary rock barriers -
Delta . '. 

Design and construct intake structures and gate work -
San Bernardino Tunnel . . . 

State financial assistance for local projects (Davis­
Grunsky Program) 

Planning model development program 

Subtotal' 

1992-93 Expendltures (proposed) 
.State operations 
Capital outlay 

Total 

Change from 1991-92 (revised) 
Amount 
Percent 

. $176,223 

$762,681' 

$29~ 

$12,375 . 
1,054 

2,600 

9.300. 

5,100 

$189,398 

$35,500 
'4.7% 

~, '-
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The majorBWP funding changesprop~sed for 1992-93include: 

• ' Incr~ased operation. and maintenance. costs for the project, including 
~ajor special repairs, renovations and. equipment replacement ($12.4 
million). 

• Various desigIl and cons~ction proj~ts ($17_million)~ 

• Financial assistance for local projects ($4.5 million). 

• Increased staff for land acquisitionrelated to'theNoithaild S()uth 
Delta Water Management Plan ($1.1 million).' ' . 

~n(Jlysis. and ,Rec~ml1l.E!l'ldations 
"BondProposal.for FI~G~ntrQt SIJbv.ntion. Program 

The budget proposes amajof increase in ~xpenditures - to be fUnded 
from new bond fUnds - to bring the state up to dáte on Us l'ocal assistatice 

i obligation for flood control projects. ' 

Under current law, the state funds 70 percent of the nonfederal project 
costs for flood control projects authorized by Congress and the Legislature. 
Local, agencies fund the remaining 30 percent The, state traditionally has 
fundéd its share of the nonfederal costs through the General Fund or 
appropriate special funds, such é,ls the Special: Account for (~apital, Outlay 
(SAFCO). The program was not funded in 1990-91, however, because a 

, generalobligation bond measure that included $90 million for floodcontrol 
. subventions failed on the November 1990 ballotIn addition, for 1991-92, the 
,Legislature reduced the department's proposed SAFCO appropriation for 
flood control subventions from $43million fo $30 million due to a lack of 
funds .. 

The budget proposes expenditures of $87 million to provide the state's 
share of costs for flood control pr()jectsin1992-93. This is~n increase of $57 
million or nearly three times the current-year expenditures for flood control 

,subventions. The budget assumes the expenditures wm be funded entirely 
froma gerieralobligation bond measure proposed by the administration for 
the 1992 ballots. (In addition, the budget proposes$2.3 inillionfor capital 
outlay expenditures related to state-sponsored flood control projeCts along 
the Sacramento River and its tributaries. Our discussion of thecapital outlay 
portion ,of. this proposal is included in our analysis of the department's 
capital outlay budget.) It is our understanding that the administration will 
seek a total bond issue of $200 million for flood control and safe drinking 
water projects. The department indicates that a bond issue was proposed for 
this program because of limitations on funding available from SAFCO and 
the General Fund.·· '., ' , 
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The department estimates that the total state obligation for currently 
authorized local flood control projects is approximately $360 million. Based 
on current project expenditure plans, it appears that most of the bond funds 
in 1992-93 would be used, subject to appropriation by the Legislature, to 
catch up on prior-year claims ($67 million) and. fund 1992-93 claims ($20 
million). The majority of these claims are for the Santa Ana River project in 
Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardinó Counties. 

California Water Plan 

We recornmend a reduction of $400,000 in the amount proposed by the 
department for updating . the California Water Plan, to reflect a more 
reasonable estimate· of the .costs impo,sed on the department by new 
legislation. (Reduce Item 3860~001-244 by $400,000.) 

The budget proposes $500,000 from the California Water Fund for Jive 
permanent positións the department indicates are necessary to comply with 
Ch 620/91 (AB 799, Cortese). Chaptef 620 requires the DWR to (l) update 
the California Water Plan (CWP) and submit it to the Legislature every five 
years and (2) expand the level of public review in development of the plan. 
The CWP, first published in 1957,is the state's master plan for coordinated 
development and protection of water resources. To increase public review 
of the plim, Chapter 620 requires the DWR to release a preliminary draft of 
the water plan, upon request, for review and comment by interested parties 
and hold hearings to discuss the plan. According .. to the department, 
additional staff are necessary to (1) formulate a plan that is comprehensive 
and satisfies the public and (2) meet the demands of the public hearing and 
review process. We have several concerns with the budget proposal. 

Requirement for Bulk of Work Predates Ch 620/91. Before Chapter 620, 
state law required periodic updates of the plan at the discretion of the 
department. Updates were published in 1966, 1970, 1974, 1983, and 1987. At 
the time that Chapter 620 was pending before the Legislature, the DWR 
estimated total costs of $150,000 every five years ($50,000 in 1991-92, which 
the department indicated it would absorb, and $100,000 in 1992-93) to meet 
the periodic review and updating requirements. Now, the department is 
requesting $485,000 annually (plus $15,000 in one-time equipment purchases) 
for these same tasks. Our review of the department's request indicates, 
however, that this increased estimate is unwarranted because the department 
already does periodic updates of the plan. In fact, work on the next update 
of the plan, scheduled for release in 1993, was under way before passage of 
Chapter 620. 

Increased Public Input Is A Periodic Requirement. As stated above, the 
department proposes to add five permanent positions to implement Ch 
620/91. Our review of Chapter 620's provisions indicates, however, that the 
only significant identifiable increased workload resuIting from the measure 
is the requirement to provide greater public input to the development of 
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~pd~ted plans. I~ ()vr view, this can 'be accomplished.through a review and 
comment period ~ inc1uding public hearings by. the California Water 
(:ominissiqn -c following r~lease ofupdated drafts, prior to the department 
isstiing a final periqdic update .. We estimate that staffing needs for such an 
approách totál at most one personnel-year aI;\d $100,000 everyfive years. 
Because of the intermittent nature of this work, the department also should 
consider using external contra cts to provide the staff support for the public 
input process. 

Conclusion •. Based on our review of the requirements of Chapter 620 and 
the department's proposal,We recommend that the Legislature (1) reduce by 
$400,000 thedëpartment's request for additional support to implement the 
measure and (2) approvefhe reniaining $100,000 on a one-time basis for 
support of ,either contrllcts or a one-yea'r Jimited-term position to support 
public input to the revision of the C~P. This Will ensure that the department 
has adequate resources to comply with,Chapter620. 

Capital Outlay. 
'-. ..' 

"The Governor's Blldget prop()ses an appropriatil::m of $2.3 million in Item 
3860 for capital outlay ~xpenditure in the DWR. Please see our analysis of 
that item irt thecapital outlay section of this Analysis which is in the back 
portion of this document. . .. 
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MAJOR ISSUES 

AirResources Board 
Item 3900 

... Molor Vehicle Account. The bUQget proposes expendi­
tures of $34.3 milllonfrom the Motor Vehlcle Account 
for support of the board's stationarysource program. In . 
light of (1) constitutional limitations on the use of the . 
Motor Vehicle Account and (2) apending shortfall in 
the account, the Legislature should reevaluate howJhe 
board's programs are funded. ,. ..... . ... 

" .:. ..' I 

Findings and Recommendafions Analysis 
Page 

1. Use of Motor Vehide Account (MVA) Raises Issues. The Air 95 
Resources Board (ARB) requests funding from the MV A for 

. both its mobile source and stationary source programs. This 
raises issues regarding the proper use of the MV A which the·· 
Legislature needs to consider. 

2. Budget Display Revision Ne.eded. Recommend Budget Bill 97 
be amended to reflect specific allocations to the mobil~ source 
and stationary soui"ce programs, consistent with legislative 
directiori in the Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget; Act. 

General Pro~ram Statement 
The ARB is responsible for achieving and maintaining satisfactory air 

quality in California. This responsibility requires the board to establish 
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ambient air quality standards for certain pollutants, regulate vehicle 
emissions, identify and control toxic air pollutants, administer air pollution 
research studies, develop and oversee implementation plans for the 
attainment and maintenance of both state and federal air quality standards 
and oversee the regulation of sources of pollution by air pollution control 
districts. 

Overviewof the Budget Request 
The budget for the ARB includes several program changes resuiting in 

significant increases over the board's current-year funding,levels. 

The budget proposes expenditures of $103.5 million from the MVA ($71.4 
million), other state special funds ($24.9 million), and federal funds and 
reimbursements ($7.2 million) for the ARB in 1992-93. This is an increase of 
$10.4 million, or 11 percent, over estimated current-year expenditures. This 
increase results primarily from requests to (1) implement new vehicle 
emissions regulations ($4.3 million - MVA), (2) implement the emissions 
inventory improvement program ($3.1 million - MVA), (3) develop 
consumer product testing methods ($1.5 million - Environmental License 
Plate Fund), and (4) replace wom equipment ($1.4 million - MVA). Table 
1 summarizes the expenditures for the ARB for the past, current, and budget 
years. 

Air Resources Board 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expenditures 
Mobile souree 
Stationary souree 
Technical suppolfl 
Compliance-
Monitoring and laboratoryB 
Research-

$20,053 
17,353 
16,797 
5,923 

14,910 
12.730 

$22,661 $54,978 142.6% 
18,903 48,571 156.9 
15,862 (17,398) 9.7 
6,133 (6,454) 5.2 

16,778 (19.805) 18.0 
12.622 (12.582) ·0.3 
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(8.844) (8.542) (9.001) 
Undistributed" 

Enl(ironmental' !iffairs COOrdi(lati~nb 
8 169 

Totals $93,1~8 $93,128 $103,549 11.2% 

General Fund $2,725 _C 

Motor Vehlcle Áccount 57,281 64,413 71,394 10.8 
Other state special funds 24;928 21,508 . 24,942 11.2 
Federal funds 3,167 . 3,168 3,174 0.2 
Reimbursements. 5,067 4,039 4,039 

Personnel-Years 818 815 '873 ; 7.1% 

a Beginning In 1992~93, te~hnlcal support, compllance, monltOrl~g and laboratory, and research.costs are 
dlstributed to mobile source and statlonarY source programs. . : . , 

b Beginning In .1991-92, environmental a!fafrs coordination Is shown"jn Item 0555 undertheSecretary for 
Environmental Protection. . 

,C Nota meaningful figure: 

Atialysis and RecomlTiendations 

Use of Motor Vel:licle Ac:c,o~nt Raises Issues, .' 

'TheARB requests fundingfrom the MVA for both its mobile souree and 
sttitiohary source programs. This raises issues regarding the proper use of 
the MVA which the Legislature'needs to consid~r. " 

The ARB requests a total of $71.4 million from the MV A for support of its 
programs in 1992-93.This amount is comprised of (1) $37.1 million for the 
mobile sotirce prdgramand" (2) $34.3 million for the stationary source 
program (inc1uding$7.5 million for local assistance funding to air pollution 
control districts). The total requested is ~n. increaseof$7 million, or Il 
percent, above the ARB's est1:ni.ated current-year expen~itures from the 
MVA. ,".' . , 

' .. In past years, we haveraised concerns with some of the ARB's proposals 
for use of MVA funds, primat:ily.because itappeared that the MVA was 
being used to support'work unrelat~dto the contr,ol of emissions resulting 
from motor v~hic1e op~ratiol). This use of the MVA is contrary to Artic1e XIX 
of the Constitution, which limits the pollution control use of the account to 
motor vehic1e-related so,urces of emissions., Spedfically, the Constitution 
limits MVA expendihires for environmerital programs t() "themitigation of 
the environmental effects of motor vehic1e operation due to air and sound 
emissions." 
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The Governor' s Budget highlights this issue because of a revision in the 
wayin which the ARB's budget request is displayed. Prior budgets~howed 
seven elements under the ARB's air pollution control program: mobile 
souree, stationary souree, technical support, compliance, monitoring and 
laboratory, research, and administration. In accordanee with the Legislature's 
direction in the Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget Act, the Department of 
Finance and the ARB have displayed the 1992-93 budget request more along 
program lines. Thus, the Governor's Budget now displays three elements for 
the ARB: mobile souree, stationary souree, and distributed admini~tration. 

It appear!! Jikely that all or ~ portion of the ARB's request for MVA 
funding is related to stationary souree program activities not related to the 
control of emissions resuIting from motor vehicle operation. Past budgets 
have used a wide range of funding ratios between the MVA and other funds 
(including the General Fund), based largely on the comparative availability 
of money in the MVA. However, as we note in our analysis of the Depart­
ment of Motor Vehicles (Item 2740): (1) the MVA will have a current~year 
deficit becauserevenues are less than estimated and there is no assurance 
that "unidentified savings" will be achieved and (2) without theenactment 
of several proposals to increaseresources and reduce expenditures, the MVA 
will have about a $4 million budget-year deficit. Because of these problems, 
the Legislature needs to evaluate ,how much fundingto provide from the 
MVA to the ARB and for what purposes and activities. 

The amount of MVA funds proposed for support of the sta tionary souI'ce 
program, - $34.3 million - represents one-third of the ARB~ s total funding 
for ,1992-93. Eliminating this funding for the budget year without first (1) 
identifying other support for the board Qr (2) reducing program scope would 
resuIt in significant program upheaval for the ARB. 

Bécáuse 'of the sever~ short-run impact that deleting the MVA funds 
would have on the board's ability to further the state's air quality goals, the 
Legislature may wish to take a two-year approach to solving this dilemma~ 
Specifieally, the Legislature could.continuethe current funding approach for 
the ARB in 1992-93 to the extent that there IS MVA funding available. At the 
same time, however, the Legislature may wish to refer to the appropriate 
fiscal and policy committees for consideration and potential action through 
legislation the issue of the appropriateness of MVA funding for all or part 
of the board's stationarysource program. Theultimate actions of the 
committees could be implemented in the 1993-94 budget. We believe that 
any policyexamination of this issue at a minimum should address the 
following areas: 

.• , The legal andappropriate use of the MVA in fun<iing statewide. air 
pollution control activities. . 
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• The state's role in funding through subventions local airpollution 
control districts' efforts regarding stationary sources of, air pollution. 

• The extent to which programs to coIttrol . indirect" sources of air 
pollution (that is,facilities'or activities""::'" maIls, business parks - that 
draw sources of pollution such as cars).or to control stationary sources 
of pollution .' related to automobiles (petroleum refineries, autopaint 
shops) can appropriately be funded from the MVA. 

• Creation or expansion of alternative sources offunding for the bóard's 
stationary source program.' 

Budget Bill Display Needs Revision. 

We recommend that the Budget Bill's presentation of the ARB's budget 
be amended to reflect the programma tic display shown in the Governor's 
Budget document. 

1\.s discussed above, last year the Legislature directed the Department of 
}<'fnánce and the ARB to display the 1992-.93 budget requestalong program 
lines, to provide a basis' for greater legislative oversight and control of this 
budget. The Governor~s Budget document es~entially reflects this intent by 
showing the ARB' s program under two primary elements ~ mobile source 
and stationary source. However,the 1992-93 Budget Bill continues the 
practice from previous years of showing only one program for the ARB -
air pollution control. We believe that this is contrary to the Legislature's 
intent in the Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget Act regarding this budget 
item. Consequently, we recommend that the Legislature amend the Budget 
Bill to reflect theARB's two primary programs, consistent with the display 
in the 1992-93 Governor~s Budget. 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Item 3910 
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General. ~rogram St.atement 
The CalifomiaIntegrated Waste Management Board (IWMB) is responsi­

ble, inconjunctiQR'with local agencies, for promoting waste management 
practices aimed at reducing the amount of waste that is disposed in landfills. 
These practices include source reduction, recycling and compostirtg, and 
environmentally safe transformation. In ad~ition, the board protects public 
health and safetY through regulation of existing and new s~lid waste land 
disposal sites. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the IWMBincludes several workload and progrant 

changes, primarily implementation of the used oil recycling program, which 
resuIt in a significant increase over the board's current-year fuitding level. 

The budget requests a 'total of $74,.3 Iilillion for support of the IWMB i~ 
1992;.93. Thisamount is $13.3 million{ or 22 percent, more than estimated 
current-year expenditures. The increase primarily results from $12.5 
million-including$4.4 million forlocal assistance grants-toimplement the 
used oH recycling progiám established by C~ 817/91 (AB 2076, Sher); Under 
existing law, revenues from fees on the sale of lubricating oH in the state are 
continuously appropriated from the California Used OH R.~cycling Fund to 
the board for this program. . 

. '.L • -

The requested expendituresinclude $34.5 million from the Integrated 
Waste Management Account for support ,and $18.6 million-including$5;5 
million in local assistance grants-from theSolid Waste Disposal· Site 
Cleanup and Maintenance Account for.the board's landfill hazard reduction 
program. Both accounts are itinded by waste disposal fees. The proposed 
expenditures also include $5 million from the Recycling Market Development 
Reyolying Loan Account ~I\d $3.6millión in tire disposal fees from the Tire 
Recycling Management Fund to promote the recycling of us ed tires. 
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Department of Pe.sticide Regulation . 
Item 3930 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Pesticide Regulatory Program Should Be Funded By 
Industry. By Increasing the mil! tax on the sale. of pestI­
cIdes, the Legislature couldmbre approprlately finance 
the Department of Pesticide Regulatlon and free up 
$15 million from fhe.General Fund. 

Findings and Recommendafions Analysis 
Page 

1. Bailout of Department of Pesticide Regulation Fund. There 103 
will be a shortfall of.$8 million in the current year and $17 
million in 1992-93 in the Department of Pesticide Regulation 
Fund (DPRF), without further legislative action. The budget 
proposes to address these shortfallsby (l)appropriating 
manies from the General Fund to bailout the DPRF, and (2) 
assuming enactment of legislation to eliminate the sunset date 
of an increase in the pesticide mill tax. 

2. Pesticide Regulation Program Should Be Paid From Fees. 104 
Recommend enactment of legislation requiring mill taxes to 
be adjusted ann'Ually to cover the costs of the department, 
thereby freeing up $15 million for other legislative priorities. 
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3. More Detahed Progi-am Budget Needed. Recommend that 105 
the department submit a'proposal for increasing the number 
of program categories in the Budget Bill, in order to increase 
the Legislature's oversight. 

4. Contracts for Hearings on Pesticide Suspensions Unjusti~ 106 
fied. Reduce Item 3930-001-001 by $785,000, and increase 

.... Item 3930-001-106 by $285,000. Recommend (l)a reduction of 
$500,000 from the General Fund for contracts to suspend 
pesticide registrations because the amount is unjustified, and 
(2) a reduction of $285,000 from the General Fund· and a 
corresponding increase to the' DPRF because the remaining 
costs' of the program should. be paid by pesticide registrants. 

General Program Statement 
. The Department of Pesticide Regulation (PRD) was created in 1991 as part 
<of the California Environmental Protection Agency to protect the public 
'health and the environment from unsafe exposures to pesticides. This 
function previpusly was carried . .o1,lt by the Department of Food and 
Agricultirre. The r>RD(1) evaluates •. the public heaIth and environmental 
effêds,of pesticides, (2) regulates, monitprs, and co~trols the use of 
'pesticides in the sta,ter (3) tests produce for pesticide r,esidue levels, and (4) 
develops and promotes pest managementpractices that can reduce the 
problems associated with th,e use ofpesticides.The department primarily is 
fullded from taxes ()n .the sale of pesticides in the state, varipus registration 
and 'licensing fees on persons who use or seIl pesticides, and the General 
Fund. 

O"erview. of the Budget Request 
The pt'oposed . budget essentially is a workload budget, except for a 

$785,000 increase to implement recently enacted legislation. 

The budgetproposes total expencUtures of$44.2 million for support of the 
PRD and for local assistallce programs in 1992-93. This is an increase of $2.3 
million, or 5.5 pe~cent, over estimated current-year expenditures. The 
increase primarily is due to: . . 

• An incre.~seof $785,()()() fro~ the General Fund to implement a process 
for (1) suspending theregistration of pesticides for which themanufac­
turers have. not submitted a complete set of studies on the long-term 
healtheffectsof, their pro<;lucts, and (2) deferring the suspension of 
some pesticide registrations if certain conditions are met, pursuant to 
Ch 1228/91 (SB 550, Petris) and Ch 1227/91 (AB 1742, Hayden). 
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• An increase of $527,000 from' the Department of Pesticide RegUlation 
Fund (DPRF) to meet workload increases associated with the ma1')age­
ment of data on the use of pesticides in California. 

. ." " 

• An increase of $436,000 from variousfunds for increased operating 
expenses and pro rata, and,an increase of$415,OOO in federal funds for 
various special projects. 

Table 1 shows the department's expenditures by prográm, staffing levels, 
and funding sources for the past, current and budget years. 

Department of Pestic,ide Regulation 
Budgét Summary .'; , 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expendltures 
Pesticide registration $8,014 $7,778 $9,580 23.2% 
Pesticide use enforcement 19,676 19,977 20,102 0.6 
Pest management analysis and 

planning 707 1,097 1,124 2.5 
Environmental hazards assessment 6,714 6,800 1.3 
Worker health and safety 3,301 3,337 1.1 
Medical toxicology, 3,077 3,107 1.0 
Administration 633 533 -15.8 

Amount distributed to other programs -342 7 
Totals $44,241 

General Fund $15,328 $14,20:1' $14,988 5.5% 
Department of Pesticide Regulation 

Fund 21,74:f 24,611 25,621 4.1 
Food Safety Account 1,188. 1,710 1,784 4.3 
Federal Trust Fund 1,557 1,136 1,526 34.3 
Relmbursements 281 287 322 12.2 

Personnel-Years 335 345 351 1.7% 

• Data are not avallable. In 1990-91, tHese prográms' were carrled out by the Department of Food and 
, Agrlcuiture. 
b Includes $8, million proposedln the 1 !!92-93 Budget Bill to backflll for a current-year reveriue shortfallin 

the Pesticide Regulation Fund. • .' 

• In 1990-91, expenditures for these programs wera from the A~rlCulture Fund. Beginning in 1991-92, 
expenditures for support of these programs are from the DPR . 



IV ~ 102/ RESOURCES Item 3930 

DEPARTMENT OF PESTICIDE REGULATION-Contlnued 

The programs in this department, along with programs in qtany other 
departments, have been subject to a variety of reductions over the past 
several years. Among these is an unallocated reduction of 12 percent from 
the General Fund in 1991-92. (This reduction is 2 percent of the department's 
total budget from all funds.) This reduction is proposed to becarried over 
into 1992-93. In our companion document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives 
and Issues, we discuss the impact of these reductions on various departments. 

Overview ofPestlelde Regulatlon Program Funding 

Several of the issues we discuss later in this analysis are related to the 
funding of the PRD. The following is a brief overview of the fundirig history 
of the pesticide regulation program, both while it was part ofthe Depart­
ment of Food and Agriculture and as it is proposedto be implemented by 
thePRD. . 

The pesticide regulatoryprogram traditionally has been fund ed from the 
General Fund and from various fees and taxes. Currently, revenues from the 
fees and taxes are deposited into the DPRF. Revenues to the DPRF come 
from three majorsourcéi: . 

• Licensing and certification fees paid by pesticide dealers, pesticide 
applicators, crop duster pilots, and pest control advisers. 

• Registration fees paid by companies for each pesticide product 
registered for use in California. 

• Mill tax funds generated by a tax on pesticide sales. 

Legislature Restructures Program Funding in 1990. In 1979-80, the first 
year the pesticide regulatory program was separately identified in the 
budget, the proportion of costs fund ed from the General Fund was 27 
percent. Oue to establishment of additional programs, primarily in response 
to the California Environmental Quality Act and various budgetary actions 
by the Legislature, by 1989-90 the proportion of programcosts fund ed by the 
General Fund had increased to 63 percent. 

In 1990, the Legislature enacted Ch 1679/90 (AB 2419, O'Connell) to 
reduce the level of General Fund support in 1990-91 and 1991-92 to its 
historical level. This measure increased the mill tax rate from $0.009 per 
dollar of pesticide sales (or nine mills) to $0.018 per dollar of sales (or 18 

. mills) in order to generate an additional $9 million in revenu es to the 
Agriculture Fund in each of the two fis~al years affected by the measure. 
This enabled the Legislature to reduce General Fund support for the 
program by the same amount. As a· result, the portion . of prográm costs 
funded from the General Fund decreased from 63 percent in 1989-90 to 31 
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percent in 1990-91. Chapter 1679 sunsets on June 30, 1992, af ter which the 
mill tax rate will revert back to its previous lower level, (nine mills). 

Analysis and Recommendalions 
Budget Proposes Bailout for the 
Department of Pesticide' RegulationFund ,... '. 

We find that without further legislative action, there will be a shortfall 
of $8 millionin the current year and $1'7 million in 1992-93 in the DPRF. 
The budget proposes to addressthe current yearshortfall by transfêrring $8 
million from the General Fund to the DPRF. In the budget yearithe 
department proposes to adtiress the DP1.U shortfall by (1) shifting $8.million 
in CC1sts from the DPRF to the General Fund, and (2)assulJling enactmentof 
legislatie", that wil.l elin";nate the sunset date of the ,mill tax rate increase 
authorized by Chapter 1679. , . i,' . 

In. the . Analysis of the 1991-92 Budget Bill, we recommertded that the 
Legislature eliminate General Fund support for thepestidde regulatory 
program, and instead fund the program entirely from fees. We made the 
recommendation because (1) the program benefitted pesticide users,and 
therefore should be funded by the users, (2) fully funding a regulatory 
program from industry fees is'êonsistent withlegislative aêtions in other 
areas such as hazardous waste and air pollution regulation, and (3) it would 
free up General Fund monies for other legislative priorities. Subsequently, 
during hearings on the 1991 Budget Bill, the Legislafure shifted $8 milliori 
in expenditurealJthority from the General Fund to the DPRE However, 
legislation was not enacted to cortespondingly increase revenu es tb the 
DPRF. As aresuIt, there is an $8 million funding gap in the' department's 
budget in the current year and, without further action by the Legislature, 
this gap will continue in the budget year. 

In addition, the increase in the pesticide mill 'tax rate autho~ized by 
Chapter 1679 will sunsët on June 30, 1992. This will reducerevenues to the 
DPRFby $9million compared to '1991-92 reveinies, and will accord~ngly 
increase the DPRF shortfall in 1992-93 from $8 million to $17 million. 

Budget Proposes General Fund Transfer to Resolve Current Year Short­
fall. The department proposes toaddress the current year fundinggap in 
the DPRF by transferring on June 30, 1992~ $8 million from the General Fund 
to the DPRF. Although the Governor's 'Budget indicates that the proposed 
transfer is a, "loan" to the DPRF, the Budget Bill does'not inc1ude any 
provisions requiring repayment of the transfer. Instead, the Depáttment of 
Finance indicates that theproposed tranSfer from the General Fund would 
be "repaid" from the General Fund. Under these circumstaz:tces, the proposed 
General Fund "loan" is in reality a General Fund appropriation. 
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Budget Proposes General Fund Increase and Enactment of New Legisla­
tion to Address Short/all in 1992-:-93. The department proposes to address 
the $17 million shortfall in the DPRF in 1992-93 in two ways. First, the 
department proposes to reverse the Legislature's 1991-92 budget actions by 
(1) increasing by $8 million the portion of the department's coststhat are 
funded from the General Fund and (2) making a corresponding reduction in 
the portionof the department's costs paid from the DPRF. Under the 
departme~t~s proposal, approximately $15 million, or 36 percent of total 
proposed expenditures forthe department, would be paidfrom th~ General 
Fund. 

Second, the budget assumes that legislation will be enacted to eliminate 
the June 30, 1992 sunset of the mill tax rate in~rease, authorized byChapter 
1679, thereby resuIting in increased mill tax revenues of $9million: To the 
extent, however, that the Legislature does not enact legislation to eliminate 
the sunset date, there will continue to be a $9 millionfunding gap in the 
DPRF.in 1992-93, absent action to reduce expenditures. 

Pesticide Regulatory Program Should Be Fully Funded By Industry 

We recommendenactment of legislation requiring that mill taxes be 
adjusted ttnnually toa level that will generate sufficient revenue to cover 
the costs of the department,. thereby freeing up $15 million from the General 
Fund, in 1992-93 for other legislativepriorities. (Reduce Item 3930-001-001 
by $12,107,000 and increase Item 3930-001"7106 by a corresponding amount. 
Reduce Item 3930.,.101-001 by $2,881,000 and increase Item 3930-101-106 by 
a corresponding amount.) 

The budget propos es atotal of $44.2 million for thePRD in 1992-93. This 
amounts consists of $15 million from the General Fund, $25.6 million from 
the DPRF, and $3.6 million from other funding sourees. The department 
proposes to use these funds to carry out various activities to regulate the use 
of pestic~des in order to protect the public health and the environment from 
unsafe exposures to these chemicaIs. 

In our overview of the resources and environmental protection budgets, 
we provide a framework for financing resource and environmental 
protect~on programs. Under this framework, feesare an appropriate way of 
financing programs that prevent the use or degradation of public resources 
by. regulating private activities. This is because the individuals, businesses, 
or industries that use or degracle a public resource are required to pay for 
minimizing the social costs impo~ed by their activity. 

The use of pesticides potentially can resuIt in social costs by haiming the 
public health and the environment: In order tó miriimize the social costs 
from the use of pesticides, the PRD regulates the use of pesticides in the 
state. As a result, the costs of regulating the use of pesticides should appro-
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priately be funded from regulatory fees, not from the General Fund, because 
it requires the people that potentially damage public resources to pay for 
regulating the risk that their activity imposes on the general public. 

Accordingly, in order to appropriately fund the department, we recom­
mend the enactment of legislation requiring that mill taxes be annually 
adjus~ed to a level that genera tes sufficient revenue to cover the 
department's costs. This recommendation would require increasing the mill 
tax rate of $0.009 per dollar of pesticides sales (assuming that themill tax 
rate will drop from $0.018 per dollar of sales to $0~009 as required by current 
law) to $0.033 per dollar of sales. This would free up $15 million from the 
General Fund relative to the Governor's Budget. 

More Detailed Program Budgets 
Will Increase Legislative Oversight 

We recommend that the department submit, prior to budget hearings, a 
proposal for increasing from .two to at least five the number of program 
categories scheduled in the 1992-93 Budget Bill. This will increase the 
Legislature's budget oversight, while allowing the department some budget 
flexibility. 

The Governor' s Reorganization Proposal Number 1 of 1991 established the 
PRD and transferred the pesticide regulatory programs in the Department 
of Food and Agriculture (DFA) to the PRD. As aresult, 1992-93 isthe first 
year in which the PRD's budget is displayed in the Governor's Budget and 
the Budget Bill, as opposed to being identified as a program component 
within the DFA. 

.. The Governor's Budget shows seven "program elements" which reflect 
the major areas of expenditure for the PRD in 1992-93. Table 1 shows the 
seven program elements and the expenditures within these areas for the 
prior, current, and budget years. (Although 1992-93 is the first year that 
expenditures for the PRD are displayed in the Governor's Budget or the 
Budget Bill, comparabie data has been derivedfrom the DFA's b~dgets for 
the prior and current years.) This type of detailed information· enables the 
Legislature to identify significant changes in the department's budget and 
the programmatic effects of such changes. . 

In contrast to the .detailed expenditure information in the Governor's 
Budget, however, the 1992-93 Budget Bill separates departmental support 
expenditures into only two categories: (1) Pesticide Regulation Program 
(approximately $35 million) and (2) Executive and Administrative Services 
($191,000). (The Budget Bill also inc1udes $2.9 million for local assistance.) 
Our analysis indicates that the number of programsscheduled in the Budget 
Bill for the PRD is significantly fewer than the number of categories sched­
uled in the Budget Bill for many other departments of comparabie or smaller 
size. For example, the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development 
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hassixcategDries,' the Department .of BDating and Waterways has fDur 
categDries, and the Department .of Aging has five categDries . 

. The number .of prDgram categDries sch~duled in the Budget Bill is 
impDrtant because th,e greater the number .of prDgram categDries, the greater 
the Legislahlre's Dversight authDrity. The prDgram categDries specify the 
maxim~m anwunts that can be spent .on each prDgram .. TherefDre, the mDre 
prDgram categories scheduled in the Budget Bill, the better the ~egislahlre 
can ensure that funds appr9priated fDr a particular purpose are used fDr that 
purpDse. 

In .order tD increase the Legislature's Dversight authDrity, yet allDw the 
department SDme flexibility in Drganizingits budget, we recDmmend that the 
department submit, priDr tD budget hearings, a prDpDsal fDr increasing frDm 
twD tD at least five the number .of program categDries. scheduled in the 
Budget Bill fDr the PRD. This will prDvide the Legislature with Dversight 
authDrity fDr thePRD that is cDmparable tD its authDrity fDr many depart-
ments DfcDmparable Dr smaller size. . 

Contracts for Hearings on Pesticide Suspensions Unjustified 

We recommend a reduction of $500,000 from the General Fund requested 
for contraêtingwith the Attorney General's Office because the department 
has not justified the amounts requested. Wefurther recommend that. the 
Legislature shift $285,000 in . expenditures from the General Fund to the 
Pesticide Regulation Fund, because the costs of special administrative 
actions for pesticide registrants should be paid by the registrants rather 
than the general public. (Reduce Item 3930-001-001 by $785,000 and increase 
Itt?m3930-001-106 by $285,000.) 

The budget própDses apprDximately $3 milliDn frDm the General Fund tD 
review,and manage data .on the IDng-term health effects .of pesticides, and 
tD suspend the registratiDnDf pesticides fDr which' the manufacturers have 
failed tD submit the data. This is an increase .of $785,000 from the General 
F~ndtD i,tnpiementprDcêsses fDr (1) allDwing certain pesticide registrants 
additiDnal time tD cDmplete studies .on the IDng-term health effects 9f their. 
prDducts, and (2) suspending the registratiDns .of pesticides fDr which there 
is nDt a cDmpleted set .of IDng-term health effects studies and which dDnDt 
qualify fDr the time extensiDns, as required by eh 1228/91 (SB 550, Pet ris) 
and eh 1227/91 (AB 1742, Hayden). 

Of the increase, $285,000 is (Dr additiDnal persDnnel andrelated .operating 
expenses tD issue riDtices Dfsuspension, review requests fDr deferral Of 
susPerisiDn, and related administrative activities. The nimaining $500,000 is 
fDr a cDntraé't with the AttDrneyGeneral fDr le.gal CDStS assDciated w;ith 
hDlding hearings tD suspend pesticide registrati.ons. The d~partment indicates 
that it will hDld apprDximately 50 suspensiDn hearings each year .over the 
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next five years, and it estimates that each hearing will cost approximately 
$10,000. 

Contract Funds Are Not Justified. Our analysis indicates that the depart­
ment has not justified its request for $500,000 to contract with the Attorney 
General for legal costs associated with holding hearings to suspend pesticide 
registrations. Although the department has submitted some informatioll 
regarding the number. of suspension hearings it intends to hold in 1992-93, 
it has not submitted information justifying the estimated costs of the hear­
ings. Furthermore, the budget for the Attorney General does not reflect any 
increase in reimbursements from the PRD in 1992-93. Accordingly,there is 
no information ffom the Attorney General as to whether the department's 
estimateof the costs of the sus pension hearings is reasonable. Without this 
information, we have no basis to recommend approval of the request for 
$500,000. 

Program Costs Should Be Paid From the Department Of Pesticide 
Regulation Fund. Our analysis indicates that the costs of the program should 
be paid from the DPRF, rather than the General Fund. In our overview of 
resources and environmental protection program expenditures, we provide 
a framework for· financing for resource and environmental protection 
programs. Under this framework, programs that resuit in a direct benefit to 
an identifiable group of people appropriately can be financed from fees. This 
is because it is reasonable for the people that benefit from a program to pay 
for the costs of the program. 

In addition, programs that are designed to address problems that are 
caused by private activities that use or degrade public resources appropriately 
can be financed from fees assessed on the private entities. This is because the 
individuals, businesses, or industries that use or degrade a resource should 
pay all or a portion of the social ëosts imposed by their use. 

Our analysis indicates that the programs required by Chapters 1227. and 
1228 meet both of these conditions. Chapters 1227 and 1228 !1re designed to 
reduce the risk of long-term public healtheffects from the use of pesticid.es, 
by identifying those pesticides that have negative health effects and taking 
appropriate regulatory actions on those pesticides for which there is informa­
tion, or for which no information exists.It is reasonable to finance the costs 
of these programs through the assessment of industry-wide fees, because the 
pesticide manufacturers should pay for the efforts to minimize the soc:ial 
costs that resuit from the activities of the industry. 

Furthermore, the provisions of Chapter 1228 that defer the suspension 
process for certain pesticides results in a direct benefit to some pesticide 
manufacturers. These programs would not be necessary if the manufacturers 
that failed to comply with the law requiring submittal of the data by March 
1, 1991, had complied. Thus, these pesticide manufacturers benefit from 
special processes that allow them to continue selling their product in the 
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state. Accordingly, it is reasonable that the manufacturers that benefit from 
-.these programs should pay the costs of the programs. 

Recommendation. In order to appropriately fund the programs required 
. byChapters 1227 and 1228, we recommend that the Legislature shift $285,000 
in expenditures from the General Fund to the DPRF for. the personnel and 
associated operating expenses requested to implement these acts. 

Although the Govemor's Budget indicates that there are not suffident 
reserves in the DPRF to fund these programs, we believe that the Legislature 
has several options that will enable it to fund 'the programs from the DPRF: 

• Increase the Mill Tax Rate. As discussed earlier, the department's 
budget assumes enactment of legislation that will eliminate the sun set 
date of the $0.009 per dollar sales of pestiddes increase in the mill tax 
rateauthorized by Chapter 1679. The programsrequired by Chapters 
122~ and 1228 could be financed by increasing the milltax rate by less 

'than an additionalI· milI. 

• Direct the PRD to Collect Sufficient Charges to Pay for Program 
Costs. Chapter 1228 authorizes the department to charge registrants 
that are granted a deferral of suspension up to $1,000 for each day that 
a product remains on the market and continues to have data gaps. The 
department's revenue estimates do not reflectany increased revenues 
fro~ this source. The Legislature could direct the department to collect 
sufficient charges to pay the costs of the programs. The department 
estimates that as few as 18 products may be subject, to the charges. 
Thus, in .. order' to fund the cost. of the programs from the charges 
authorized by Chapter 1228, the department could charge the manufac­
turers of the 18 products approximately $16,000 per product in 1992-93. 

• . Red'fce Funding From Other ,Programs. If the Legislature determines 
that funding the programs authorized by Chapters 1227 and 1228 is a 
high priority, the Legislaturecould reduce the funding for other, lower 
priorjty prograPls, that atefunded from the DPRF. All of the programs 
fund ed from the DPRF are shown in Table 1. . 
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State Water Resources Control Board 
Item 3940 

.. ," 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Board's Regulatory Programs. By Increasing the reguIa­
tory fees for the board's water quallty and water rights ' 
programs, the Legislature could more appropriately 
finance the board's activities and free up $28 million 
from the General Fund. ", 

~ State Clean Water Bond Funds. The board proposes to 
spend the entire $15 million proposed in 1992-93 from 
the State Clean Water Bond Fund for various costs that " 
are not related to providing clean water grants to local 
governments. 

Findings and Recommendafions ; Analysis 
Page 

1. Budget Apparently Assumes Enactm,ent of Legislation. The 114 
budget appears to assume that legislation will be enacted to 
increase the maximum level of waste discharge permit fees 
that may be assessed by the board. 

2. Regulatory Program Should be Funded By Fees. Recommend 115 
enactment of legislation requiring regulatory fees beadjusted' 
annually to cover the costs of the board's regulatory pro;. 
grams, thereby freeing up approximately $28 million from the 
General Fund for other legislative priorities. ' 



IV ·110 I RESOURCES Item 3940 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD-Contlnued 

3. Core Regulatory Program. Reduce Item 3940-001-193 by 117 
$1,480,000. Recommend reduction because the board overesti­
mates the number of personnel needed to address backlogs 
and ongoing workload in the core regulatory programs. 

4. State Clean Water Bond Funds. 118 

(a) The board proposes to spend the entire $15 million 
requested in 1992-93 from the State Clean Water Bond 
Fund (SCWBF) for various costs that are not related to 
providing clean water grants to local govemments. 

(b) Recommend adoption of Budget Bill language direct­
ing the board not to use $4.6 million in SCWBF 
monies to establish an agricultural drainage waters 
monitoring and control program because the program 
should be funded from fees. 

(c) Recommend enactment of legislation to fund the 
agricultural drainage waters monitoring and control 
program from fees. 

General Program Statement 
The State Water Resources Control Board regulates water quality in the 

state and administers water rights. 

The board carries out its water quality.control responsibilities by (1) 
establishing wastewater discharge policies, (2) implementing programs to 
ensure that waters of the state are not contaminated by surface impound­
ments, underground tanks, or aboveground tanks, and (3) administering 
state and federalloans and grants to local govemments for the construction 
of wastewater treatment facilities. Nine regional water qualitycontrol boards 
establish wastewater discharge requirements and carry out water pollution 
control programs in accordance with the policies, and under the supervision, 
of the state board. Funding for the regional boards is included in the state 
board' s .budget. 

The board's water rights responsibilities involve issuing and reviewing 
permits and licenses to applkants who wish to appropriate water from the 
state' s streams, rivers, and lakes. 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The budget for the SWRCB includes a significant increase in federal funds 

and bond funds to provide loans to local agencies for the consfruction of 
wastewater treatment facilities, and several program changes that result in 
significant increases over the board's cu"ent-year funding level. 
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The budget proposes total expendituresof $534 million from all sources 
for the State Water Resources Control Board in 1992-93. This is an increase 
of $124.2 million, or 30 percent, above estimated current-year expenditure~. 
Of the amount requested, $111 million is for support of the SWRCB .and 
regional boards, $77 million is for implementing a program. tQ pay eligible 
owners of leaking underground petroleum tanks for their costs o(.c1eaning 
up the tanks, and $346 million is for loans andgrants to local ag;endes for 
wastewater treatment facilitiesandagricultural 'drahuige":projects:' Table 1 
shows the board's expenditures by program, an.d funding sources for the 
past, current, and budget years. 

This board, along with many other departinents, has been subject to a 
variety of reductions over the past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated reduction of 9.5 percent from the General Fund in 1991:"92. ('I:his 
reduction is 3.4 percent of the board's total support budget from all funds.) 
This reduction is proposed to be carried overinto 1992-93. In ourcompanion 

,document, The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss theimpac,t 
of these reductions on various departments. .' , 

Proposed Budget Changes for 1992-93 

. Table 2 summarizes, by funding source, the changes proposed in the 
board's budget for 1992-93. As shown in Table 2,Jhe proPQsed $124 million 
. net increase in expenditures results primarily frOm a $118 million increase 
in federal funds and state bond funds for loans to local governments for the 
construction of wastewater treatment facilities. The budget inc1udes the 
following significant program changes: 

• An increase of $5.9 million from the Underground Storage Tank 
Cleanup Fund to implement Ch 1366/90 (SB 2004, Keene) which 
provides for the payment of c1eanup costs incurred by eligible owners 
of leaking underground petroleum storage tanks.' . 

• An increase of $4.7 million from the State Clean Water Bond Fund to 
test the toxidty of agricultural drainage waters, establish site specific 
water quality objectives for these waters, and to assess the effective­
ness of water quality control efforts to address agricultu,re-related 
water quality problerns, in accordance with the board's InlandSurface 
Waters Plan. 

• An increase of $3.8 million in waste discharge permit fee revenu es ....,.­
. offset by a reduction of $203,000 from the General Fund and $257,OQO 
. in federal funds and reimbursements - to augment the board's 

regulation of waste dischargers. 

• A decrease of $6.1 million to reflect the winding down of certain 
programs, and to realign the expenditures for various prograI]ls with 
antidpated fevenues to support the programs~, 
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State Water Resources Control Board 
Budget Summary 
1990-9~1 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expendltures 
Water Quality Regulation 

Facility permitting and enforcement $20,991 
Pollution control....;.. unpermitted 
facilities 7,312 

Storage tank regulation and cleanup 55,745 
Water quality standards and 
assessments 22,377 

Pollution control facility 
development and support 101,530 

Technical assistance and planning 
Subtotals, water quality regulation ($211,530) 

Water Rights 
Water appropriation $4,186 
Water management and enforcement 2,925 
Determination of existing rights 90 
Technical assistance 

Subtotals, water rights ($8,481) 
Administration (distributed to 

other programs) 

Totals $220,011 

General Fund $37,014 
Waste Discharge Permit Fund 1,049 
Underground Storage Tank Cleanup 

Fund 5,561 
Other special funds and bond fundSJ 67,468 . 
Federal funds 106,588 
Reimbursements 2,331 

Personnel· Years 1,051 

$26,861 

18,141 
134,767 

31,882 

186,128 

($401,436) 

$4,384 
2,867 

152 
1 1 

($8,714) 

$410,150 

$35,147 
7,215 

70,118 
92,661 

200,347 
4,662 

1,264 

Item 3940 

$29,175 8.6% 

16,434 -9.4 
143,491 6.5 

33;802 6.0 

299,078 60.7 
-2.3 

($525,553) (30.9%) 

$4,356 -0.6% 
2,774 -3.2 

157 3.3 
1 18.0 

($8,834) (1.4%) 

$534,387 30.3% 

$34,945 -0.6% 
11,053 53.2 

76,615 9.3 
122,669 32.4 
285,538 42.5 

3,567 -23.5 

1,274 0.8% 

-Includes Hazardous Waste Control Account, Envlronmental Protection Trust Fund, Public Resources 
Account, and other state special funds. 
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Baseline adjustments 
Increase funds for clean water 22,300 95,500 117,800 
grants and loans 

Delete one-time costs -2,118 -160 -2,278 
Increased operating expense 
adjustment 

109 640 238 987 

Miscellaneous adjustments -108 970 -1 
Subtotals, baseline adjustments ($1) ($21,792) ($93,020)··· ($114,813) 

Program changes 
Augment undergroundstorage 
. tank cleanup program $5,966 -$51 

$5,915, 

Augment waste discharge permit 3,349 
program -$203 3,809·· -257 

Establish allricultural drainage 4,512 
water quahty control program 4,604 -92 

Expand bay protection and toxic 1,415 341 1,756 
cleanup program 

Realign expenditures and -2,743 -3,365 -6,,108 
revenues 

Subtotals, program changes 

1992-93 Expenditures (prop.) $34,945 $217,837 $281,605 $534,387 

Change. from 1991-92 (rev.) 
Arnount -$202 $34,843 $89,596 $124,237 
Percent -0.6% 19.0% 46.7% 30.3% 

• Includes the unde~round 
Protec!lonand Tox c Cleanup 

the Waste Dlscharge Pennit Fund, the B~ 
special funds, and varlous state bond fun s. 

Fee Support for the Board's Programs 

At least 12 of the board's activities are supported wholly or in part by fee 
revenues. These activities inc1ude both water quality and water rights 
programs. The board's fees vary by type,and by frequency of payment.Fee 
types and frequencies inchlde: one-:time application fees (for example water 
rights permits), annual permit fees (waste discharge permits), periodic 
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licensing fees (treatment plant operators), and quarterly mill taxes (the 
underground storage tank maintenance fee of $0.006 - or six mills - per 
gallon of petroleum stored in underground tanks). . 

Some of the fees collected by the board are variáble, depending on the 
board's actual expenditures.For example, the lawrequires that the board be 

· reimbursed for the full costs óf adjudicating a water rights dispute. . 

Other fee a1l;'\ountsare specifically. f'jet by statute. The feeschedule for 
applications 'to appropriate water, for example, is specified in the Wáter 

· Code and relates the level of the fee to the quantityof water proposed to be 
diverted. 

For still other fees, statute specifies maximum fee amounts but gives the 
board the discretion to establish a fee schedule below.the maximum. The 

· annual waste discharge permit fee, for example, may not exceed $10,000 per 
year; the board has set the current maximum discharge permit fee at $10,000, 
but the fees for other discharge permits are at lower levels (as low as $200) 
and vary based. On the discharge' s total threat to water quality as determined 
by the board. 

The percentage of the board's costs covered by fee revenues varies by pro-
· gram. Programs range from being fully fee supported (for example, the Bay 
Protection and Toxic Cleanup program) to rela.tively low,. levels of fee 
support (such as the board'swater rights program in which approximately 
2.1 percent of program expenditures currently come from fee revenues) to 
no fee support (such as certain labora tory service's). . 

Analysis and Recommendations 

Budget Apparentl~ Assumes Enactment of Fee Legislation 

The budget appears to assume that legislation will be enactedto increase 
the maximum level of waste discharge permit fees that may be assessed by 
the board. 

The budget proposes an increase of $3.8 million from the Waste Discharge 
.Permit Fund (WDPF) and 54.6 personnel-years in 1992-93 to (1) addr.ess in­
creased workloadin the board's core regulatory programs and (2) reduce the 
existing backlog of regulatory activities in these programs. (Of this amount, 
$460,000 would be used to offset expe1,lditures froll) the General Fund, 
federal funds, and reimbursements for these programs). The proposed 
increase, would be funded by. increased fees on. waste dischargers that are 
regulatedby the board. 

This proposál is the secondpart of a two-year expansion in the board's 
core regulatory programs to address the workload and backlogs in those 
programs. .', . .' 
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In the current year, the board received an' increase of $3.6 miilion to 
address the workload and backlog in the core regulatory programs. This 
increase was funded from a $4.3 million increase in waste discharge fees 
(approximately $669,000 of which was used to óffset existing General Fund 
expendituresfor the program), which were deposited intothe WDPF. 

'. Current law establishes a 'ceiling of $10,000 onthe level of waste discharge 
fees that can be charged by the board. In order to fund the core regulatory 
program expansionin.the current year, the board revised the fee schedule 
to increase from. $3,100 to $10,000 the maximum fee charged to dischargers, 
and from $100 to $200 the minimum w~ste discharge fee charged by the 
board. 

During legislative hearings in the current year, the board indicated that 
additional efforts to increase waste· discharge fees (beyond. the $4.3 million 
increase in the current. year) would require. an increase in the statutory 
maximum fee. The boardargued that without an increase in the statutory 
maximum fee, th~waste discharge feeschedule would become "compacted;" 
resuiting in small dischargers that pose a low.threat to water quality paying 
almost as much as larger facilities that pose a high threat to water quality. 

Accordingly, it appears that the board's proposal to increase waste 
discharge fees in 1992-93 to generate an additibrial $3.6 million is based on 
the assumption that legislation will be enacted to increase the statutory 
maximum fee, othe:rwise the schedule of waste discharge fees will become 
compacted in 1992-93. 

Board's Regulatory Programs Shouldbe Fully Funded From Fees 

. We recommend enactment of legislation requiring that waste discharge 
fees, water rights fees, and all other regulatory fees- assessed by the board 
be adjusted annually to a ,level that will genera te sufficient revenues to 
cover the costs of the board's regulatory programs. Enactment of these 
changes in legislation will free up approximately $28 million from the 
General Fund in 1992-93 for other legislatiT!e priorities. . 

.' The budget proposes a total of $188 million for the general support of th~ 
SWRCB and regional boards in 1992-93.' Of this amount, $35. million is 
proposed from the General Fund, $19 million from various special funds 
supported by regulatory fees, and $134 million from federal funds, reim­
bursements, miscellaneous státe bonds, and other funds. These funds are 
used to support the board's programs for (l)regulating water quality and 
water rights in the state (including associated planning, technical assistance, 
andenforcement), (2) cleaning up spillsand leaks fromunpermitted facilities 
and storage tanks that thteaten water quality, and (3) assisting loéal agencies 
in development of wastewater treatment facilities. 

Legislature Requires Report on Appropriateness of Shifting the Board's 
Programs to Fees. In our Analysis of the 1991 Budget Bill, we indicated that 
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under certainconditions, it may beapptopriate and desirabie to increase the 
portion of the board's progt'amsthat are funded from (ees andcorrespond­
ingly decrease the General Fund appropriation for these programs. As a 
result, in order to evaluate the appropriateness of shifting to fees the General 
Fund costs of the boards programs, thé Legislature adopted language in the 
Supplemental Report o/the 1991 Budget Act directing the departmenHo submit, 
by Jariuary 1992, a reportevaluatingthe appropriateness and desirability of 
imposing new water quality fees to fund that portion of the board's water 
quality program currently supported from the General Fund. Atthe time this 
analysis was prepared (early February), however, the board had not 
submitted the report. 

Board'sRegulatory Programs Shóuld Be Funded From Fees. Our análysis 
indicates that all of the board's regulatory and planning programs iil the 
water quality and water rights areas should be funded from fees, rather than 
from the General Fund. In our overview of the resources and environmental 
protection budgets, we provide a framework for financing resource and 
environmental protection programs. Under this framework, fees are an 
appropriate way of financing programs thatprevent the use or degradation 
of publicresources by private activities. This is because the. individuals, 
businesses, or industriesthatuse or degrade a public resource are required 
to pay for minimizing the. social costs imposed by their activity. 

The discharge of wastes into waters of the state or onto land can 
potentially resuit in social costs by harming public health and the environ­
ment. Similarly, the appropriationof waters of the state can potentiaUyresult 
in social costs by reducing the amoun! and quality of water available for fish 
and wildlife . resources, as weIl as by' reducing thequality of the water for 
use by people. In order to minimize these social costs, the board regulates 
Wastewater discharges and water rights appropriations. 

Our analysis indicates that the costs of regulating the discharge of wastes 
and the appropriation of water should be funded from,regulatory fees, not 
from the General Fund. This is because the people who potentially damage 
public resources or who use public resources for private purposes should 
pay for regulating the risks that their activity imposes on the general public. 

Accordingly, in ,order to appropriately fund the board, we ·recommend 
enactment of legislation requiring that waste discharge fees,. water rights 
fees, andotherregulatoryfees, be adjustedannually to a level that genera tes 
suffident revenues to cover the costs of the board's regulatory program. This 
will free up approximately $28 million from the General Fund, as weU as 
mon~es from other special funds, for other legislative priorities. 
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Core Regulatory Program Overbudgetec:t 

We recommend a reduction of $1.5 million from the Waste Discharge 
Permit Fund requested to address workload increases and backlogs in the 
board's core regulatory programs because the board has not justified lts 
request. (Reduce Item 3940-001-193 by $1,480,000.) 

. Under the generalauthority of thePorter-Cologne Water QualityControl 
Act, the board administers three separate permitting programs· to regulate 
waste discharges. These so-called "core regulatory programs" inc1ude: 

• The National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) which 
regulatesdischarges to the waters of the state -:- administered under 
an agreement with the federal EP A in accordancewith the federal 
Clean Water Act. 

• The so-called "Chapter 15 Program" which regulates discharges of 
hazardous waste to land - under Chapter 15, Title 23 of the Califor­
nia .Code of Regulations. 

• The "Non-Chapter 15 Program" which regulates discharges of non­
hazardous waste to land - as required by thé Porter..;Cologne Water 
Quality Control Act. 

Each of these programs involves four primary ~ctivities: (1) issuance and 
periodic renewal of permits, (2) inspection of waste treatment works, (3) 
evaluation of monitoring data, and (4) enforcement of water quality 
standards. 

In the current year, the board received a net increase of $3.6 million to 
address workload increases and backlogs in the core regulátory programs. 
The board indicates,however, that it continues to have significant backlogs 
in the program, and that there is not suffiêient personnel to address origoing 
workload. Specifically, the board estimates that it would needanadditional 
198 positions to address the backlogs and ongoing workload in the core 
regulatory programs. As a result, the board is requesting a net increase of 
$3.6 million and 54.6 personnel-years in 1992-93 as a step towards addressing 
the workload problems in the core regulatory program. . . 

Our analysis indicates, however, that the board overestimates the number 
of personnel needed to ad~ress the backlog and 'ongoing workload in . the 
core regulatory program. Specifically, we estimate that the board needs an 
increase of only $1.9 million and 30.4 personnel-:·years, rather than the 198 
positions it estimates. This is because the board, in determining the number 
of personnel needed to implement the core regulatory program, used 
different workload standards for each of the nine regions. For example, the 
board assumes that a person in Region 2 (San Francisco Bay Region) can 
review only 30 monitoring'reports per year. However, at the same time, a 
person in Region 6 (South Lake Tahoe Region) can review 466 monitoring 
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reports'per year, or almost 16 times the number of reports reviewed by a 
person in Region 2. 

The board indicates that each region has different workload standards 
because the standards are based on actual experience and inc1ude various 
"unbudgeted emergencies and other activities." Additionally, the board indi­
cates that each region varies in the thoroughness, detail, and efficiency with 
which it carries out its activities. 

We see no reason that the workload standards should vary hom'region 
to region. The board has been unable to provide information justifying such 
significant variationsamong regions. 

In addition, the workload standards should not inc1ude "unbudgeted 
emergencies," because the existeil.ce of emergencies in the past does not 
justify the need for resources to address unidentified emergencies in the 
future. Furthermore, to the extent that the board encounters' "unbudgeted 
emergencies" it should request, pursuant to Section 27.00 of the Budget Bill, 
any additional resources at the time the emergency is identified, rather than 
budgeting the resources as a contingency. 

Finally, to the extent that the workload standards inc1ude "other 
unidentified'activities" the board should identify the other activities and the 
personnel needed to carry out those activities, rather than inc1uding them in 
the workload standards for the core regulatory programs. 

Asa resuIt, we recalculated the board's workload standards using the 
highest actual workload standard for each activity for all of the regions. 
Using this approach,our ~nalysis indicates that the entire core regulatory 
program workload can be addressed by an additional $1.9 million and 30.4 
personneJ.::years over its current-year levels, or $1.5 million less than the 
amount requested. Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of $1.5 million 
from the Waste Discharge Permit Account. 

State Clean Water Bond Fund Monies Proposed 
Primarily for Contracts and Other Support Costs 

We find that the board proposes to spend the entire $15 million requested 
in 1992-93 from the State Cl.ean Water Bond Fund for various costs that are 
not related to providing clean water grants to local governments. 

We recommend (1) the adoption of Budget Bill languagedirecting the 
board to not use monies from the State Clean Water Bond Fund to establish 
an agricultural drainage waters monitoring and control program as part of 
its In,land Surface Waters Plan, and (2) enactment of legislation authorizing 
the board to assess fees on agricultural drainage dischargers to cover .the· 
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costs of the agricultural drainage waters monitoring and control program, 
in order to fund this program appropriately. 

BetWeen1970 and 1978, the votersapproveda total of $875 millionin 
generalobligation bond. funds for various clean water' activities, including 
(1) makirtggrants to local govemments for the construction of wastewater 
treatment facilities, and (2)undertaking plans, surveys, research and studies 
related to water quality, inchiding comprehensive statewide . studies. 
Although the bond acts do not specify how the monies should be divided 
b~tween these two activities, the boncl acts include a finding of the 
Li:!gislature' sintent that the bond monies be used to provide. state matching 
grants for federal clean water grants because many local agencies do not 
have sulficient financial resources to meet wastewater treatment require­
ments, 

. The bond funds are deposited into the State Clean Water Bond Fund 
(SCWBF), and tnese monies are continuously appropriated to the board. The 
budget indicates that little money remains in the SCWBF - only $18.9 
million will be available for expenditure in 1992-93 . 

. ;BoardProposes to. Use SCWBF Monies For Studies, Rath~r Than 
Treatment Plant Consfructfon. The budget indicates that the board interids 
to spend a total of $15 million from the SCWBF in 1992-93. Of this amount, 
the board intends..to ,spend (1) $5.8 million to contract out for various water 
quality and wat~r rights studies, (2) $4.6 million to establish a new program 
to monitor .and control agricultural drainage. waters, (3) $3.9 million for 
personnel and associated costs in special investigations, planning," and 
technical assistance, and (4) $700,000 for local assistance related to storage 
tank regulatio~ and clean-up .. ' . . 

The board proposes to spend no monies from the SCWBF for grants to 
local govemments for the construction ofwastewater treatment facilities, 
despite the ever-increasing demand by localgovemments for grants and 
loans to finance these projects. Instead the board proposes to use the funds 
for various ongoing and one-time operational costs. For example, some of 
the costs of the contracts proposed to be funded from the SCWBFinclude (1) 
the state mussel watch program, (2) an evaluation of pesticides . in the San 
JOélquin and Sacramento rivers, and (3) toxicity monitoring of steelhead 
streams. . . 

Agricultural Drainage Program Should Be Funded From Fees. The budget 
proposes to spend $4.6 million from the SCWBF to establish a new. program 
for monitoring and controlling the discharge of agricultural drainage waters. 

The board indicates that some agricultural drainage waters contain toxic 
concentrations of certain agricultural chemicals (such as pesticides). As a 
resuit, the board established water quality objectives in its Inland Surface 
Waters Plan that are designed to protect water quality from the impacts of 
agricultural drainage discharges. 
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In order to begin implementing the Inland Surface Waters Plan, the board 
proposes $4.6 milliori from the SCWBF to: (1) monitor andevaluate the 
toxicity of agricu1tural drairiage waters, (2) establish site specific water 
quality objectives for these waters where appropriate, and (3) assess the 
effectiveness of water quality control efforts to address agriculture-related 
water quality problems. 

As discussed previously, in our overview of the resources and environ­
mental protection budgets, we provide a framework for financing resource 
and environmental protection programs. Under this framework, fees are an 
appropriate way of financing programs that prevent the use or degradation 
of public resources by private activities. This is because the individuals, 
businesses, or industries that use or degrade a public resource are required 
to pay for minimizing the social costs imposed by their activity. 

The discharge of agricultural drainage waters may resuIt in socialcosts 
to the extent that these waters cause damage to the public health and the 
environment. The board's proposal for monitoring and controlling the dis­
charge of these waters is designed to minimize social costs resuIting from the 
discharge of the agricultural drainage waters. 

As a resuIt, the costs of this program should be furtded' from regulatory 
fees; not from the SCWBF (which is a generalobligation bond fund), because 
this will require the people that potentially damage public resources to pay 
for regulating the risks that their activity imposes on the general public. 

Furthermore, funding the program from fees, rather than from the 
SCWBF, will provide an ongoing funding source for the program. Although 
the board indicates that the program is intended as a multi-year program, 
there will not be sufficient monies in the SCWBF to fund the program af ter 
1992-93. Funding the program from fees, however, will provide the board 
with a funding source that will be able to sustain its multi-year effort. 

Accordingly, we recommend (1) adoption of Budget Bill language direct­
irig the bO,ard not to spend monies from the. SCWBF for the monitoring and 
control of agricultural drainage waters, and (2) enactment of legislation 
requiring the board to assess fees on agricultural drairiage waters dischargers 
to pay for the costs of this program. Adoption of this recommendation 
would result in savings to the SCWBF of $4.6 million, and increased' costs 
supported by fees of a like amount. 



Item 3960 RESOURCES I IV • 121 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Item 3960 

MAJOR ISSUES 

~ Toxics Funding Shortfall. Revenues for suppOrt of the 
toxicsprogram will not be sufficient to fund proposed 
site mitigation or hazardous waste management activi­
ties in 1992-93. 

~ Departmental Compliance. The department failed to 
comply with various legislative requirements, thereby 
reducing the Legislature's ablUties to oversee depart­
mental programs, and address budget problems. 

~ Hazardous Waste Disposal. The budgét estimates that 
96 percent of Californla's hazardous wastes sent for 
disposal will be sent out of state beginning In 1992-93. 

Findings and Recommendafions " Analysis 
Page 

1. Toxics Funding Shortfall. Revenues used to support the 125 
Department of Toxic Substances Control will not be suffident 
to fund proposed site mitigation or hazardous waste manage­
ment activities in 1992-93. 
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2. Options to Address Funding Shortfall. The Legislature has 128 
several options available to address the funding shortfall in 
1992-93, including deferring contracts, reducing personnel, or 
increasing revenues. 

3. Department Fails To Comply with Legislative Ditedives. 130 
The department failed to comply :with various legislative 
direetives,thereby reducing the Legislature's oversight and its 
ability to address the department's budget problems. 

4. Cost Recovery Program Automation. Withhold recommenda- 131 
tion on $926,000 for cost recovery personnel, pending an 
evaluation of the effects on workload of automating the cost 
recovery process. 

5. . Hazardous Waste Disposal Headed Out-of-State; The budget 132 
assumes that implementation of state and federallegislation 
will significantly increase the amount of hazardous wastes in 
California that are sent out of state for disposal. 

General Program Statement 
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) was created in 1991 

as part of the California Environmental Protection Agency to protect the 
public health and the environment from unsafe exposure to toxic substances. 
These functions previously were carried out by the Toxic Substances Control 
Division of the Department of Health ~rvices. The DTSC (1) regulates 
hazardous waste management, (2) cleans up sites that have been contaminat­
ed by toxic substances, and (3) promotes methods to tre~t and safely dispose 
of hazardous wastes and reduce the.amounts of hazardous wastes that are 
generated in the state. The department is primarily fund ed from fees and 
taxes assessed on persons that generate, store, treat, or dispo~e of hazardous 
wastes. . 

Overview of the Budget Request 
The proposed budget essentially is a workload budget, except for (1) a 

$2.8 million increase to implement recently enacted legislation and (2) the 
elimination of bond funds and other one-time funds available for cleaning 
up sites. 

The budgetproposes total expenditures of $109.3 million (all funds) for 
support of the DTSC in 1992-93. This is a reduction of $21.3 million, or 16 
percent, below estimated current-year expenditures. Table 1 displays the 
expenditures and staffing levels for the department from 1990-91 through 
1992-93. 
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Department of Toxlc Substances Control 
Budget Summary 
1990-91 through 1992-93 

(dollars In thousands) 

Expendltures 
Site mitigation $42,586 $83,387 
Facillty pern:titting .13,614 15,490 
Surveillance and enforeement 15,940 19,067 
Alternative technology 8,628 12,630 
Admlnlstration (distrIbuted) 

Total8 

General Fund $134 $7,712 
Hazardous Waste Control Account 32,773 39,562 
HazarrJous Substance Account 34,818 40,293 
Other special funds and bond funds" -13 20,994 
Federal funds 11,004 20,070 
Relmbursements 2,052 1,943 

Per8onnel-Year8 870 842.7 

RESOURCES I IV -123 

$61,435 -26.3% 
15,255 -1.5 
19,861 4.2 
12,722 

-16.3% 

-100.0% 
$40;213 1.6 
39,838 -1.1 
11,865 -43.5 
15,230 -24.1 
2,127 9.5 

900;1 6.8% 

• Includes the Special Account for Capitai Outlay. Hazardous SpUI Prevention Account, Used 011 Market 
and Collection Promotion Fund, Hazardous Waste Management Planning Subaccount, Hazardous 
Substance Site 0rruratlons and Malntenance Account, Hazardous Substance Cleanup Fund, and the 
Superfund Bond rust . 

Table 2 summarizes, by funding source, the changes proposed in the 
department's budget for 1992-93. As shown in Table 2, the proposed $21.3 
million net decrease in expenditures primarily is due to: 

• A reduction of $15.9 million from the Hazardous Substance Cleanup 
Fund (HSCF) for site c1eanup contracts. The HSCF has been supported 
by $100 million in bond ~funds approved by the voters in 1984 for 
c1eaning up hazardous waste sites. The budget estimates that all funds 
in the HSCF will be spent by the end of the current year. 

• A reduction of $8.5 million from various funds to reflect the expendi­
ture in the current year of one-time funds appropriated in legislation. 
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• A reduction of $4.8 million in federal funds resulting from a reduction 
in federal special projects. 

• An increase of $6.5 million for debt service on the bond funds 
approved by the voters in 1984 for c1eaning up hazardous wasté sites. 

1991-92 Expenditures (rev.) $39,562 $40,293 $28,706 $22,013 $130,574, 

Baseline adjustments 
Increase debt service 6,477 6,477 
Federal special projects -4,840 -4,840 
Site operation - StrIngfellow -2,526 -2,526 
Reduce site mitigation bond funds -15,931 -15,931 
Ellminate one-time approprlatlons: 

Strlngfellow/San Gabrlel -
Ch 1428/85 -7,712 -7,712 

McColl site - Ch 1302182 -694 -694 
ASARCOsite - Ch.1624188 -82 -82 

Miscellaneous adjustments 184 
Subtotals, baseline adjustments (-$4,656) 

Program changes 
Rallroad accident prevention and 
response - Ch 766/91 

$2,620 

Inspeet used 011 recycling 214 
facilities - Ch 817791 
Subtotals, program changes 

1992-93 Expendltures (prop.) $40,213 $17,357 $109,273 

Change from1~91-92 (rev.) 
-'$4,656 Amount $651 -$455 -$16,841 -$21,301 

Percent 1.6% -1.1% -58.7% -21.2% -16.3% 

a Includes the Special Account for Hazardous Substance Cleanup Fund, Hazardous 
Substance Site Operations 011 Markel and Collection Promotion Fund, 
Hazardous Splll Prevention Fund. 
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The fee and tax revettues used to support the DTSCprobably will not be 
sufficient to fund proposed site mitigation or hazardous waste management 
activities in ·1992-93. We recommend that the department submit, prior to 
budget hearings, (1) a revised revenue estimate for 1991-92 and ·1992-93, 
based on current-year actual revenUes to date, and (2) a plan for reducing 
expenditures in the current year (if needed) and in 1992-93 to bring 
expenditures in line with revenues and reserve requirements. 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $109.3 million (all fund~) for 
support of the 4epartment in 1992-93. The program is supported from two 
major funding sources: 

• The Razardous Waste Control Account (RWCA) funds the state's hazard­
ous Waste control program. The account is supported by fees assessed 
against (1) hazardous waste storage, treatment, and disposal opera­
tors; (2) facilities thatgenerate hazardous waste; and (3) corporations 
that use, store, generate, or conduct activities related to hazardous 
materiais. 

• The Razardous Substance Account (RSA) funds the. state's site mitiga­
tion program. The account is supported by taxes and fees assessed 
primarily against (1) persons who disposeof hazardous wastesbased 
upon the amount and toxicity of the waste and (2) persons responsible 
for toxic substance releases to help pay the department's costs of 
overseeing site cleanup. 

Past Revenue Estimates Have Been Overly Optimis tic. In our review of 
the department's proposed budgets for both 1990-91 and 1991-92, we 
evaluated the department'srevenue estimates, and projected whether fee 
revenues to the HSA and HWCA would be sufficient in future years. We 
concluded that fee revenues for support of the department would not be 
sufficient to fund projected expenditures in 1991-92 and 1992-93. Subsequent 
to our analysis, the department notified the Legislature in May 1991 that 
revenues to the HWCA and the HSA for 1990-91 were significantly below 
the amounts estimated in January 1991. The department also indicated that 
it would make significant program reductions and reduce its carryover 
reserves into 1991-92· to address the shortfalls. 

At that time, we raised concerns that (1) the department's revenue 
estimate for 1991-92 continued to be overly optimistic, and (2) the proposed 
reserves in the HWCA and HSA for 1991-92 were too low. As a resuIt, the 
Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget 
Act stating its intent that the Department of Finance, in constructing the 
Governor's Budget for 1992-93, establish reserves for economic uncertainty 
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in the HWCA and HSA at the end of 1992-93 that are equal to at least 5 
percent of proposed expenditures from those funds. 

HSA Revenue ShortfallsAre Likely To Occur in 1992-93. Our analysis 
indicates that the department's revenue estimates continue to be overly 
optimistic, and that revenue shortfalls are likely to occur in the HWCA in 
the current year, and in both the HWCA and the HSA in 1992-93. Specifical­
ly, Table 3 shows that proposed expenditures exceed our estimate of 
revenues by at least $10 million in both 1991-92 and 1992-93. However, in the 
current year the gap between expenditures and revenues is offset by the 
extremely large beginning reserves in the HSA, and therefore funds appear 
sufficient to pay for projected costs in 1991-92. (The large beginning reserves 
result because in 1990-91 the department disencumbered $15.4 million in 
unspent contract monies). 

Department of Toxic Substances Control, 
LAO Projected Revenues and Expenditures 
Hazardous Substance Account 
1991-92 and 1992-93 

(In thousands) 

1991·92: 
Beginning reserve, 1991-92& 

Revenue 
Expenditures 

Ending reserve, 1991-92 

1992-93: 
Beginning reserve, 1992-93 

Revenue 
Expenditures 

Ending reserve, 1992-93 

$16,873 
43,907 
47 
12,942 

$12,942 
39,361 

$4,980 
. . 

$18,921 
37,856 
47 

$8,939 
33,327 
47 

-$5,057 

• Relatlvely.hlgh beginning reserve In 1991-92 Is due to the department dlsencumbering In. 1990-91 
approxlmatery $15.4 milHon In monles. The Governor's Budget, In error, shows 
dlsencumbrances In 1990-91 

However, in 1992-93, the beginning reserves are not sufficient to fi1l the 
gap between revenues and expenditures, and thus we project that a· $5 
million shortfall is likely to occur in the HSA. ' Moreover, the shortfall will 
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grow in outlying years because no reserve will be available to partially offset 
the $14 million gap between revenues and expenditures. . 

Possible Reasons For HSA Revenue Decline. The shortfall in revenues to 
the HSA resuIts primarily from a rapid decIine in the tonnage and toxicity 
of hazardous wastes that are disposed, and thus a corresponding reduction 
in the taxes on these wastes. There are several possible reasons for the rapid 
decline in the tonnage of wastes disposed: 

• Hazardous waste reduction programs. Many of the department's pro­
grams are designed to directly or indirectly reduce the tonnage and 
toxicity of the hazardous wastes generated and disposed. The tonnage 
and toxicity of wastes disposed have been decIining for several years, 
at least partially as a resuit of these programs. 

• Current economic conditions. The current recession hasgenerally 
slowed business activity. Therefore, it is likely that at l~ast part of the 
recent decline in the tonnage of hazardous waste disposed results 
from thect.trrent economic conditions. 

• Effects of federal and state legislation. Both the state and federal 
góvernments have adopted regulations that require, effective in 1992, 
hazardous wastes to be treated prior to disposing of the wastes onto 
land (the s~called '1and ban"). The redliction of wastes disposed 
could be a reaction to the impending treatment requirements. 

HWCA Revenue Shortfalls Also Are LikelyTo Occur In 1991-92 and 1992-
93. There is not sufficient information on HWCA revenues received to date 
to be able to project 1991-92 or 1992-93 revenues. Nevertheless, our analysis 
indicates that the department's revenue assumptions for the two years 
appear overly optimistic, and that a shortfall is likely to occur in the HWCA 
in both 1991-92 and 1992-93. Our analysis indicates that the department's 
revenue estimates appear overly optimistic for the following reasons: 

• Current economic conditions. The department's revenue estimates do 
not assume any reduction in the amount of wastes generated or the 
number of hazardous waste management facilities operating as a 
resultof the current recession. The recession has caused a reduction 
in business activity in general, and thus it is likely to affect hazardous 
waste generators and management facilities as well. 

• No historical data on permit-by-rule program. The department esti­
mates that it will receive $6 million in 1991-92 and $4.2 million in 
1992-93 from fees paid by people under the new "permit-by-rule" 
program. Under this program, the department will issue operating 

. permits through regulations to hazardouswaste-related industries, 
and then inspeet individual facilities over a period of years to--ensure 
that they comply with the permit conditions. Facilities receiving a 
permit by rule will be required to pay an annual fee of $1,000. 
Because the program has yet to be implemented, there is no historical 
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data to determine the number of people that may pay the fee. To the 
extent that these revenues do not materialize at the level projected, the 
department will have an HWCA funding gap in 1992·93. ' 

• Petitions for redetermination. The department assumes that it will 
receive $7.2 million in 1991-92 and $2 million in 1992-93 from persons 
who have refused to pay fees pending an appeal to the Board of 
Equalization (BOE). The department assumes that a significant 
number of the appeals will be determined in the department's favor. 
However, if the BOE determines that the petitioners are not subject to 
the fees, or if the BOE delays its dedsions beyond the budget year, 
there will be a significant shortfall in the HWCA. For instance, the 
department previously estimated that it would receive $4 million from 
petitioners in .1990-91, however, no revenue was received from 
petitioners in that year. 

HWCA Proposed Reserves Do Not Comply With Legislative Intent. The 
department is proposing a reserve in the HWCA of $3.5million, or. 5.9 
percent of estimated expenditures in 1991-92, despite the level of uncertainty 
surrounding the revenue estimates. The proposed 1992-93 -$981,000 or 1.7 
percent - reserve does not comply with the Legislature's intent that the 
funds have a reserve of 5 percent of estimated expenditures. As a resuit of 
these low reserves and the highly uncertain revenues,we estimate that the 
HWCA will have a funding gap in both the current and budget years. 

Recommendation. In order to provide the Legislature with the most récent 
available information, we recommend that the ciepartment submit, prior to 
budget hearings: (1) information on the actual revenues received to date 
from each revenue source that is deposited into the HWCA and the HSA, (2) 
a projection of the amount of revenue that will be received at the end of 
1991-92 and 1992-93, based on the actua11991-92 revenues receivedto date, 
and (3) the basis for the projections. 

We further recornrnend that the department, submit prior to budget hear­
ings, a plan for reducihg expenditures in the HSA and HWCA in 1991-92 
and 1992-93 inan amount that is suffident to address any identified revenue 
shortfall, and establish a reserve at the end of 1992-93 that is equal to 5 
percent of proposed budget:-year expenditures from those accounts. 

Legislature Has Several Options to Address Revenue ShorHalis 

We find that the Legislature has several options available to address the 
po.tential funding gaps in the HWCA and HSA in 1992-93 and to establish 
reasonablereserves in those funds. 

The Legislature has several options available to· address the potential 
shortfalls in the HSA and HWCA in the current year and in 1992-93, and to 
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establish adequate reserves in those accounts. These options are discussed 
below. 

Deler Contracts and Equipment Purehases. The budget proposes $19 
million from the HSA and HWCA, or 17 percent of total expenditures, to (1) 
contract with other orgaI)Ïzations for services and (2) purchase equipment. 
The Legislature could eliminate a portion of these funds to address the 
potential shortfal1s in 1991-92 and 1992-93, and fund these projects in future 
years to the extent that révenues become available. For eXélmple, some of the 
contraets that could be deferred include: (1) $1.8 million from the HWCA for 
grants for innovative technologies to reduce or treat wastes, waste stream 
audits, and symposiums, (2) $1 million in proposed HSA and HWCA 
expenditures for various computer enhancements and modeling, (3) $331,000, 
primarily from the HSA· and HWCA, for student assistants to assist with 
administrative and technical activities, and (4) $5.4 million from the HSA for 
contracts to clean up or stabilize hazardous waste sites.· Reducing some of 
thesecontracts could have an adverse effect on the department's abilities to 
meet its budget-year goals. 

Reduce J'ersonnel Expenditures. The Legislature also could reduce the 
number of personnel in any of the department's programs. Staffing for the 
department' s various programs include: 

• Approximately 231 personnel-years for site mitigation. 

• Approximately 159 personnel-years for permitting. 

• 227 personnel-years for surveillance and enforcement. 

• 89 personnel-years for alternative technology. 

• Approximately 197 personnel-years for administration. 

This approach would have the effect of reducing the overall statewide 
effort in these areas. 

Increase Revenues. The Legislature could increase the various fees and 
taxes that are used to support the department's programs in order.to address 
the revenue shortfalls and establish reasonable reserves in the HWCA. 
Alternatively, the Legislature could consider other methods of funding the 
department that would be more stabie than the department' s current revenue 
sources. 
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Department's Failure to Comply with Legislatlve 
Direction Reduce3. Leglsl(ltive Overslght ' .. , 

We find that the department'slailureto complywith the requirements..oi 
the SUl'plemental Report of the 1991 Budget Ad'reduces the Legislature's 
ability to provide . oversight of this department a,nd tq. ad1ress the 
department's budget próblems.We recommend ,that the department report 
at the time of budgefhearings on' why it failed t~ Fomply with the~e 
requiremefits. ' 

During 'hearings on, the 1991 Budget Bill, the Legislatureexpressed 
concern over a number of problems at the DTSC, related to' <l)··the 
department' s funding and (2) the· department' s efforts to recover·. from 
responsible parties monies spent for oversight and lor clean-up of toxic 
sub~tance release sites. Asa resuit, the Legislature adopted language in the 
Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget Act requiring the DTSC to (1) take 
certain actions during 1991-92 to address potential funding problems, and (2) 
submi,t specific reports to eriable the Legislature to oversee the department's 
costrecovery program and address potential funding problems.' 

Specifically, the Legislature adopted language addressing the following 
issues with regard to the DTSC: . 

. . 
• Toxics fund condition. The Legislature required the DTSC to submit 

by December I, 1991, a ,report that (1) provided information"On actual 
and projected revenues to the HWCA and HSA in 1991 :-92, (!nd (2) 
identified the department's plan for addressing any revenue shortfalls 
in 1991-92. This information woulci enable the Legislature to take 
actions to address potential current-year revenue shortfalls. The 
Legislature requited this inlormation because in 1990-91, the depart­
ment had failed to notify the Legislature in a timely mariner of 
funding problems in the HSA and HWCA. 

• Toxics funding reserves. The Legislature expressed its intent that the 
Department of Finance, in developing the Governor's 1992;..93'Blidget, 
establish reserves in the HWCA and RSA at the end of 1992-93 equal 
to at least Spercertt ofproposed expenditures from those funds. The 
purpose of this requirement was to reduce the likelihood of funding 
problems for the DTSC in 1992-93. 

• Collections from responsible parties. The Legislature clarified its 
intent that the department bill and collect from responsible parties any 
costs that it incurs in overseeing the cleanup of ahazardous substance 
release site, and which are not covered by up-front fees. The depart­
ment was billing responsible parties for the costs in excess of fees pa id 
only in cases where the responsible parties were not cooperative. 
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These monies are deposited into the HSA and can be used to clean up 
or oversee the cleanup of toxic substance release sites. 

• Expanded data base of hazardous waste sites for cost recovery ac-
.. tions. The DTSC developed a computer data base of toxic substance 
.release sites and the amounts oweP. to the state by responsible parties 
at each site, in partial compliance with the requirements of the 
Supplemental Report of the 1990 Budget Act. In the Supplemental Report 
of the 1991 Budget Act, the Legislature required the department to 
submit a report by December 1, 1991, on the feasibility of expanding 
its data base to include the years prior to 1987 and the years 1988-89 
and 1990-91. The Legislature adopted this language because this type 
of data base can (1) ensure that the department is focusing its cost 
recovery efforts on the sites Where the greatest amounts are owed and 
that it is not exceeding the statute of limitations for billing responsible 
parties, and (2) assist the Legislature in evaluating the department's 
progress in recovering costs from responsible parties. 

Our review indicates that the department has failed to comply with all of 
the requirements of the Supplemental Report of the 1991 Budget Act related to 
its funding or cost recovery efforts (the department did comply with one 
requirement related to ranking hazardous waste sites). As a· resuit, the 
department has (1) reduced the Legislature's oversight abilities related tothe 
department's funding andcost recovery efforts, and (2) ignored the 
Legislature'sintent regarding the implementation of its cost recovery 
program and the establishment of adequate funding reserves. Consequently, 
we recommend that the department report at the time of budget hearings on 
the reasons it failed to comply with the requirements of the Supplemental 
Report of the 1991 Budget Act. 

Department Has Not Evaluated the Effect 
of Automating the Cost Recovery Program 

We withhold recommendation on $926,000 from the Hazardous Substance 
Acco.unt (HSA) for personnel to pursuecost recovery actions, pending 
information on the need for these personnel in light of the department's 
proposal to automate a portion of the cost recovery process. 

The budget proposes approximately $1 million from the HSA to recover 
costs from responsible parties for site mitigation activities~This is an increase 
of $280,000 over estirnatedcurrent-year expenditures. 

Under current law, responsible parties are liable for the·· costs of site 
cleanup and state oversight of hazardous waste site cleanup. Beginning in 
1988-89, the Legislature approved 14 positions and $718,000 for the 
department to implement a cost recovery program to begin recovering costs 
from responsible párties~ However, the department's progress in recovering 
costs from responsible parties has been slow. Since 1988-89, the department 
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has collected only $30 million out of a potential $222 million .in costs 
identified by the Auditor General (many of these costs may not be collectabIe 
because the responsible parties cannot be located or have gone bankrupO. 
The department indicates . that its current cost recovery process is time 
consuming and labor intensive because it must manually compile the 
necessary cost data and supporting documentation. . 

The budget proposes to redirect $280,000 and three personnel-years from 
other programs in order to (1) make the costrecovëry process more effident 
and (2) expand the cost recovery program. Spedfically, the department 
proposes $72,000 for computer equipment to.automate a portion of its cost 
recovery efforts, and $208,000 for additional accounting personnel to pursue 
cost recovery at additional sites. 

The department's efforts to autornate its cost recovery program appear 
reasonable, and we recommend approval of the $72,000. However, automat­
ing the cost recovery process should significantly reduce the workload 
associated with cost recovery. Despite this fact, the department has not 
submitted any information justifying the number of staff it need.s to pursue 
cost recoveryactions in light of the reduced workload due to partially 
automating the cost recovery process. Without this information, we have no 
basis to recommend approval of (1) the existing $718,000 and 14 personnel­
years for this activity, or (2) the additional $208,000 and three personnel­
years to expand the cost recovery program. 

Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on $926,000 from the fISA, 
pending information from the department justifying the need for maintaining 
and expanding existing cost recovery personnel, in light of the workload 
savings that will resuIt from automating the cost recovery process. 

Hazardous Wastes Headed Out of State for Dlsposal 

The budget estimates that implementation of state and federallegislation 
beginning in 1992-93 will significantly increase the amount of hazardous 
wastes in· California that are sent out of state for disposal. 

The budge~ estimates that beginning in 1992-93 a significant amount of the 
hazardous· wastes that are produced in California will be sent for disposal 
out of state. Specifically, the budget assumes that the hazardous waste~ that 
are sent out of state for disposal will increase from 122,000 tons in 1990-91 
to 793,000 tons in 199~-93. This is an increase from 18 percent of the lotal 
amount of California hazardous wastes disposedin 1990-91 to 96 percent of 
the total amount of California hazardous wastes disposed in 1992-93 (project­
ed). The department indicates that the significant increase in the amounts of 
wastes that will be sent out of state fordisposalprimarily will resuIt from 
the implementation, beginning May 1992, of federal and state laws that 
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effectively require the treatment of hazardous wastes betore thewastes can 
be disposed into a hazardous waste landfill. 

The department indicates that incineration of hazardous wastes will be the 
most cost-effective method for treating approximately 64 percent of the 
hazardous wastes generated in California that are sent for disposal. 
However, California has no commercial hazardous waste incineratoi's. As a 
resuit, these wastes probably will be sent out of state for treatment and 
disposal. 

In addition, the state regulates many types of wastes that. are not 
regulated by the federal government and generally are not regulated by 
other states (these types of wastes are ca lIed "state-only" hazardous wastes). 
Under state law, these wastes must be treated prior to disposal. As aresult, 
the department estimates that almostall of the state-only wastes will be sent 
out of state fordisposal (where treatment and disposal into a hazardous 
waste landfill are not required), because this option appears less expensive 
than treating and disposing of the wastes in-state. 

Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessmeht 

Item 3980 

Findings and Recommendafions . 

1. Program Transfer Is Premature. Délete $689,000 in Reim­
bursements. Recommend reduction in reimbursements 
because budgeting these funds in this item is premature prior 
to enactment of legislation transferring two programs from 
the Secretary for Environmental Protection (Cal-EPA) to the 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessmen:t. 

Analysis 
Page 
135 
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General Program Statement 
The Office óf Environmental Health Hazard Assessment· (OEHHA) was 

createci in 1991 as part of the California Environmental Protection Agency to 
evaluate the· health risks of chemicals in the environment. This function 
previously was carried out by the Department of Health Services. The 
OEHHA (1) develops and recommends health-based standards for chemicals 
in the environment, (2) develops policies and guidelines for conducting risk 
assessments, and (3) provides technical support for environmental regulatory 
a~ertcies .. 

Overview .of the Budget Request 
The budget for the OEHHA includes several program changes resuiting in 

significant increases over the office's current-year funding level. 

The budget proposes expenditures of $9.8 million for support of OEHHA 
in 1992-93. This is an increase of $1.9 million, or 23 percent, above estimated 
current-year expenditures. The increase is primarily due to: 

• An increase of $380,000 from the Hazardous Spill Prevention Account 
in the Railroad Accident Prevention and Response Fund to develop 
and maintain a list of chemicals transported by railroad lines that 
could pose a threat to the public health or the environment, as 
required by Ch 766/91 (SB 48, Thompson). 

• An increase of $300,000 in reimbursements to provide toxicological 
and ri~k assessment support to. the Integrated Waste Management 
Board. 

• An increase of $258,000 from the Air Toxics Inventory and Assessment 
Account to develop a computer database of the acute toxicity of 
chemicais. 

• A transfer of reimbursement authority from the Secretary for Environ­
mental Protection to OEHHA for the purpose of implementing the 
Hazardous Data Management Program, the Environmental Assessors 
. Program, and the Hazardous SubstanceArbitration Panel. 

This office, along with many other departments, has been subject to a 
variety pfreductions over the. past several years. Among these is an 
unallocated red.uction of 15.5 percent from the General Fund in 1991-92. 
(This reduction is 10.9 percent of the office's total budget from all funds.) 
This reduction is proposed to be carried over into 1992-93. In ourcompanion 
document, ·The 1992-93 Budget: Perspectives and Issues, we discuss the impact 
of these reductions on various departments. 
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We recommend a reduction of $689,000 and 2.2 personnel-years from reim­
bursements because it is premature to transferfunding for the Environmental 
Assessors Program and the Hazardous Substance Arbitration Panel from the 
Secretary for Environmental Protection to the OEHHA prior to the 
enactment of authorizing legislation. 

The budget proposes to transfer from the Secretary for Environmental 
Protection to the OEHHA $689,000 in reimbursements and 2.2 personnel­
years to (1) implement a program to register environmental assessors and (2) 
support the operations of the Hazardous Substance Arbitration Panel. 

In our analysis of the Secretary for Environmental Protection's budget 
(Item 0555), we recommend that the Legislature not approve the transfer 
because it is premature to transfer the funding for these programs from the 
Secretary to OEHHA prior to enactment of legislation authorizing the 
transfer of responsibility for implementing these programs. Instead, any 
proposed changes in funding that resuIt from changes in statute should be 
included in the legislation. Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of 
$689,000 from reimbursements for the OEHHA to correspond to the 
recommendation in our analysis of the Secretary for Environmental 
Protection' s budget. 




