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based on a May 1986 consulting- engineer’s study that stated that the
corrections would not meet code levels but, . . . would contribute to the
minimization of the risk of a significant collapse of the building in the
event of a major earthquake”. Our analysis indicates that because of the
roof/ ceiling structural problems renovation of this building to meet earth-
quake safety standards should be a high priority on a systemwide basis.

On this basis, we recommend approval of the project, but recommend
approval of $97 000 for preliminary plans only. The working drawing re-
quest is premature because of a recent change in Department of Finance
policy. As recommended throughout this analysis, the Legislature should
limit initial project funds to preliminary planning because the Director of
Finance has recently articulated a policy of expending working drawing
funds even if the project exceeds legislatively approved scope and costs.
In order to insure legislative control, we therefore recommend a reduc-
tion of $146,000 in Item 6610-301-782(39) to delete the working drawing
portion of the request.

E. LIBRARY SPACE . '

We withhold recommendation on $30,756,000 proposed under Item
6610-301-660 from Library Revenue Bonds for construction of library addi-
tions on the Sacramento and Northridge campus pending receipt of addi-
tional information..

The budget includes three projects to provide additional library space.
We have withheld recommendation on two projects—Sacramento and -
Northridge—because preliminary plans are not available but should be
comipleted prior to legislative hearings on the budget. Table 7 sumnmarizes
-the requests and our recommendatlons

Table 7
California State Unlversity
1987-88 Capital Qutlay Program
E. Library Space
Item 6610-301-660
{dollars in thousands)

" Budget  Analyst’s Est.
Bill Recom-  Future

Subitem Project ) Campi:s Phase® Amount mendation  Cost b
(1) North Campus Library Addition.......... Long Beach c $5,007 $4,860 $553
(2) Library II . Northridge ¢ 14919  pending 898
(3) Library IT Sacramento ¢ . 15867 pending 1,868

Totals : : $35,793 $4,860  $3.319

“ Phase symbol indicates: ¢ = constructlon
b CSU estimate.

North Campus Library Addition—Long Beach

We recommend that the $5,007,000 budgeted for working drawings and
construction of the North Campus Library Addition on the Long Beach
campus be reduced by $147,000 to eliminate overbudgeting. (Reduce Item
6610-301-660(1) by $147000)

The budget includes $5 million for workmg drawmgs and construction
of a 35,000 asf library addition on the north portion of the Long Beach
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campus. This project was funded for greliminary plans and working draw-
ings in the 1986 Budget Act. Based on preliminary plans which were
recently completed, the CSU notes that $4,998,000 is needed to complete
the project, indicating a $9,000 reduction to the budget as introduced.

As we indicated previously in this analysis, the CSU Chancellor’s Office
has increased the historical building costs for all buildings for installation
of telephone systems and energy conservation standards adopted in 1985.
We have recommended that the amount budgeted for these purposes be
deleted and the estimated future costs for other projects be reduced to
delete funds for this purpose.

Consistent with this recommendation, the amount budgeted for this
building should be reduced by $138,000. Moreover, our review of the
preliminary plans submitted by the CSU revealed that the project request
includes the funds but does not include the telephone system.

Accordingly, we recommend that Item 6610-301-660(1) be reduced by
a total of $147,000 ($9,000 based on CSU’s estimate plus $138,000.for tele-
phone/energy overbudgeting) to provide a revised construction amount
of $4,860,000. ’

Table 8
' California State University
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
F. New Support Facilities
Item 6610-301-782
(dollars in thousands) '

Budget Analy&t’s Est.
Bill Recom- Future

Subitem Project Campus Phase® Amount ~nienidation  Cost®
1. Primarily Instructional Support: : '
(12) Plumas Hall Addition ........ Chico pw $526 $125 $10,376

(13) O’Connell Technology

Chico p 185 — 10,042

(16) Engineering East Addition Fresno p 163 — 8,580
(26)  School of Business ............. Long Beach pw 620 156 13,152
(28) Arts Complex.......conmurncrreeens Los Angeles W 400  pending 12,943
(30) Classroom Building ........... Sacramento pw 565 . 90 11,702
(31) Classroom/Student Serv- ‘ ‘

ices/Faculty Offices............ San Bernardino pw 861 165 17,509
(36) Remodel Arts & Industry . ‘ o :

Bldg. and Additions............ San Francisco.. . pw 391 — 10,257
(42) Dairy Science Unit I .......... San Luis Obispo -~ p 98 — 3,956
(45) Remodel and Addition, :

Business & Educ. Bldg....... San Luis Obispo pwW 772 - 13,856
(46) Faculty Offices L........cvenr San Luis Obispo p 74 — 3,064

9. Primarily Administrative Sup- - '

port: '
(20) Student and Business Serv- -

ices Building ...........uuivuunns Humboldt - we 5946  pending 162
(29) Classroom/Labs/ Administ- -

ration BlAg .....cccooomnersneernonnn. Pomona o p 440 — 31,000
(35) Classroom/Student Serv-

ices Bldg. I ....cocomiricrcrnner San Diego p 260 — 13,425

Totals $11,301 $536 $160,024

2 Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; and ¢ = construction.
b CSU estimate.
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F. NEW SUPPORT FACILITIES

The budget includes 14 projects that primarily provide new support
facilities at various CSU campuses. We have divided this category into two
parts: (1) 11 projects that primarily provide instructional support facilities
and (2) three projects that primarily provide administrative support facili-

ties. The requests and our recommendations on each are summarized in
Table 8.

1. INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT FACILITIES

The budget includes 11 projects that primarily provide additional in-
structional support facilities.

Arts Complex—Los Angeles

We withhold recommendation on $400,000 requested for working draw-
ings for the arts complex on the Los Angeles campus pending receipt of
additional information.

We have withheld recommendation on the $400,000 request for working
drawings for the arts complex on the Los Angeles campus pending receipt
of preliminary plans and cost.estimates for the project.

Plumas Hall Addition—Chico

We recommend a reduction of $401 000 to the amount budgeted for
preliminary planning and working drawings for the Plumas Hall addition
because (1) the project should be reduced in scope to provide the essential
additional instructional space to accommodate the projected enrollment
and (2) the working drawing request is premature. (Reduce Item 6610-
301-782(12) by $401,000. Future savings: $5.4 million.)

The budget includes $526,000 for preparation of preliminary plans and
working drawings for an addition to Plumas Hall on the Chico campus.
The proposed project would provide a variety of space to meet current
and projected campus needs totaling 51,089 assignable square feet (asf).
The estimated future cost for construction and equipment of the new
facility is $10.4 million.

Our analysis indicates that the scope of work included in this project
should be significantly reduced to meet the instructional program needs.
Specifically, we recommend the following modifications:

Faculty Offices/Administrative Space. Nearly 50 percent (24,460
asf) of the CSU’s proposed building is for 140 faculty offices to replace
seven existing offices that CSU terms “inadequate” as well as to replace
65 leased and 68 “temporary” faculty office stations. Our analysis indicates
that based on the projected enrollment, the 140 offices are justified. The
amount of proposed space, however, is excessive. The 25,495 asf proposed
for 140 offices and support space represents an average of 182 assignable
square feet (asf) per station. Based on state space guidelines, however, 154
asf per station should be adequate. Thus, based on state space guidelines,
the amount of space for 140 faculty offices should not exceed 21,560 asf, for
a reduction of 3,935 asf.

Home Economics and Communication Laboratories. The CSU pro-
poses construction of 9,636 asf for additional laboratories for Home Eco-
nomics and the School- of Communications. Based on projected
enrollments, however, the campus is expected to have a surplus of space
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in laboratories based on state space guidelines. In fact, if the current CSU
plan is implemented, there would be a 12 percent surplus in laboratory
capacity. Consequently, CSU needs to reassess its current inventory of
laboratory space and determine where reassignments can be made to
meet the laboratory requirements in Communications and Home Eco-
nomics. We therefore recommend that no additional laboratory space be
included in the building.

Self-Instruction Computer Laboratories. The proposed building in-
cludes 11,172 asf for 228 self-instruction stations. As previously indicated,
CSU has failed to provide a meaningful statewide program for implement-
ing its Campus Information Resource Plan (CIRP). The proposed amount
of space in this facility does not take into account the fact that computer
resources are available in scheduled laboratories and graduate research
space. Consequently, we are unable to determine the appropriate amount
of space needed for this purpose. Until the CSU completes a comprehen-
sive statewide plan, we have recommended that no new space be con-
fitrimte(ii for this purpose. We therefore recommend that the 11,172 asf be

eletea.

In summary, we recommend that the Legislature revise this project to
provide a building with a total of 26,941 asf comprised of 21,560 asf for 140
faculty and related support facilities and 5,821 asf for 836 FTE lecture
capacity. Based on CSU cost guidelines, the estimated total project cost for
this amount of space is approximately $5.1 million. This represents a reduc-
tion of $5.8 million to the total projéct cost ($10.9 million) as originally
proposed. :

Working Drawing Request Premature. The CSU needs to prepare
preliminary plans for this project based on the revised scope. Consistent
with our recommendation on other projects, we recommend that only
preliminary plans be appropriated in the budget year. This will provide
adequate information for the Legislature to appropriate working draw-
ings and construction in 1988-89. Based on typical projects of this type,
$125,000 should be sufficient to finance preparation of the preliminary
plans for the revised project. Accordingly, we recommend that Item 6610-
301-146 (12) be reduced by $401,000 by reducing the project scope and
deleting the working drawing portion of the request.

Engineering/Computer Science Building—Chico

We recommend deletion of $185,000 requested for preliminary plans for
an engineering computer science building on the Chico campus because
approval of the project would result in an excess amount of laboratory
space on campus and CSU has not prepared an adequate statewide plan
for housing computer workstations. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(13) by
$185,000. Future savings: $10 million.)

The budget includes $185,000 for preliminary planning for an engineer-
‘ing/computer science building on the Chico campus. This new building
would provide an additional 43,883 asf including space for engineering and
computer science laboratories for 140 FTE students (14,206 asf), self-in-
struction computer laboratories (19,287 asf), campuswide classroom space
(1,150 asf) and faculty office and administrative space (8,840 asf). Upon
completion of the project, a portion of the space currently assigned to
engineering and computer science would be reassigned for other uses
including portions of the engineering department and campuswide ad-
ministration. The estimated future cost is $10 million.
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Our analysis indicates that the proposed engineering and computer -
science building would provide additional laboratory capacity in excess of
campus needs. According to CSU space plans, the implementation of the
current five-year plan would result in excess laboratory capacity of 147
FTE representing 12 percent of the total laboratory needs. Consequently,
CSU should reassess assignments of existing laboratory space to meet pro-
grammatic needs.

In addition, CSU has not formulated a statewide plan for addressing
needs in self-instruction computer laboratories. The systemwide plan for
providing computer workstations should address the placement of com-
puter workstations in existing space including instructional laboratories,
graduate research space and library space.

While the campus is in need of additional space for classrooms and
faculty offices, we have recommended that additional space be included
in the proposed Plumas Hall Addition. Accordingly, we recommend dele-
tion of the $185,000 proposed in Item 6610-301-782 (13) because alternative
laboratory space may be available, self-instruction computer laboratories
should not be added pending a statewide plan, and the space needs for
classrooms and faculty offices have been addressed in another project.

Engineering East Addition—Fresno

We recommend deletion of $163,000 requested in Item 6610-301-782(16)
for preliminary planning for the Engineering East addition on the Fresno
campus because the project would result in excess laboratory capacity on
this campus. An alternative means for providing lecture space should be
evaluated. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(16) by $163,000. Future savings:
$8.6 million.)

The budget includes $163,000 for preliminary planning for an addition
to the Engineering East Building on the Fresno campus. The 35,279 asf
addition would provide capacity for 621 FTE in lecture (4,000 asf), 28 FTE
in upper division laboratory capacity (5,842 asf), graduate research space
(2,813 asf), 35 faculty offices (5,085 asf) and self-instruction computer
laboratories/special instructional space (17,539 asf). The estimated total
cost for the proposed project is $8.7 million.

According to projections prepared by CSU, enrollment at the Fresno
campus is anticipated to remain constant over the next five years. With
completion of the previously authorized Business Building, the Fresno
campus will have 110 percent of the laboratory capacity needs for the
foreseeable future. Consequently, construction of additional facilities for
laboratory enrollment should not be required. The campus needs to reas-
sess its allocation of existing laboratory facilities in order to attain adequate
utilization of existing space.

This proposed facility also includes a substantial amount of space for
self-instruction computer laboratories. As previously indicated, CSU has
not provided a comprehensive statewide plan to address this facility need.
Accordingly, we do not recommend that the Legislature approve addi-
tional space for this purpose at this time.

The proposed 9,085 asf for additional lecture and faculty offices is justi-
fied based on projected enrollment and faculty positions. The CSU,
however, should reevaluate the most cost efficient means of providing this
incremental amount of space—whether to provide an addition to the
Engineering Building or to other facilities on campus. A revised groposal
that addresses the demonstrated space needs for faculty office and lecture
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capacity would warrant legislative consideration. Accordingly, we recom-
mend deletion of the $163,000 requested for preliminary planning for the
Engineering East addition in Item 6610-301-782(16).

School of Business—Long Beach

We recommend that $620,000 requested for preliminary planning and
working drawings for a new School of Business Building on the Long
Beach campus be reduced by $464,000 to reflect (1) a reduced project
scope consistent with justifiable space needs and (2) funding for prelimi-
nary planning funds only. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(26) by $464,000.
Future savings: $4.5 million.)

The budget includes $620,000 for preliminary planning and working
drawings for a 59,169 asf Business Building on the Long Beach campus.
The building would provide a variety of space including lecture space for
1,538 FTE (9,750 asf), 20 FTE in upper division and graduate laboratory
space (1,566 asf), new graduate research laboratories in business (12,044
asf), faculty and administrative space for 112 faculty members (17,137 asf),
related support space (793 asf) and space for 341 self-instruction computer
laboratory stations (17,879 asf). Upon completion of the project, the cam-
pus would be able to discontinue use of 103 faculty offices currently locat-
ed in temporary facilities. In addition, the building would be constructed
to accept an addition to be financed through private donations providing
conference and seminar rooms.

Our review of the project indicates that with the exception of the space
proposed for laboratories (1,566 asf) and computer laboratories (17,879
asf), the proposed new space is justified.

The 1,566 asf for new laboratories is not justified based on state space
guidelines. This campus will have 100 percent of the space needed for
laboratory instruction without construction of this additional space.
Therefore, we recommend the space be deleted. (Future savings: $400,-
000.) _

The proposed 17,879 asf for self-instruction computer laboratories
should not be approved at this time because, as previously indicated in this
analysis, CSU lacks a comprehensive statewide plan that addresses needs
in this area. The number of workstations therefore, that can be accom-
modated in other space, such as instructional laboratories and graduate
research space, is not available. We further recommend that the space be
deleted. (Future savings $4.1 million.)

In sum, based on current space guidelines and planned enrollments for
the Long Beach campus, a building of approximately 38,000 asf would be
sufficient to meet demonstrated needs for new faculty offices and related
support space (17,250 asf), additional classroom space (8,730 asf) and
graduate research laboratories for business (12,050 asf). Furthermore, we
recommend that the Legislature provide preliminary planning funds only
in the amount of $156,000 based on the revised scope. Once CSU com-
pletes preliminary plans, a request in subsequent budget for working
drawings and construction would be appropriate. On this basis, we recom-
mend that Item 6610-301-782 (26) be reduced by $464,000. (Future savings:
$4.5 million.) :

Classroom Building—Sacramento

We recommend that preliminary planning and working drawing funds
for the Classroom Building on the Sacramento campus be reduced by
$475,000 to reflect approval of preliminary planning funds only for a
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revised project scope that will (1) locate the proposed building at an
alternate site included on the campus master plan and (2) reduce the
project scope consistent with justifiable instructional space needs. (Re-
duce Item 6610-301-782(30) by $475,000. Future savings: $6.8 million.)

The budget includes $565,000 for preliminary planning and working
drawings for a new classroom building on the Sacramento campus. The
50,692 asf building would provide additional lecture space (19,156 asf),
self-instruction computer laboratories (12,500 asf), 80 faculty offices (13,-
060 asf), teaching laboratories (2,525 asf) and museum/workroom for the
Anthropology Department (3,451 asf). The need for this facility is based
on an anticipated campuswide enrollment increase of 1,550 FTE, from
17,700 FTE in 1986-87 to 19,250 FTE in 1992-93. The estimated future cost
foruthe proposed building (to be completed in September 1990) is $11.7
million.

Proposed Site is Costly. Our analysis indicates that additional
capacity space is needed on this campus to meet current and projected
enrollments. The proposed building, however, is to be located on the site
of the existing Anthropology Building that CSU has termed a “temporary”
building. This building, however, is not a temporary structure. The build-
ing is similar in design and construction of many buildings on other CSU
campuses that are (and should be) considered permanent facilities. There
is absolutely no reasonable basis for demolition of the 18,000 asf of instruc-
tional space and offices in the Anthropology Building (with a replacement
value of $4.3 million) in order to provide a site for this building. In fact,
the master plan for this campus includes several building sites that will not
require any demolition of existing space. Accordingly, we recommend
that the project scope be revised to take into account retention of the
existing Anthropology Building. This would eliminate the need for replac-
ing the 18,000 asf of instruction and support space in this building.

Self Instruction Computer Lab Plan Needed. This facility would in-
clude 12,500 asf to provide space for 255 self-instruction computer stations.
As previously indicated in this analysis, CSU lacks a comprehensive state-
wide plan for acquisition and installation of computer work stations for
student use. Until such a plan is prepared, submitted and approved by the
Legislature, additional space should not be provided. Consequently, we
recommend that the 12,500 asf for this purpose be deleted from the build-
ing.

Excess Lecture and Faculty Office Space. According to the infor-
mation provided by CSU, construction of this Classroom Building—along
with other proposed new facilities—results in a surplus capacity of 2,260
asf in lecture space. This space would cost $250,000 to construct. CSU has
not provided any justification for providing additional lecture capacity
above the amount needed based on current enrollment projections. We
therefore recommend a reduction of 2,260 asf to bring the proposed lec-
ture capacity to within state guidelines, for a savings of $250,000.

We also recommend approval of 9,500 asf to provide 62 additional offices
consistent with the original CSU proposal of 80 offices less 18 existing
offices that would be retained in the Anthropology Building.

In sum, we recommend approval of 20,300 asf of the requested 50,692
asf. We recommend that preliminary planning funds only be approved at
this time, consistent with our recommendation on similar requests. The
Legislature should not approve working drawing funds because the Direc-
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tor of Finance has articulated a policy of using working drawing funds
even if preliminary plans do not meet legislatively approved scope and
cost. Our analysis indicates that $90,000 would be sufficient to finance

preliminary plans for the revised project scope on a new site. We therefore

recommend that Item 6610-301-782(30) be reduced by $475,000 to fund
preliminary plans for a new Classroom Building on the Sacramento cain-
pus (total future savings: $6.8 million).

Classroom/Student Services/Faculty Office Building—San Bernardino
We recommend that $861,000 requested for preliminary planning and

working drawings for a new Classroom/Student Services/Faculty Office

Building on the San Bernardino campus be reduced by $696,000 because
the project should be reduced in scope to meet justifiable instructional
space needs and the working drawing request is premature. (Reduce Item
6610-301-782(31) by $696,000. Future savings: $10.2 million.)

The budget includes $861,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings to construct a new Classroom/Student Service/Faculty Office Build-
ing on the San Bernardino campus. The proposed 82,864 asf building
would include capacity for 2,470 FTE in lecture (15,900 asf), 74 FTE in
laboratories for industrial technology, journalism and computer science
(6,290 asf), 168 self-instruction computer stations (9,009 asf) and space for
administrative functions (31,820 asf). The project also includes 19,845 asf
for 147 faculty offices and related administrative support space. The es-
timated total cost of proposed project is $18.4 million.

The need for additional space on the San Bernardino campus is a result
of two factors. First, the San Bernardino area is one of the fastest growing
areas in the state and therefore the campus must expand to meet regional
enrollment needs. Second, the university is planning to abandon the cur-
rent academic plan which is based on the RUML plan. Under the RUML
plan, students receive five units of credit for courses that provide only four
hours of classroom contact per week. The additional unit of credit is based
on individual study work completed outside of class. Under the new plan,
academic credit will be based on the traditional number of classroom
contact hours. Because of this change, the additional instructional hours
will generate the need for lecture capacity equivalent to 1,000 FTE (7,000
asf) . Moreover, the future facility needs for this campus will now be higher
as a result of the additional contact hours, resulting in an unknown addi-
tional cost for future construction. ’

In addition, new space is needed on the San Bernardino campus to
replace 70 offices in temporary modular buildings recently located on
campus to accommodate additional faculty. By the time this building is
completed, enrollment will have grown to the extent that an additional
77 faculty offices will be needed. We therefore recommend approval of
the proposed faculty office space. Moreover, the proposed additional
space for laboratories for communications and journalism are justified
based on projected enrollments.

Thus, we recommend approval of a total of 39,700 asf for a building to

rovide new lecture capacity for 2,487 FTE, 147 faculty offices and 63 FTE
aboratory capacity. The remaining portion of the project—11,305 asf for
computer labs and 31,820 asf for additional administrative space—is not
justified. The proposed new computer space should not be approved until
CSU develops a comprehensive statewide plan for implementing com-
puter resources instructional program as previously mentioned in this
analysis. In addition, the proposed amount of space for administration is
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excessive in relationship to the enrollment on this campus. For example,
the San Luis Obispo campus with 215,000 FTE enrollment indicates a goal
of 51,000 asf for housing all administrative functions or 3.4 asf per FTE. In
comparison, this facility would provide a total of more than 43,000 asf in
administrative space for a campus with a projected enrollment of 7 ,210
FTE representing six asf per FTE, or 75 percent more space per FTE than
planned at the San Luis Obispo campus. According to CSU, the San Luis
Obispo plan is based on CSU guidelines for administrative space. Thus, it
appears that the San Bernardino request is excessive. The request for
administrative space should be reduced in scope and considered in a
separate facility that also would retain adequate flexibility for expansion
to meet future needs.

Approval of $165,000 would be sufficient to finance preparation of pre-
liminary plans for a 39,700 asf project. Once these plans are completed,
CSU should request appropriation of working drawings and construction
funds in the 1988-89 fiscal year. On this basis, we recommend that Item
6610-301-782(29) be reduced by $696,000. The estimated future cost for the
recommended facility would be approximately $8.2 million, indicating a
savings of $10.2 million.

Remodel Arts and Industry Building and Construct Additions—San Francisco

We recommend deletion of $391,000 requested for working drawings for
remodeling the Arts and Industry Building and construction of two addi-
tions on the San Francisco campus because (1) the project has not been
revised to meet existing state space guidelines pursuant to the Legis-
lature’s direction and (2) preliminary plans have not been completed.
(Reduce Item 6610-301-782(36) by $391,000.)

The budget includes $391,000 for working drawings for a project to
remodel the Arts and Industry building and construction additions to that
building on the San Francisco campus This project includes four compo-
nents:

. Remodehng the 51 412 asf Arts and Industry Building at a cost of
approximately $1.7 million.

o Expansion of the existing Arts and Industry Building to provide an
additional 7,050 asf at a cost of $700,000.

« Construction of a 40,000 asf addition to the Arts and Industry Building
to provide Art and Film facilities such as media viewing rooms, sound
processing center and art laboratories estimated to cost $5.6 million.

+ Construction of a 3,800 asf addition to the existing gymnasium to
provide dance studios.

As currently proposed by CSU, the estimated future cost for construc-
tion of the proposed alterations and additions is $10.3 million.

The Legislature approved $200,000 in the 1986 Budget Act for prepara-
tion of preliminary plans for alterations and additions to the Arts and
Industry Building on the San Francisco campus. In approving these funds,
the Legislature adopted the following Budget Act language:

“Provided that the funds appropriated under this item for preliminary

planning for Remodel Arts and Industry Building and "Addition of

project at San Francisco shall not be allocated to the CSU system until
the Chancellor’s Office, the Department of Finance and the Legislative

Analyst’s Office have agreed on the appropriate project scope that is

consistent with existing state space guidelines as applied to the disci-
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plines to be housed in the new/remodeled facilities.”

In signing the 1986 Budget Act, the Governor let stand the $200,000
appropriation for planning of this project but vetoed the budget language.
In his veto message, the Governor stated: “I am deleting provision 7
because legally appropriated capital outlay funds should not be subjected
to staff level approval prior to allocation for preliminary planning. In
taking this action, however, I urge the California State University to strive
to produce a project that is within the spirit of provision 7 and within
appropriated funds.”

At the time this analysis was prepared, CSU had not prepared any
information to describe its plan for reducing this project consistent with
the Legislature’s directive. In fact, the project is unchanged from that
which was presented to the Legislature last year.

Moreover, preliminary plans have not begun and are not expected to
be available prior to budget hearings. Given the .current status of the
project, there is no basis for approving additional funds. We therefore
recommend deletion of the $391,000 requested for working drawings in
Item 6610-301-782(36) . The CSU should revise the project consistent with
the Legislature’s intent to eliminate space that cannot be justified under
existing state space guidelines and prepare preliminary plans on that basis.

Dairy Science Unit I—San Lvis Obispo

We.recommend deletion of $98,000 requested for preliminary plans for
a new Dairy Science Unit I on the San Luis Obispo campus because the
Legislature has previously approved preliminary plans for this project,
and CSU has not justified expanding the scope of the approved project.
(Reduce Item 6610-301-782(42) by $98,000. Future savings: $2.4 million.)

The budget includes $98,000 for preliminary planning for a Dairy
Science instructional facility, on the San Luis Obispo campus. The
proposed project includes construction of a replacement facility for the
campus’ dairy laboratories and ancillary facilities. The dairy/laboratory
portion of the project includes approximately 9,660 asf of building space
for the the main milking barn, associated equipment and office spaces.
The balance of the project includes support spaces totaling 120,000 square
feet for free stall housing, animal isolation, support stock, feed storage and
equipment storage. The estimated future cost for working drawings, con-
struction and equipment for the proposed project is nearly $4 million.

In 1986, the Legislature approved funds for dairy facilities on the San
Luis Obispo campus. The Governor’s 1986-87 Budget included $270,000
for preliminary plans and working drawings for a new dairy and ancillary
facilities with an estimated total cost of $4.9 million. The Legislature ap-
proved a modified project by providing new milking/laboratory facilities
and deleting the ancillary support facilities. The 1986 Budget Act, there-
fore, included $30,000 for preliminary plans for the scaled-down project
estimated to cost $1.6 million. - ;

The CSU provided a new project description for the proposed Dairy
Science Unit I facility in November 1986. Other than elimination of one
milking parlor, the new project is virtually the same project that the
Legislature disapproved in 1986. The CSU indicates that the preliminary
plans have not been (and will not be) started on the legislatively approved
project because the CSU considers it to be inadequate. The CSU’s specific
detailed project description submitted in support of the new project,
however, provides neither an insight into how this conclusion was reached
nor additional justification for the larger project. Instead, CSU has simply
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ignored the legislative action and restored most of the improvements that
gle Legislature specificaly deleted in its deliberations on the 1986 Budget
ct.

Conseguently, we recommend that CSU proceed with the project as
approved by the Legislature and commence preliminary planning usin
the funds available in the 1986 Budget Act. On this basis, we recommen
deletion of the $98,000 requested under Item 6610-301-746(42). (Future
savings: $2.4 million.)

Remodel and Addition to Business Administration
and Education Building—San Luis Obispo

We recommend deletion of $772,000 requested for preliminary plans
and working drawings to remodel and construct an addition to the Busi-
ness Administration and Education Building on the San Luis Obispo cam-
pus because (1) the campus has sufficient laboratory space and faculty
office space based on state space guidelines anid (2) additional space for
self-instruction computer laboratories should not be provided until CSU
completes a statewide plan for accommodating new computer stations.
(Reduce Item 6610-301-782 (45) by $772,000. Future savings: $13.9 million.)

The budget includes $772,000 to remodel, and construct an addition to,
the Business Administration and Education Building on the San Luis
Obispo campus. The 43,838 asf addition would provide lecture capacity for
466 FTE (3,210 asf), laboratory capacity for 92 FTE (6,435 asf), 70 faculty
office stations and related administrative space (10,150 asf), 216 self-in-
struction computer laboratory stations (13,200 asf), and shop/storage/
miscellaneous space (10,843 asf). The new addition plus 1,578 asf of exist-
ing space would be available to support the entire Business and Economics
Del]l_:)artment. The estimated total cost for the building addition is $10.4
million.

The CSU estimate also indicates that this project includes remodeling
the Business Administration and Education Building. The CSU has submit-
ted no description of this remodeling work. The estimate, however, re-
veals a total cost of $4.2 million for this work. Accordingly, CSU’s estimated
total future cost for this project is $13.9 million.

Based on the information provided by the CSU, we conclude that the
proposed additional space and alterations are not justified as discussed in
detail below.

Inconsistent with State Space Guidélines. Based on the state space
guidelines, the proposed addition is not justified. According to CSU’s space
data the San Luis Obispo campus has sufficient space to meet future
campuswide laboratory space needs. Moreover, the existing inventory of
faculty office stations, plus 53 offices currently under construction, will
provide the necessary number of office stations to meet projected needs.
Thelhefgre, the proposed 16,585 asf space for laboratories and offices is not
justified.

Based on projected enrollment, however, this campus will require an
additional 5,000 asf of lecture space to accommodate 750 FTE students.
This additional capacity could be accommodated in a building or addition
of approximately 5,000 asf. Consequently, the campus needs to reassess its
space plan and identify a suitable location and appropriate setting for the
additional lecture capacity.
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Computer Stations. The CSU has failed to develop a systemwide
plan for housing new instructional computer work stations. Until such a
plan is developed, we do not recommend approval of the 13,200 asf in
additional building space for housing computer work stations.

Purpose of Alterations Unknown. No information has been pro-
vided to indicate the basis for including this project in the Trustees cate-
gory of funds to correct structural, health and safety code deficiencies. The
CSU has not provided any information to describe the structural, health
and/or safety code problems in this building other than referencing a 1983
consultant’s review of the building that states the building is structurally
sound. The facility was reviewed by the Seismic Safety Commission in
their 1981 survey of state-owned facilities requiring seismic rehabilitation.
In that study, the Business Administration and Education Building is
ranked as project 256 out of some 1,000 buildings surveyed. Based on the
Seismic Safety Commission recommendations, there are over 100 build-
ings in the CSU system that are ranked higher in priority and therefore
should be considered for funding before this building.

In sum, of the 43,838 asf requested in the building addition, only 5,000
asf for lecture space is justified. An appropriate plan addressing this space
would warrant legislative consideration. Moreover, the CSU has not pro-
vided any justification for spending $4.2 million to alter the existing build-
ing. Consequently, we recommend deletion of the $772,000 requested in
Item 6610-301-782(45). (Future savings: $13.9 million.) '

Faculty Offices I—San Luis Obispo

We recommend deletion of $74,000 requested for preliminary plans for
a new faculty office building on the San Luis Obispo campus, because the
campus has a sufficient number of faculty office stations based on state
guidelines. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(46) by $74,000. Future savings:
$3.1 million.)

The budget includes $74,000 for preliminary plans for construction of a
new faculty office building on the San Luis Obispo campus. The 15,153 asf
building would provide 95 single-station faculty offices along with related
administrative support space. The estimated future cost for working draw-
ings, construction and equipment is $3.1 million.

According to CSU, the sole purpose of this project is to allow the univer-
sity to reclassify 95 existing two-person offices, containing an average of
about 160 asf each, to one-person offices. This proposal raises a major
policy issue that has significant capital outlay cost implications. Several
years ago, CSU included a mixture of single and multistation faculty offices
in new buildings. In recent years, however, CSU adopted a policy of
providing only single faculty offices in new buildings. This proposal,
however, is the first project that proposed state funding solely on the basis
of the need to replace existing two-person offices. Thus upon completion
of the project, there would be no additional faculty office stations on the
San Luis Obispo campus.

Most of the CSU campuses have multistation faculty offices. Conse-
quently, to fully implement the implied policy that this project suggests,
CSU would have to reclassify all of the other multistation spaces and
construct new single station offices. To accomplish this will require sub-
stantial additional capital expenditures. CSU, however, has not indicated
how or if the policy is to be implemented on a statewide basis—nor any
indication of the benefits to be derived from the expenditure of the mil-
lions of dollars which would be required to replace the existing offices.
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In view of the significant policy and cost implication of this proposal, we
have repeatedly asked the CSU staff to lay out this issue and present it to
the Legislature for consideration. Apparently, the staff has elected instead
to imglement this policy through a separate capital project.

If the Legislature chooses to consider a policy of replacing multistation
offices, the benefits and full cost of such a decision should be identified by
CSU and presented to the Legislature. Accordingly, if replacement of
multistation faculty offices is to be considered, we recommend the Legis-
lature direct CSU to (1) detail the current problems and the benefits of
changing existing offices and (2) develop a plan that addresses such re-
placement.

Lacking justification for a change in policy, the proposed project should
not proceed because the San Luis Obispo campus has sufficient faculty
office stations. Moreover, if replacement of multistation offices were ap-
propriate, we have no basis to determine that this need is greater at San
Luis Obispo than at other campuses. Thus, we recommend deletion of the
$74,000 for preliminary plans under Item 6610-301-782 (46) —a future sav-
ings of $3.1 million.

2. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT

The budget includes $6.6 million for three projects that primarily pro-
vide new administrative support facilities.

Student/Business Services Building—Humboldt

We withhold recommendation on $5,946,000 requested for working
drawings and construction of the Student and Business Services on the
Humboldt campus pending receipt of additional information.

We have withheld recommendation on $5.9 million requested for work-
ing drawings and construction for the Student and Business Services
Building on the Humboldt campus pending receipt of preliminary plans
and cost estimates.

Classroom/Labs/Administration Building—Pomona

We recommend deletion of Item 6610-301-782(29), preliminary plans for
a Classroom/Lab/Administration Building on the Pomona campus, be-
cause the CSU needs to reassess the overall program to reduce costs and
provide adequate space to meet demonstrated instructional capacity
needs. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(29) by $440,000. Future savings: $31
million.)

The budget includes $440,000 for preliminary plans for a new Class-
room/Lab/Administration Building on the Pomona campus. The
proposed project would be the first of two phases to provide additional
s;ﬁlce for administrative functions, computer laboratories and classrooms.
The initial project includes construction of a 118,075 asf building estimated
to cost $27.5 million. A subsequent phase includes remodeling of 38,300 asf
to be vacated by administrative functions currently in the main adminis-
tration building to provide classrooms and computer laboratories. The cost
to convert this space is estimated to be $3.9 million. Consequently, the
estimated total cost of the two-phase project is $31.4 million.

The initial phase of this $31.4 million proposal will provide a total in-
crease in instructional capacity space of 7,575 asf for new lecture space.
This represents 6 percent of the total space requested in the new building.
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The balance of the new space consists of administrative functions (60,000
asf), self-instruction computer labs (41,725 asf), faculty offices (4,400 asf)
and instructional television facilities (4,375 asf). .
Our analysis indicates that CSU needs to reassess its overall plan fo
providing additional instructional capacity space and administrative
space. .
Administrative Functions. The proposal would provide new ad-
ministrative space for functions currently housed in the Business Adminis-
tration Building. Upon completion of the proposed building, these
functions would be moved and the vacated space altered at an estimated
cost of $3.9 million. The CSU has not substantiated the need for or benefit
of this costly two-phase proposal. - :
Computer Laboratories. The need for new space to accommodate
computer workstations is not apparent. The CSU has not completed a
comprehensive statewide plan for accommodating computer worksta-
tions. Thus, as recommended elsewhere in this analysis, the Legislature
should not approve new space for computer laboratories until such a plan
is in place.
On this basis, we recommend deletion of the proposed preliminary
planning funds in Item 6610-301-782(29), for a reduction of $440,000.

Classroom/Student Service Building-Phase ll—San Diego

We recommend deletion of the $260,000 requested for preliminary plans
for construction of the Classroom/Student Services Building, Phase II, on
the San Diego campus because the campus needs to reassess the need for
additional administrative and classroom space in light of recent system-
wide plans for construction of compact library storage facilities. (Reduce
Item 6610-301-782(35) by $260,000. Future savings: $13.4 million.)

The budget includes $260,000 for preliminary plans for a new Class-
room/Student Services Building on the San Diego campus. The 63,474 asf
building would provide 33,590 asf for student services including financial
aids, admissions and records, student advising and the student resource
and information center. In addition, the facility would include academic
support space so that existing academic space in the library can be con-
verted to library use. The proposed site of the new building would require
demolition of the old campus lab school that currently houses education
programs and administration. The building, therefore, includes classroom
space for 1,059 FTE (7,500 asf), 200 stations for self-instruction computer
laboratory facility (9,800 asf), additional teaching laboratories for the aca-
demic skills department (7,200 asf), and 20 faculty offices and related
administrative space (5,384 asf). The new facility will be located adjacent
to the classroom/student services building, Phase I which is scheduled to
be completed in the fall of 1988. :

New Space Plan Needed. The CSU has recently adopted a new li-
brary plan which includes construction of new high-technology facilities
at all campuses that will provide high-density storage and rapid retrieval
of library materials. According to the CSU prototype model at the
Northridge campus, 65 percent of all library volumes on a'campus will be
stored in the new facility. Consequently, this will reduce significantly the
amount of conventional stack space required to accommodate the library
collection. Construction of a new facility—as anticipated by CSU’s current
library planning—should eliminate the need for additional conventional
library space on the San Diego campus. Therefore, the need to convert the
existing academic space in the Library Building is not apparent and ap-
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pears contrary to the systemwide plan for installation of new high-technol-
ogy library storage facilities. '

Given CSU’s new library plan, we recommend that CSU reevaluate its
overall space plan for this campus. The plan should take into account the
fact that dense storage will have to be installed on this campus in order
to house the library collection. Once this space is completed, any need for
additional administrative or academic space should be proposed in a re-
vised project. We therefore recommend deletion of the $260,000 request-
ed for preliminary plans in Item 6610-301-782(35).

G. UPGRADE SUPPORT FACILITIES

The budget includes $3.3 million for four projects that are primarily
‘intended to upgrade existing support facilities. Table 9 summarizes the
requests under this category and our recommendations on each.

Table 9
California State University
1987-88 Capital Qutlay Program
G. Upgrade Support Facilities
Item 6610-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget  Analyst’s Est.

. » Bill Recom- Future

Subitem Project _ Campus Phase® Amount mendation Cost®
(17). Remodel Speech Arts Build- )

ing . Fresno p $62 — $2,209
(18) University Farm Laboratory Fresno p 133 — 7,210
(32) Women’s Gym Rehabilitation San Diego ¢ 2,923 . pending 156
(44) Remodel Student Services

Bldg. San Luis Obispo pw 136 . $40 1,764

Totals $3,254 $40 $11,339

“ Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings and ¢ = construction.
b CSU estimate.

Rehabilitate Women’s Gymnasium—San Diego

We withhold recommendation on $2,923,000 for construction funds to
rehabilitate the women’s gymnasium on the San Diego campus pending
receipt of additional informatio_n.

We have withheld recommendation on $2.9 million requested for con-
struction funds for rehabilitation of the women’s gymnasium on the San
Diego campus pending receipt of preliminary plans and cost estimates.

Remodel Speech Arts Building—Fresno

We recommend deletion of $62,000 requested for preliminary planning
for remodeling the Speech Arts Building on the Fresno campus because
the proposed upgrade should be financed on a priority basis from special
repair and replacement equipment funds available in the support budget
in 1987-88 and subsequent fiscal years. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(17) by
$62,000. Future. savings: $2.2 million.)



Item 6610 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1197

The budget includes $62,000 for preliminary planning to remodel the
Speech Arts Building on the Fresno campus. The project includes renova-
tion and repair of the auditorium such as (1) replacing all audience seating
and repairing the stage and associated equipment, (2) installing wood
paneling and new carpet in the theatre lobby and foyer and (3) improving
the theater lighting and sound systems. Finally, the project includes
ugrading of the “arena theatre” which is a small flexible auditorium with
a seating capacity for 175 people. The estimated future cost to complete
the project is $2 million.

Our review of the project indicates that the majority of proposed im-
provements should be financed through CSU’s on-going mainténance and
equipment replacement budget. For example, the project includes exten-
sive replacement of equipment such as lighting systems, stage drapes,
dimmmer systems, as well as traditional repair work such as new seating,
new carpeting, repainting of walls and ceiling. The use of capital outlay
funds for these purposes is not appropriate because the proposed work is
not required in order to change the use or function of the facility. Rather,
the proposal is for repairs to various elements in the facility. If these
repairs are needed, the CSU should finance the work on a priority basis
from special repair funds available in the support budget in 1987-88 and
subsequent fiscal years. On this basis we recommend deletion of the $62,-
000 requested in Item 6610-301-146(17).

University Farm Laboratory—Fresno

We recommend deletion of $133,000 requested for preliminary plans to
upgrade the University Farm on the Fresno campus because the majority
of the work relates to maintenance and repair that should be financed on
a priority basis from the support budget in 1987-88 and subsequent fiscal
years. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(18) by $133,000. Future savings: $7.2
million.)

The budget includes $133,000 to develop preliminary plans for a wide
variety of repairs/improvements to agriculture facilities on the Fresno
campus. The project combines a series of independent repair and im-
provement proposals for the agricultural field facilities. The estimated
future cost for working drawings and construction of the proposed im-
provements is $7.2 million.

These facilities are in various stages of disrepair and need to be repaired.
The CSU’s request for additional capital outlay funds to solve these repair
problems, however, is inappropriate. The CSU should utilize funds from
its support budget appropriation for special repairs and maintenance in
order to maintain the existing inventory of buildings at an adequate level.
Consequently, a substantial portion of the funds requested under this

roposal should be financed on a priority basis from the CSU support
Eudget for 1987-88 and subsequent fiscal years.

There are specific items included in this proposal (such as the winery
and new greenhouses) which relate to expansion of existing facilities or
construction of new facilities to meet program needs. These items are
properly capital outlay requests. Consequently, a proposal that specifically
addresses upgrading existing facilities to meet new program needs should
be deve&oped, and submitted in priority with other statewide capital out-
lay needs.

}E)n this basis, we recommend deletion of the $133,000 requested for this
project under Item 6610-301-782(18).
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Remodel Student Services Building—San Luis Obispo

We recommend a reduction of $96,000 for preliminary plans for aItera-
tion of 50-year-old buildings as proposed in the budget. We further recom-
mend approval of $40,000 for preliminary plans for a new building because
it is more cost effective. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782 (44) by $96,000. Fu-
ture savings: $230,000.)

The budget includes $136,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings for remodeling, and construction of an additicn to, the two student
services buildings on the San Luis Obispo campus. The existing buildings
are former residence halls constructe(iJ in the late 1920s. The proposed
project would remodel the interior of the 8,530 asf facilities for student
services activities and upgrade the structures for earthquake safety. The
project also includes construction of a 3,040 asf addition ?or an entry lobby
and elevator to connect the two buildings. The estimated future cost for
remodeling and addition is $1.8 million.

Our review indicates that spending $2 million to upgrade the two build-
ings-does not appear to be a cost-efficient solution because:

o The current proposal is based on a structural evaluation and cost
estimate prepared in 1972. While the estimate has been mathemati-
cally increased to account for 14 years of inflation, no adjustment has
been made to meet current building code requirements.

« The proposed alterations represent nearly 75 percent of the cost to
construct a new efficient facility.

o The buildings are on the campus perimeter rather than centrally
located. Thus, the student services-available in these facilities are not
readily accessible to the students.

Our analysis indicates that construction of new space to replace the
existing two buildings would be a preferred option to the proposed solu-
tion. Based on the typical costs for construction of administrative space,
a new facility containing the 8,530 asf need for student services could be
constructed at a total project cost of $1,575,000: In comparison, the CSU
proposal would cost nearly $2 million. Moreover, the campus should
reevaluate its master plan and determine an appropriate location for a
new building that would be more centrally located and convenient than
the current buildings.

On this basis, we recommend that this project be modified to prov1de
a new bulldmg of 8,530 asf. Preliminary plans for such a building would
cost $40,000. Accordmgly, we recommend that the $136 000 under Item
6610-301-782 (44) be reduced by $96,000. (Future savings: $230,000)

H. PERMANENT OFF-CAMPUS CENTERS

~ The budget includes $19.7 million for three %I‘OJeCtS related to establish-
ment of new permanent off-campus centers. The requests, and our recom-
mendations are summarized in Table 10.

Off-Campus Centers—San Diego, Ventura and Contra Costa County

We withhold recommendation on $19,691,000 requested for land acqui-
sition and development of permanent off-campus centers in North San
Diego, Ventura and Contra Costa Counties pending receipt of additional
information from CSU and CPEC that clarifies (1) the enrollment to be
accommodated at these centers, (2) the basis for the amount of property
to be acquired and (3) the acquisition and development costs for these
centers.
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Table 10
California State University
H. Permanent Off-Campus Centers
Item 6610-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget  Analyst’s Est
Bill  Recom-  Future

Subitem Project . Campus Phase®  Amount mendation  Cost®
(3) Land Acquisition, N. San Diego and
Ventura Statewide a $19,000 - unknown
(4) Master Planning, N. San Diego Center  Statewide p 200 — $100
(5) Contra Costa Center Development ..... Statewide  pw 491 - 15,398
Totals $19,691 - $15,498

% Phase symbols indicate: a = acquisition; p = preliminary plans and w = working drawings.
b CSU estimate.

Further, we recommend that CSU prepare the appropriate statewide
studies and justification for submittal to the Legislature if CSU proposes
that the state establish new CSU campuses.

The budget includes three items related to development of new perma-
nent off-campus centers:

o Item 6610-301-782(3) requests $19 million for land acquisition for a
permanent off-campus center in North San Diego County and in
Ventura County.

o Item 6610-301-782(4) includes $200,000 for master planning of the

. North San Diego Off-Campus Center.

o Item 6610-301-782(5) proposes $491,000 for planning associated with
the initial infrastructure, landscaping and initial multipurpose facili-
ties for an off-campus center in Contra Costa County. This center
would be located on existing state-owned property.

North San Diego Center »

An unspecified portion of the $19 million appropriated in Item 6610-301-
782(3) would be used to finance CSU’s proposed acquisition. In addition,
$200,000 is proposed for “initial physical master planning” of the new site.
Approval of the requested land acquisition and master planning funds will
result in future requests for development of infrastructure and initial
buildings to accommodate the projected enrollment. The CSU has not
provided an estimate of these future costs. In testimony before the Board
of Trustees, however, a CSU official stated that initial development of the
north San Diego center would cost more than $100 million.

Background. For several years, the San Diego campus has operated
an off-campus center in a leased facility at San Marcos. Chapter 575,
Statutes of 1985 directed the CSU to consider the feasibility of establishing
a permanent off-campus center in the northern portion of San Diego. The
purpose of the center would be to offer upper division and graduate
postsecondary education programs in this area of the state. The measure
directed the trustees to prepare studies and surveys of the area and to
s1(1:bn]§:1(t: the results to the California Postsecondary Education Commission
(CPEC).
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In March 1986, CSU’s consultant for the North San Diego County pro-
posal recommended purchase of a site of sufficient size to allow the ulti-
mate development of “a comprehensive campus . . . to house a mini-
mum of 14,900 enrollment and a maximum of 21,000 by the year 2010
(Emphasis added).” After approval by the Board of Trustees, CSU submit-
ted the reports to CPEC for approval of the proposed permanent off-
campus center. In December 1986, CPEC adopted its report on the San
Diego off-campus center. The CPEC recommended that funds be appro-
priated to acquire a 350 to 400 acre site for an off-campus center. The
CPEC noted, however, that CSU’s enrollment projections of 4,013 FTE
student in the early 1990s were “. . . analytically inadequate and pro-
duced an enrollment potential far in excess of the probable opening en-
rollment at the center.” The CPEC therefore recommended that CSU
prepare plans to accommodate an enrollment of 1,600 to 1,700 full-time
equivalent (FTE) students by fall 1992 with potential expansion to approx-
imately 2,700 FTE by the year 2000.

The Need for 350-400 Acres for the San Diego Center is Unclear.
Given the uncertainty of the center’s enrollment, the Legislature does not
have adequate information to determine either the appropriate amount
of property or the improvements necessary for a permanent off-campus
center in North San Diego. - .

Despite this uncertainty, CSU has authorized negotiations on a 350-400
acre site for the center and CPEC has recommended acquisition of this
amount of property. It is our understanding that CSU’s proposal to pur-
chase up to 400 acres is premised on ultimately developing a new full-
service campus. In fact, a site of this size would be larger than most
existing CSU campuses. In comparison, the average acreage for CSU’s
existing campuses is 277 acres, ranging from 102 acres at San Francisco to
430 acres at San Bernardino. Consequently, the requested land acquisition
would accommodate facilities that go far beyond the scope of an off-
campus center. In view of this, CSU and CPEC should, prior to budget
hearings, provide specific information addressing (1) the amount of prop-
erty needed in order to accommodate projected enrollment at the center,
(2) the basis for purchasing property in excess of the amount needed for
the center’s enrollment and (3) the acquisition and development costs
associated with each scenario. We withhold recommendation on the re-
quest to purchase property pending receipt of this information.

Ventura County Center

Chapter 561, Statutes of 1985, directed the CSU to prepare similar stud-
ies for establishment of a permanent off-campus center in Ventura Coun-
ty. The CSU has operated an off-campus center in Ventura in leased
facilities since 1974. Recent enrollment has ranged from 127 FTE students
in 1982-83 to 185 FTE in 1985-86.

The demographic and student needs assessment was completed by
CSU’s consultant in March 1986. The consultant recommended that “a
new center situated in an attractive, campus-like setting will provide the
stimulus for creation of increased, i.e. induced, demand for utilization (of
higher education programs) above and beyond historic trends.” Site
gvaglgg(éns have been completed but the reports have not been reviewed

y .

According to CSU, an unspecified portion of the requested $19 million
land acquisition for off-campus centers would be used to acquire approxi-
mately 240 acres.
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Ventura Center Enrollment Plans. The Ventura proposal also is
premised on purchase of property and development of facilities in excess
of that justified to house the permanent off-campus center. The consult-
ant’s study projects that enrollment for the off-campus center—based on
continuation of existing programs at the center—would be about 300 FTE
in the year 1995 and no more than 386 FTE by the year 2000. This enroll-
ment does not meet the minimum requirements of the CSU Trustees’
criteria for establishment of permanent state-owned off-campus centers.
The criteria specify that projected FTE enrollment is not to be less than
200 annual FTE in the third year of operation and is to maintain 500 annual
FTE by the fifth year of operation. :

The CSU’s consultants also evaluated projected enrollment assuming
that . . . the Center can and will respond to demonstrated demand (i.e.,
provide a wider range of course offerings, provide space for a larger
number of students, etc.) without budget or faculty limitations.” Based on
this assumption, the center enrollment is expected to grow to 1,574 FTE
by the year 2,000 and 2,167 FTE. by 2010. The land base cited by the
consultant as needed to accommodate this range of enrollment is 32 to 48
acres. The CSU, however, has authorized negotiations for purchase of up
to 240 acres for the center. Thus, the need for CSU’s proposed amount of
acreage is unclear.

Given the relatively low projected enrollment, it is unclear whether the
state should develop a permanent off-campus center in Ventura. More-
over, as is the case for the North San Diego County proposal, it is unclear
why CSU would require 240 acres for the Ventura center.

Unlike North San Diego County, CPEC has not completed its review of
the Ventura proposal. Consequently, we withhold recommendation on
the proposed acquisition funds, pending CPEC’s review of and report on
the need for this Ventura site. Finally, we recommend the CSU-and CPEC
provide specific information addressing (1) the amount of property need-
ed in order to accommodate enrollment at the center, (2) the basis for
purchasing property in excess of the amount needed for the center’s
enrollment and (3) the acquisition and development costs associated with
each scenario.

Contra Costa Facility

The budget includes $385,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings for utility improvements and preliminary plans for the initial build-
ings for a permanent off-campus center on state-owned property in
Contra Costa County. The state acquired this 380 acre site in 1969. The
CSU’s estimated future cost for initial development of a center to accom-
modate 1,000 FTE students is $15.3 million. . .

Background. The CSU Hayward campus currently operates a leased
off-campus center in Pleasant Hill. Established in 1981, the center serves
an enrollment of approximately 500 FTE students. Chapter 744, Statutes
of 1985, called for CSU to study the needs for higher education services in
this area. In March 1986, CSU’s consultant reported on the educational
needs including demographic/market analyses of the Contra Costa area.
The consultant recommended establishment of a center to accommodate
up to 3,000 students. Moreover, the report suggests that the population
base of the county could support a full service campus of 3,500 to 7,400
(headcount) students. The report was approved by the Trustees in Sep-




1202 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6610

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-—CAPITAL OUTLAY—Continued

tember 1986. At the time this analysis was prepared, the Contra Costa
needs assessment had not been reviewed/approved by CPEC.

Similar to the other proposed center, it appears that development of the
state-owned site is premised on the future development of a full-service
campus. Based on available data, it is unclear that development of this site
is necessary for an off-campus center. On the other hand, it appears that
the current leased facilities may be adequate to accommodate the project-
ed enrollment. Thus, the Legislature may want to consider purchasing the
leased facility. -

CPEC’s review of this proposal may assist the Legislature in determin-
ing the best method of providing permanent facilities for this off-campus
center. Consequently, we withhold recommendation on $491,000 under
Item' 6610-301-782 for planning initial development of the state-owned
Contra Costa site, pending receipt of the CPEC study.

Proposals for New Campuses Require Appropriate Study

As noted above, CSU’s proposals for off-campus centers appear to be
premised on ultimately developing full-service campuses, not off-campus
centers. In our opinion, if CSU anticipates the need for a full service
campus, then CSU should advise the Legislature of this need and plan
accordingly. Under this scenario, CSU should develop the appropriate
demographic and educational needs studies for a campus not a center.
These studies need to consider the statewide implications of establishing
new campuses on the CSU system and other segments of public higher
education. We have identified some of the planning issues that need to be
addressed over the next ten to 15 years in Part Three of the Perspectives
and Issues document accompanying this Analysis. We note that the CSU
has a variety of options available to meet enrollment demands. In addition
to establishing off-campus centers, CSU can expand existing campuses that
have not reached their master plan capacity. Moreover, regional demo-
graphic trends may require a redistribution of statewide enrollment to
better utilize available space.

Accordingly, we recommend that the CSU complete these studies for
submission to the Legislature if new campuses are to be proposed for
funding.

I. - OTHER PROJECTS v

The budget includes $8.2 million for eight projects in the “other” cate-
gory. For discussion purposes, we have divided these projects into (1)
statewide projects and (2) utilities and site development projects. The
projects proposed under this category and our recommendations on each
are summarized in Table 11.

1.. STATEWIDE PROJECTS

The budget includes five statewide projects for planning and minor
capital outlay improvements ($200,000 or less per project).

Minor Capital Ovtlay
We recommend approval.

We recommend approval of the $4.5 million requested for minor capital
outlay projects. The CSU has recently improved its procedures for review
of the minor capital outlay projects submitted by the individual campuses.
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Table 11
California State University
1987-88 Capital Outiay Program
I. Other Projects
Item 6610-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget  Analyst’s Est.
Subcategory/ Bill Recom- Future
Subitem Project Campus Phase® Amount mendation  Cost®
1. Statewide Projects
(1) Preliminary planning, 1988-89

Projects Statewide p $500 $41 —
(2) Campus Master Planning ............ Statewide P 200 - —_
(6) Minor Capital Outlay........ccomreeee. Statewide pwe 4,546 4,546 —_
(8) Minor Capital Outlay—Energy
Projects Statewide pwe 1,000 1,000 —
(9) Feasibility Studies for Energy i
Projects Statewide s 120 — -—
9. Utility and Site Development Projects
(14) Storm Drainage......ccowrvnecemnecne Dom. Hills ¢ 389 pending -
(23) Engineering/Biological  Sci.
Bldg Retrofit ........cocuuus Humboldt pwe 1,365 — —
(40) Central Plant Expansi San Jose pw 114 —_ $1,623
Totals $8,234 $5,587 $1,623

# Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings and ¢ = construction.
b CSU estimate.

The new process has been successful in identifying high-priority projects
consistent with statewide goals. In addition, $1 million is requested for
minor capital outlay projects to provide energy efficient improvements.
The CSU has had an exemplary program in this area. We recommend
approval of the additional funds.

Preliminary Planning—1988-89 Projects

We recommend a reduction of $459,000 in the amount budgeted for
preliminary planning of 1988-89 projects because the funding level
proposed in the budget is not justified. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(1) by
$459,000).

The budget includes $500,000 for advanced planning of projects that are
expected to be included in the Governor’s Bu(fget for 1988-89. Traditional-
ly, the budget includes preliminary planning funds so that CSU can de-
velop plans for projects which are expected to be funded either for
working drawings, or for working drawings and construction in the up-
coming Governor’s Budget. These projects are of a size and nature so as
to allow completion of the plans prior to legislative hearings on the 1988-
89 Budget Bill. This request would continue this policy.

The amount requested for project planning represents a significant
increase over the amount provided in prior years. The 1985-86 and 1986-
87 budgets appropriated $200,000 for preliminary planning, including en-
ergy-related projects.

The CSU indicates that the $500,000 requested under this item would
be used to fund preliminary plans for several projects included in the
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current five-year capital outlay program. The amounts identified in the
plan, however, total $41,000 for projects that are of the size and nature to
allow completion of plans prior to legislative hearings. The balance of
funds identified ($256,000) is for major projects where preparation of
preliminary plans would not be completed in time for legislative review.
Therefore, we recommend that Item 6610-301-782(1) be reduced to $41,-
000, a reduction of $459,000.

Architectural/Engineering Services—Statewide

We recommend deletion of $200,000 requested for architectural/engi-
neering planning and studies, because the CSU should use support budget
resgurces to finance this effort. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(2) by $200,-
000).

The budget includes $200,000 for architectural/engineering planning
and studies on the 19 campuses. The CSU indicates that the proposed
funds would be allocated by the Chancellor’s Office for revisions to master
plans and general studies such as traffic, utilities and lighting studies.

The 1986 Budget Act included $200,000 for this purpose. For the prior
two years, an appropriation from capital outlay funds was not provided.
During those years, CSU used available support budget funds to finance
any special studies and for master plan revisions that were needed for the
various campuses. The CSU should use support budget funds for this
purpose, on a priority basis, rather than budget a contingency amount in
the capital outlay budget. We therefore recommend deletion of Item
6610-301-782(2), for a reduction of $200,000.

Feasibility Studies for Energy Retrofits—Statewide

We recommend deletion of $120,000 requested for feasibility studies for
energy projects-on a statewide basis because any needed studies should be
financed by alternative funding sources. (Reduce Item 6610-301-782(9) by
$120,000.)

The budget includes $120,000 for energy conservation studies on various
campuses. The CSU indicates that potential study topics range from $88,-
000 for a feasibility study for conversion of biomass fuel and paper waste
into usable energy to $1,200 to study modifications and/or replacement of
kilns and ovens used in the art program on one campus.

The CSU continues to have a well-managed and responsible program
for implementing energy conservation projects on a statewide basis. For
this reason, we have recommended approval of the $1 million proposed
for energy conservation retrofit projects on the various campuses. Qur
analysis indicates, however, that there is no basis for approving a “contin-
gency” appropriation in the capital outlay budget to fund potential stud-
ies. If the CSU believes studies are required in order to provide sufficient
justification for future capital outlay projects, the CSU should use alterna-
tive funding sources which could appropriately support this activity. If
further technical development is required, funds appropriated for prelim-
inary planning for 1988-89 projects would be an appropriate source of
funds to develop preliminary plans. On this basis, we recommend deletion
of the funds appropriated in Item 6610-301-782(9) for feasibility studies for
energy projects, for a reduction of $120,000. '
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2. UTILITY AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS
Storm Drain Improvements—Dominguez Hills

We withhold recommendation on $389,000 requested for construction
funds for storm drainage improvements at Dominguez Hills pending re-
ceipt of additional information.

We have withheld recommendation on the request for construction
funds for storm drainage improvements at the Dominguez Hills campus
pending receipt of preliminary plans and cost estimates.

Engineering/Biological Sciences Building Retrofit—Humboldt

We recommend deletion of $1,365,000 requested for preliminary plan-
ning, working drawings and construction to retrofit the Engineering/Bio-
logical Sciences Building on the Humboldt campus because, if CSU
believes that some building improvements are needed, then CSU should
require the project consulting architect to finance the work. (Reduce Item
6610-301-782 (23) by $1,365,000.)

The budget includes $1.4 million for preliminary planning, working
drawings and construction to retrofit the Engineering/Biological Sciences
Building on the Humboldt campus. The 27,000 gross square foot building
was designed to include a “passive solar energy system” which includes
a two-story glass solar corridor on the exterior of the building. The solar
corridor contains openings into occupied spaces in order to provide heat-
ing/ventilation. This system was designed and tested using computer
simulations.

The building was occupied in the summer of 1982. The campus immedi-
ately identified problems with operating the passive system. In addition,
the CSU contends that noise between rooms and floors is excessive. Be-
cause of these concerns, the CSU initiated several studies to determine the
source of problems.

The CSU has funded some changes in the building to improve the
building’s performance to an acceptable level. Consequently, the building
continues to be occupied and currently houses the academic programs.
The proposed project therefore would provide additional permanent im-
provements including a new heating ventilation and air-conditioning sys-
tem and various improvements such as ceiling tiles and carpeting aimed
at reducing sound transmission in the building.

If CSU believes the building does not perform adequately, CSU can and
should require that the architect responsible for the design of the building
finance any needed improvements. We therefore recommend deletion of
the $1.4 million proposed for preliminary plans, working drawings and
construction of the retrofit contained in Item 6610-301-782(23).

Central Plant Expansion—San Jose

We recommend deletion of $114,000 requested for preliminary plans
and working drawings for expansion of the central heating and cooling
plant on the San Jose campus because the work to restore the design
capacity of the plant should be funded from the third-party-financed
cogeneration project and expansion of the plant is premature. (Reduce
Item 6610-301-782(40) by $114,000. Future savings: $1.6 million.)

The budget includes $114,000 for preliminary plans and working draw-
ings to expand the central heating and cooling plant on the San Jose
campus. The existing plant was built in 1972 with a cooling capacity of
3,400 tons of air conditioning. Initially, however, the plant has operated at
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a capacity of 850 tons. The proposed project would (1) recommission an
existing chiller in the central plant with a capacity of 1,280 tons, (2)
provide two new 800-ton chillers and (3) connect four existing buildings
to the central distribution system. Upon completion of the project, the
campus’ cooling capacity from the central plant would be 5,000 tons. The
estimated future cost is $1.6 million. .

The campus should have sufficient capacity available in the plant to
accommodate air conditioning needs by simply recommissioning the exist-
ing installed equipment. According to the campus, however, during instal-
lation of the cogeneration project, one of the existing chillers was partially
dismantled and rendered inoperable. The construction and operation of
the cogeneration plant is the responsiblity of a third party developer. In
view of the fact that installation of this project has caused additional cost
to the state—beyond that which would have been incurred had there been
no cogeneration plant—the state should not be responsible for financing
the cost to recommission its chiller.

Plant Expansion Premature. It is not clear why additional plant
capacity beyond the recommission capacity is needed at this time. Once
the existing installed equipment is operational, the plant should provide
sufficient capacity to meet current needs. If CSU determines that connect-
ing additional buildings to the plant and/or expansion of the plant is
justified on an energy saving basis, then these projects would be a high
priority in the systemwide program for energy efficient projects.

In sum, we recommend deletion of requested preliminary plans and
working drawing funds for central plant expansion, because recommis-
sioning existing available capacity should be funded from the third party
cogeneration project. The cost for connection of additional buildings
should be considered as part of the energy improvement program in
competition with other statewide energy projects. Accordingly, we rec-
ommend deletion of Item 6610-301-782 (40), a reduction of $114,000.

Supplemental Report Language ‘

For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the
fiscal committees adopt supplemental report language which describes
the scope of each of the capital outlay projects approved under this item.
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY
Item 6860 from the General

Fund and various other funds - . Budget p. E 125
Requested 1987—88 reniens ; $8,274,000
Estimated 1986-87..... 8,066,000
Actual LO85—86 .cvvvvvseersranensrrenssisssnensmscnnisessessrnsnesse s 7,410,000

Requested increase (excluding amount -

for salary increases) $208,000 (+2.6 percent) '

Total recommended reduCtion ..............co.eceemveerneerensieeereeserns None
1987—88 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE v
Item—Description N "~ Fund _ - Amount -
6860-001-081—CMA, support General ' $6,053,000
6860-001-814—CMA, support CMA Trust (Lottery) 41,000
Reimbursements - — 2,180,000 -
6860-001-590 Continuing Education (40,000)
6860-001-890 i Federal Trust (401,000)

Total : - $8‘,27{1,000

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The California Maritime Academy (CMA) was established in 1929, and
is one of six institutions in the United States providing a progam for
students who séek to become licensed officers in the U.S. Merchant Ma-
rine. Students major in either Marine Transportation, Marine Engineering
Technology, or Mechanical Engineering,.

The CMA is governed by an independent seven-member board ap-
pointed by the Governor for four-year terms. The academy has 400 stu-
dents and 135.7 authorized personnel-years in the current year.

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST .

The budget requests an appropriation of $6,053,000 from the General
Fund for support of the CMA in 1987-88. This amount is $42, 000, or 0.7
percent, higher than estimated General Fund expenditures in the current
year. The increase will grow by the amount of any salary or benefit in-
crease approved for the budget year. In addition, the 1987-88 budget
anticipates that the academy will spend $401,000 in federal funds—for
student financial aid—and $30,000 in lottery funds.

The budget proposal for 1987-88 has been reduced by $60,000 (Wthh
is approximately 1 percent of CMA’s General Fund support) as a Special
Adjustment. Estimated current-year expenditures—and the expenditure
tables which follow—have not been adjusted to reflect any potential sav-
ings in 1986-87 which may be achieved in response to the Governor’s
December 22, 1986 directive to state agencies and departments to reduce
General Fund expenditures.

Table 1 summarizes expenditures and funding sources for the academy
in the prior, current, and budget years.

39—75444
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Table 1
California Maritime Academy -
Summary of Expenditures and Funding Sources
1985-86 through 1987-88 '
(dollars in thousands)

- Change From
Actual Estimated = Proposed 1986-87

Program 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 Amount Percent
Instruction $3,197 $3,603 $3,567 ($36) - —1.0%
Academic SUPPOTt ..ivevcsicereeenrecneess 1863 1,846 1,880 34 18
Student Services .......ccou.un... 3,188 3,261 3,317 56 1.7
Administration (distributed) ...........  (3,099) {2,906) (2,993) (87) 3.0
Totals, Ex_penditures .......................... $8,248 $8,710 $8764 $54 0.6%
Funding Sources:
General Fund ...........covervenmnrririinnnnes $5,393 $6,011 $6,053 $42 0.7%
Continuing Education Revenue i

Fund 207 243 40 (203) -835
CMA Trust Fund (Lottery) ... 19 30 30 — R
Federal Trust Fund 631 401 401 — L=
Reimbursements.......veeoeeveeennen. 1,998 2095 2,180 155 7.7
Personnel-years. .. .mcnsssesern - 129.6 135.7 135.7 - —

Table 2 shows the factors that account for the c‘hange in the CMA’s
planned expenditures betiween the current and budget years.
Table 2 :

] California Maritime Academy
Proposed General Fund Budget Adjustments
“{in thousands)

1986-87 Expenditures (Revised) i o $6,011

Proposed Changes: ‘

A. Changes to Maintain Existing Budget —86
1. Merit salary adjustment (faculty) $50
2. Nonrecurring costs . —-153
3. Special adjustment (1 percent) —60

4. Miscellaneous 77

B. Budget Change Proposals .
1. Instructional equipment . o198

1987-88 Expenditures (Proposed) : $6,053
Change From 1986-87: :
Amount ‘ . $42

Percent . . ) 0.7%

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend approval.
We recommend approval of the proposed changes shown in Table 2,
which include the following General Fund augmentation.
o $128,000 for instructional equipment. Our analysis indicates that the
proposed purchases—which will renovate and upgrade classroom lab-
oratory equipment—are justified.
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In addition, we recommend approval of the following Budget Bill items

not discussed elsewhere in this analysis:

o CMA Trust Fund—Lottery Revenues - (Item 6860-001-814). The
budget projects that CMA will receive $41,000 in lottery funds. in
1987-88. Of this amount, the budget proposes that the academy spend
$30,000 during the budget year. The budget allocates these funds to

- the academy’s instruction program.

o Continuing Education (Item 6860-001-519)-—$40,000 from the Con-
tinuing Education Revenue Fund, and $202,000 in reimbursements, to

_-support the academy’s continuing education program in 1987-88. The
academy. established this program in 1974 to conduct courses for adult
education in maritime vocational education -and technical training.
Courses are offered primarily during evenings and weekends, and are
funded by student fees. Qur-analysis indicates that the proposed ex-
penditures are justified. - .

o Federal Trust Fund (Item 6860-001-890)—$401,000 from the Federal

~Trust Fund to provide financial aid to CMA students. OQur analysis
indicates that these expendltures are Justlfled

A. Student Fees ~
1. CPEC Recommends Retaining Existing Fee- Pollcy v :

In response to a legislative directive, the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission. (CPEC) proposed in 1985 that annual increases in
resident student fees at CMA be based on the average increases in total
state appropriations for the academy’s support budget over the prior
three-year period, provided that the fee increase shall not exceed 10 per-
cent.

The Supplemental Report of the Budget Act of 1985 directed CPEC to
review the fee policy to determine whether it should be based on state

propriations per student—as is the case with the statutory fee policy for

h)e University of California and the California State University—rather

than on total state appropriations. In its report, CPEC found that applica-
tion of the two methods over the past seven-year period would not have
resulted in substantially different outcomes. Based on this finding, the
commission recommended retaining the existing method through 1989—
90, to be followed by another review of the policy.

2. Fees for 1987-88

. Table 3 shows the student fees at CMA in effect or proposed for the
period 1984-85 through 1987-88, A

Table 3

California Maritime Academy .
_ Student Fees
1984-85 through 1987-88
' Percent

K ’ i " Proposed  Change
1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88  from 1986-87

Education/Student Services ...........: $645 $645 -$716- . 8645 —9.2%
Medical 162 162 178 . 162 -9.0
Nonresident Tuition_ .......................... 1818 1818 2,000 2,200 .- 10.0

The CMA student fee policy, as recommended by CPEC, calls for a 10
percent increase in 1987-88. The budget, however, is based on a 9:2 per-
cent decrease in the resident student fees in 1987—88 as shown in the table.
The resulting loss of revenue (approximately $32 000) would be offset by
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budget reductions, rather than a General Fund increase.

Our review indicates that the proposed fee reduction is based on a
.premise which is not valid. The CMA indicates that, in proposing this
reduction, its intent is to implement a policy in the budget year which is
-consistent with budgetary action on fees at the University of California
(UC) and the California State University (CSU). This did niot occur in the
current year. The CMA administration correctly points out that the fee
level proposed by the Governor—and adopted by the Legislature—for
CMA in 1986-87 was inconsistent with the corresponding policy ‘proposed
and adopted for UC and CSU. During 1986-87, the budget was based on
a 10 percent increase in student fees at CMA, whereas fees were held
constant at both UC and CSU. The proposed fee reduction at- CMA in
1987-88, however, is based on the academy’s assumption that the Gover-
nor would again propose no fee increase for UC and CSU students. As we
noted in our analyses of UC and CSU, the Governor proposes fee increases
of 9.1 percent at UC and 10 percent at CSU in 1987-88, as provided by the
statutory fee policy. . :

It is apparent, from the foregoing discussion, that the academy would
achieve its objectives by maintaining fees at the current-year level rather
than reducing them in 1987-88. We believe that this would be a reasonable
policy to adopt. - L . -

In light of the proposed fee increases for UC and CSU, the academy has
indicated that it may reconsider its decision to reduce fees in the budget
year. If this occurs, we will inform the committees during the budget
hearings. . v _ ~ :

CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY—C_APITAL OUTLAY"

Item 6860-301 from the Higher ‘
Education Capital Outlay L , .
Bond Fund B L Budget p. E 131

Requested 1987-88 ...ttt ereresssansanes $185,000
Recommended reduction .....ceininrirceieieeseseseeseieerennens 185,000

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Minor Capital Outlay o

We recommend deletion of $185,000 requested in Item 6860-301-782 for
minor capital outlay for the California Maritime Academy because the
proposed project to encapsulate asbestos in a residence hall should be
financed through the statewide asbestos program funded under the De-
partment of General Services. :

The budget includes $185,000 for one minor capital outlay project for the
California Maritime Academy (CMA). The proposed project would en-
capsulate the spray-on ceiling in the existing residence hall.

In the fall of 1986 the CMA facilities were reviewed by Cal-OSHA. At
that time, various potential hazards including asbestos and PCB materials
were identified. : '



Item 6860 'POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1211

In response to the Cal-OSHA inspection, the CMA hired a consultant to
survey and identify, more completely, asbestos hazards at the campus. The
consultant’s report verified the presence of asbestos in the spray-on acous-
tical insulation found throughout the old residence building. The mitiga-
Eofil of this situation, however, should not be funded under the CMA’s

udget. B L :

The Legislature and the administration have implemented a program
under the Department of General Services (DGS) to mitigate asbestos
hazards on a statewide basis. The CMA is included in this program. The
1986 Budget Act included $2.3 million to initiate the program and the
Budget Bill (Item 1760-301-036) includes $12.4 million to continue the
effort in the budget year. Within these amounts, $10.5 million is proposed
for mitigation work. The work at CMA should be financed from this
program in priority with the other statewide needs. The DGS advises us
that the statewide priority list should be available to the Legislature by
March 1, 1987. At that time, the Legislature can weigh the relative priority
of the CMA’s project. On this basis, and without prejudice to the project,
we recommend deletion of the funds requested under this item for a
reduction of $185,000. ’

) CALI‘FOBIV\!IA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
Item 6870 from the General

Fund ard various funds _ | Budget p. E 131
Requested 1987=88 .......coovvervmenierinieriniennnesesesssessesssersssannes ieeeeen.$1,280,334,000
Estimated 1986-87.........cccocunu... eterriesesereresseeeensresareresberaerseinnsnnsnes 1,297,036,000
ACEUAL 198586 ....cocorevrrreerererrerereinraenirinnseesssssssesssesenssmssnsassassasnesns 1,292,070,000

Requested decrease (excluding amount
" for salary increases) $16,702,000 (—1.3 percent)

Total recommended 1€dUCHON .......ireererrmreciemnreinnciserssieennens . 3,037,000
Recommendation pending ...........ccerronssiesssnnssnesrnnisesinnn. 1,117,000
1987-88 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE

Item—Description : Fund ’ Amount
6870-001-001--CCC Board, support “General ’ $7,789,000
6870-001-165—CCC ‘Board, support Credentials 712,000
6870-101-001—Local assistance ‘ General 1,195,668,000
6870-101-814—1Local assistance o Lottery 72,445,000
6870-101-909—Local assistance . . - - Instructional Improvement = - 720,000
6870-106-001—Local assistance ... General 3,000,000
6870-490—Reappropriation ' Various , -
6870-491—Reappropriation General : —_

Total S $1,280,334,000
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S . N . Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS paéve

1. Equalization Aid. Delete Budget Bill language in Item 1221
6870-101-001. Recommend deletion of proposed Budget
Bill language which would revert $8.9 million in current-
y?ardequalization funding because the reversion is not jus-
tified. ‘ ’ :

2. Appropriations Limit. Delete Budget Bill language in 1222

"~ Item 6870-101-001. Recommend deletion of Budget Bill lan-
guage explaining calculation of the state’s appropriations

" limit because the proposed language is unnecessary. o

3. Public Employees’ Retirement System Adjustment. 1222
Reduce Item 6870-101-001 by $2,740,000. Recommend
reduction and corresponding Budget Bill language be-
cause the budget does not reflect reduced district costs
resulting from a proposed reduction in the PERS contribu-
tion rate, : ‘

4. Confined Elderly. Recommend adoption of supplemen- 1224
tal report language directing the Chancellor to report on
the board’s policy regarding noncredit courses for the con-
fined elderly. . e .

5. Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S). 1226
Withhold recommendation on $1,117,000 for the DSP&S
program because the Chancellor’s Office has not provided
a basis for the proposed appropriation.

6. Matriculation Program. Recommend that the Depart- 1227
ment of Finance clarify what would constitute appropriate
local matching funds in determining allocations to districts
for matriculation support. : ' :

7. Equipment Replacement. Amend Budget Bill language 1228
in Items 6870-106-001, 6870-490, and 6870-491. Recomnmend »
amendment to Budget Bill language to eliminate prohibi- -
tion on use of funds for maintenance and repair of instruc-
tional equipment” because the proposed language is
unnecessarily restrictive. : T

8. Equipment Replacement. Adopt Budget Bill language in 1228
Item 6870-491. Recommend adoption of Budget Bill lan-
guage limiting the potential reversion of General Fund
apportionments for equipment replacement because the

- proposed language is open-ended. »

9. Equipment Replacement. Recommend that the Depart- 1229
ment of Finance indicate what steps will be taken to pro-
vide for the current-year allocation of funds ‘for

. instructional equipment replacement. '

" 10. Transfer and Articulation Staff. Reduce Item 6870-001-001 - 1234
by $96,000. Recommend deletion because the proposed
staff are not justified on a workload basis.

11. Compliance Staff. Reduce Item 6870-001-001 by $104,000. 1235
Recommend deletion because the proposed staff are not
justified on a workload basis.

12. Academic Standards Staff. Reduce Item 6870-001-001 by 1235
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$97,000. Recommend deletion because the proposed
staff activities conflict with matriculation policies adopted
by the Legislature and the Board of Governors

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

In 1987-88; the California Commumty Colleges will prov1de instruction
to approx1rnately 1.2 million students at 106 colleges operated by 70 locally-
governed districts throughouit the state. The community colleges-are au-
thorized to provide associate degrees, occupational certificates and cre-
dentials, remedial and basic skills instruction, citizenship instruction, and
fee- supported community service instruction. Any high school graduate or
citizen over the a%fz of 18 may attend a community college.

Governance. e Board of Governors of the California Commumty
Colleges serves primarily as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advising,
and regulating agency for the 70 community college districts. The board
is composed of 15 meémbers appointed by the Governor for four-year
terms.

The Chancellor’s Office is the administrative arm of the Board of Gover-
nors, and assists the board in carrying out its statutory duties. The Chancel-
lor’s Office is authorized 151 personnel-years for' the current year.

Headcount Enrollment and Average Daily Attendance. Table 1
shows headcount enrollment and average daily attendance (ADA) in the
community colleges since 1978-79. (Headcount enrollment is a count of
the number of students actually in attendance on a given day. The survey
is usually taken each year in the fall. One ADA is equal to one student
under the immediate supervision of a certificated instructor for a total of
525 hours in an academic year.)

Table 1

" California Community Colleges
Headcount Enroliment

And Average Daily Attendance
1978-79 through 1987-88

Credit Courses Noncredit Courses _Totals
Headcount ADA  ‘Headcount ~ADA - Headcount ADA
197879 ..o ivrrrrrrenervens 1,048,756 596,370 111,063 39,002 - - 1,159,819 © 635,372
1979-80 ... .. 1,100,681 615,209 147,778 55,414 1,248,459 670,623
1980-81 ... 1,189,976 654,421 193,260 71,093 1,383,236 795,514
1981-82 ... 1,254,360 686,019 - 177,164 64,696 1,431,524 750,715
1982-83 ... 1,192,920 665,358 162,062 63,498 1,354,982 728,856
1983-84 ... 1,090,857 612,125 158,059 53,058 1,248,916 665,183
1984-85 ... 1,008,995 584,374 167,226 60,998 1,176,221 -~ 645,372
1985-86 ... 1,005,143 572,918 171,569 66,156 1,176,712 639,074
1986-87 (est.).. .. 1,000,662 580,360 161,831 66,582 1,171,493 646,942
108788 (DTOD.) wormrrmreme 1028846 591387 - 164905 67846 1193751 659,233

Table 1 shows that total headcount enrollment is estimated to be 1.2
million in 1987-88. Although it is an increase of approximately 22,300 over
the estimated current-year enrollment level, it is almost 240 000 lower
than the peak enrollment period of 1981-82. Headcount enrollment in
credit courses is estimated to account for 86 percent of total enrollment.

Average daily attendance (ADA) in both credit and noncredit courses
is budgeted to increase 1.9 percent between the curtent year 'and the
budget year, for a total of 659,233 for 1987-88, This estimate is based on
current law which limits state- ‘funded ADA growth to the change in the
adult population.




1214 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 6870

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES—Continued

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET.REQUEST -
A. Total Support for Community Colleges

As shown in Table 2, total funding for the community colleges, including
support for the Chancellor’s Office, is projected at $2.4 billion in 1987-88,
an increase of $50 million (2.1 percent) over estimated revenues in the
current year. Of the total, $1.2 billion would come from state funding
sources. The remainder would come from local revenues ($602 million),
federal funds which flow directly to community college districts ($116
million), the mandatory student fee ($64 million), state lottery revenues
($73 million), and other sources ($324 million). ~

‘Table 2 and the expenditure tables which follow have not been adjusted
to reflect any potential savings in 1986-87 which may.be achieved in
response to the Governor’s December 22, 1986 directive to state agencies
and departments to reduce General Fund expenditures. ‘

: Table 2 _
- California Community Colleges
Total Support from All Sources
1985-86 through 1987-88
(dollars in millions)
Actual " Est. Prop. Change from 1986-87
1985-86 1956-87 1987-88 Amount - Percent

1. State Support: : :
State OPETAtIONS.....vveumsrcrssrusiesnsisssssicerss $9.5 $116 - $11.0 —$0.6 —52%

Categorical Programs.......memm 107.2 123.7 1155 -82 ©—66
Apportionments 1,097.1 L1114 1,108.6 -28 -03
SUBLOLALS, SEALE .rrrreeerrerersrsrns §12138  $1.2467  $12351  —$116 —09%
2. Local Support: S
Property taxes $474.6 $527.5 $575.7 $48.2 9.1%
Subventions i 159 . 159 159 _ —
Local debt 15.6 13.6 107 -29 —21.3
Subtotals, Local $506.1 $557.0  $602.3 $45.3 8.1%
Subtotals, State and Local ....cc.ccccvuvnnn. $1,719.9 $1,803.7 $1,8374 $33.7 1.9%
3. Federal Support ....cucomeenens . $152.2 $116.2 $116.0 -$0.2 —-02%
4. Other Revenues .... 3237 3237 3237 — L=
5. Enrollment Fee...... . . 659 64.3 1637 -06 . —09
6. Lottery Revenues ... coimnneermnns 85.0 55.2 72.5 17.3 313
Totals $2,346.7 $2363.1  $24133 $50.2 21% -
Funding Sources: : '
General Fund $LI710 - $1,203.2 $1,221.1 $17.9 15%
COFPHE 61 0.0 0.0 — —
Other State/Reimbursements............... 367 - 435 140 -29.5 —67.8
Local 506.1 557.0 602.3 453 81~
Federal } 1522 1162 1160 -02 —02
Other/Fees/LOHELY ...ccrsscersarsssens L4746 0 4432 459.9 167 38

B. Summary of Changes From 1986-87 to 198788 ,
Table 3 shows the following components of the $50 million increase in
community college support proposed for 1987-88, by funding source:
o Baseline adjustments result in a net reduction of $32.4 million, This .
reduction primarily reflects elimination of one-time funding for (1)
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Table 3

California Community Colleges
Proposed 1987-88 Budget Changes
By Funding Source ‘
(dollars in thousands)

Funding Sources
General  Lottery Federal — Local
Fund Fund  Funds Revenues  Other Totals

1986-87 Expenditures (Revised) .o $1,203,199  $55,200 $116200  $557,000  $431500 $2,363,099
A. Baseline Adjustments: v
Equalization FUnding ... , $8,953 - - - - $8,953
.+ 'Loans . —5,191 — - - — =501
Legislation —6,451 — - — - —6,451
GAIN -210 — — — .- --210
. Financial Aid 5470 — - - —  =5410
Lottery S5 — - S
State Teachers’ Retirement -1103 = - — - — =108
Information Systems ... —250 - = - - —250
District Fiscal Monitoring .... 100 — — — - 100
Instructional Equipment . — — - —  —$35000 35000
Property Tax and Fee —53,398 — - $45300 6846  —1252
Other —1,662 — 3186 —  -1916 3764
Subtotals —$64,682 $17.245 —$186  $45300 —$30070 —$32,393
B. Workload and Cost Adjustments: »
ADA Growth $22,331 =" - - — $22331
Cost-of-Living Adjustment..........uuemecriens 26,617 - - - — 26,617
Subtotals $48,948 - - — — 48948
C. Budget Change Proposals: :
Sunset of Enrollment Fee $7,500 — — - — 1500
Disabled Students Assessment . L7 - — - — 1,117
Toxics Clean Up.....i.... 5,000 — — - - 5,000
Instructional Equipment 12,000 - — — — 12,000
Matriculation ' ' 7,000 — —_ — — 7,000
Chancellor’s Office Staff ... 993 - — — $59 1,052
Subtotals $33,610 — — $59 . $33,669
1987-88 Expenditures (Proposed) ......uecomees 81,221,075 . $72, 445 $116014  $602,300  $401489 $2413.323
Change from 1986-87
Amount $17876 $17245  —$186 " $45300 -—$30011  $50,204
Percent ... : . 15% 312% -02% 8.1% —10% 2.1%

equipment replacement ($35 million), (2) emergency loans to districts in
fiscal distress ($5.2 million), and (3) and new legislation ($6.5 million).
These reductions will be offset by an anticipated increase in lottery reve-
nues of $17.2 million, and local revenues of $45 3 million.

o Workload and cost adjustments result in an increase of $48.9 million—
$22.3 million to fund a 1.9 percent increase in community college
ADA, and $26.6 million to fund a 2.7 percent cost-of- 11V1ng adjustment
(COLA), effective January 1, 1988.

o Budget change proposals result in an increase of $33.7 million (Each
of these proposed changes is discussed later in this analysis.)
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend approval of the baseline and workload adjustments and
the following program change proposals which are not discussed else-
where in this analysis:

o Apportionment redirections—a $323,000 redirection of General Fund
apportionments to community college districts to fund (1) the Com-
munity College Academic Senate ($40,000), (2) the Chancellor’s Of-
fice to monitor local affirmative action policies ($55,000), (3). the
Washington D.C. lobbyist ($128,000), and (4) a study of space stand-

-, ards by the California Postsecondary Education Commmission ($100,-
000). : ‘ '

¢ Chancellor’s Office Staff—$641,000 from the General Fund for 13.1
personnel-years to be allocated to the GAIN program, Program
Evaluation unit, Disabled Students Programs and -Services unit,
Budget and Accounting unit, Legislative unit, Personnel unit, Central
Services, Policy Development unit, Credentials unit; ahd Matricula-

. . tion program ' S

o Office Reorganization—$118,000 from the General Fund to reorgan-

. ize the office and upgrade position classifications. ,

e Deferred Mainitenance—$12.7 million from the General Fund for de-
ferred maintenance. y '

‘o Hazardous Materials Removal—$5 million from the General Fund to
remove hazardous and toxic materials from community college cam-
puses. , ;

o Financial Aid—$5.8 million from the General Fund. to provide full-

~ year funding for the Board Financial Assistance Program.

o Matriculation—$6.9 million from the General Fund for allocation to
community college districts to purchase computer equipment need-
ed to implement the matriculatiori—assessment, counseling, and fol-
low-up—program. '

1. LOCAL ASSISTANCE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGES (ltems 6870-101-001,
6870-101-146, 6870-101-814, and 6870-101-909) R '

A. Ten-Year Funding History

Table 4 and Chart 1 display total funding for the California Community
Colleges, by funding source, for the 10 years 1978-79 to 1987-88.

Total Community College Revenues. As shown in Table 4 and
Chart 1, total funding for the colleges increased from $1.4 billion in 1978~
79 to an estimated $2.4 billion in 1987-88—an increase of $981 million (70
percent). Of the five revenue sources, support from “other miscellane-
ous” sources has registered the largest percentage increase, up 228 per-
cent, to almost $400 million. This increase reflects, in large part, (1)
interest income earned by community colleges on invested balances, and
(2) since 1985-86, revenues from the state lottery. State aid from the
General Fund and other state funds has shown a 46 percent iricrease to
$1.2 billion, while support from the property tax has increased 77 percent
to $602 million. Federal support is expected to increase from $100 million
in 1978-79 to $116 million in the budget year.

Table 4 also shows that over the ten-year period community college
average daily attendance (ADA) is projected to increase 3.8 percent, from

635,372 in 1978-79 to 659,233 budgeted for 1987-88.



Table 4

California Community Colleges
Total Revenues ©
(dollars in millions)

. Local Mandatory . Average: Total Funding 1978-79 Dollars®
Property State Federal  Student Total Daily - Percent Percent
Tax© Aid? Aid Fee Other ¢ Funding  Attendance Per ADA Change Per ADA  Change
1978-79 - $360.8 $839.8 $99.5 = $1209 . 81,4210 635372 - $2,236 — $2,236 —
1979-80. 295.4 1,027.0- .. 1218 — 164.6 1,608.8 670,623 2,399 7.3% 2,169 —3.0%
1980-81. 3478 1,119.5 138.3 — 201.4 1,807.0 725,514 2491 38 2,053 -53
1981-82. 4164 1,104.3 - 1160 - — 228.0 - 1,864.7 750,715 2,484 -03 1,903 -73
1982-83. 413.8 1,086.5 104.5 = 2302 1,835.0 728,856 2,518 14 1,820 —44
1983-84. 4234 1,080.9 998 — 258.8 1,862.9 665,183 - - 2,801 112 1,937 6.4
1984-85..... 460.9 1,145.3 134.6 $64.4 308.3 2,113.5 645372 © - 3,275 16.9 2,150 11.0
1985-86 (Est.) 506.1 1,204.3 152.2 65.9 408.7 2,337.2 639,074 3,657 117 2296 6.8
1986-87 (Est.} ....c.. 5570 1,235.1 1162 64.3 3789 . 2,3515 1646942 . 3,635 —06 2,212 -3.6
1987-88 (Prop.) ....ccooeen. 602.3 1,224.1 116.1 63.7 396.2 2,402.4 659,233 3,644 0.3 2,139 -33

Cumulative Change:
Amount
Percent

$384.3 $16.6 — 753 $98l4 23861 $1,408 — —$98 —
45.8% 16.7% — W% 691% . 38% . 629% — —44% —

Source: Financial Transactions of School Districts, Govemors Budget (various years). -

* Excludes funding for the Chancellor’s Office.

b Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases.

¢ Includes state property tax subventions and local debt.

4 Includes Board Financial Assistance Funds. ’

¢ Includes combined state/federal grants, coufity income, food service revenues, fees for community service courses, nonresident tuition revenues, lottery revenues,
and other miscellaneous revenues.

0L89 wol]
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Chart 1

Community College Revenues
By Funding Source (in millions)
1978-79 through 1987-88
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2ncludes state property tax subventions and local debt.

Revenues Per ADA. Table 4 and Chart 2 display per-ADA funding
levels over the 10-year period, in both current dollars and constant dollars
(that is, dollars that have been adjusted to reflect the effects of inflation
on purchasing power). As shown, per-ADA funding in current dollars is
projected to increase $1,408, or 63 percent, from $2,236 to $3,644.

When per-ADA support is adjusted for the effects of inflation, however,
the table and chart show that community colleges have actually lost pur-
chasing power over the 10-year period. For 1987-88, the proposed per-
ADA expenditure level, as measured in constant dollars, is $2,139—$98
below the funding level available 10 years ago.

B. Community College Apportionments

The budget proposes $1.8 billion for community college apportionments
in 1987-88—an increase of $57 million (3.3 percent) from the current-year
amount. Combined support from the General Fund, the State School
Fund, local property tax revenues, and the student fee would fund the
following major changes:

o Base apportionments ($1.7 billion);
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Chart 2

Community Colle e Funding Per ADA
in Constant and Current Dollars
1978-79 through 1987-88 -
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2 Adjusted by the GNP deflator for state and local government purchases.

¢ The statutory cost-of-living adjustment of 2.7 percent effective Janu-
ary 1, 1988 ($23.9 million); .
Equahzatlon 9” to reduce funding dlsparltles among districts ($2.3
m11110n) and
e Average daily attendance growth at 1.9 percent ($22.3 million).

1. Continuation of Apportionment Funding Under SB 851 and AB 1xx

Community college districts receive support from the state General
Fund according to allocation formulas specified in statute. This law, Ch
565/83 (SB.851), is scheduled to expire on June 30, 1987. In addition, the
law requiring community college districts to levy an enrollment fee—Ch
1xx/84 (AB Ixx)—is scheduled to expire on January 1, 1988..

The Governor’s Budget proposes to continue both the SB 851 communi-
ty college finance mechanism (with only a half-year COLA) and the
AB 1xx student enrollment fee until June 30, 1988.

I.egislalion 'or Budget Bill Language Needed to Implemeni_ Budget

Our review indicates that the Governor’s proposal, as introduced, can-
not be implemented because the Budget Bill does not authorize (1) the
allocation of state General Fund support to the community college dis-
tricts, and (2) the levying.of the mandatory enrollment fee for the entire
1987-88 fiscal year.

While we have some concerns with the current community college
finance system (please see The 1987-88 Budget: Perspectives and
Issues) we agree that the SB 851 mechanism should be continued through
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June 30, 1988. During this time, it should be reviewed and amended to -
correct the deficiencies ev1denced during the four years it has been opera- -
tive.

Furthermore, left unchanged, current law would leave commumty col-
lege districts with a revenue shortfall of approximately $38 million because
they would not be authorized to levy the enrollment fee for the entire
year. Without a corresponding increase in General Fund support, districts
would be forced to reduce expenditures by reducing program offerings or
postponing equipment purchases or plant maintenance. There are few, if
any, immediately available local sources that can be called upon to replace
a revenue shortfall of this magnitude.

Accordingly, in order to allocate the proposed appropriation for com-
munity college support, the Legislature must either adopt Budget Bill
language or legislation to extend: the sunset dates of SB 851 (Ch 565/83) .
and AB Ixx (Ch 1xx/84) to June 30, 1988. :

2. Mandatory Enrollment Fee Issues

Current law requires community college dlStI‘lCtS to charge students
enrolled in credit courses a general fee of $50 per semester, or $5 per unit
if the student is enrolled in less than six semester units.
The Legislature, in adopting this fee policy, also- appropriated $52.5
million to provide financial aid to needy students over: t%ree and one half
years—$15 million per year for 1984-85, 1985-86, and 1986-87; $7.5 million,
or half-year funding, for 1987-88.
As mentioned, the Governor’s Budget proposes that the fee be con-
tinued through June 30, 1988. Related to this, it also proposes $5.8 million
for financial aid. Thus, the amount proposed in the budget plus the appro-
priation in Chapter 1xx ($7.5 million) would provide a total of $13.3 million
for financial aid in 1987-88. Our analysis indicates that this amount would
be sufficient to fully fund the financial aid program during the budget
year. ,
Impact of Fees. In the long run, the Legislature must examine
whether to return to a “free” community college system, as existed prior
to the enactment of AB 1xx or to continue the fee policy. A preliminary
report prepared by the Chancellor’s Office on the impact of the fee indi-
cates that the fee did affect enrollments in the first year and, to a lesser .
extent, the second year of its implementation. These effects, however, do
not appear to be permanent. An enrollment survey taken in the fall of 1986
indicates that the declinein enrollments which began in 1982-83 appears
to have ended, and that enrollments for 1986-87 may be up as much as
three percent over the prior year level. The final report on the Jimpact. of
the fee is due to the Legislature in July 1987.
Ways to improve the current fee structure. In January 1987, the
Chancellor recommended, and the Board of Governors adopted, six spe-
cific fee policies as follows:
o The sunset date for AB 1xx should be extended from January 1 1988 :
to July 1, 1994; ,

o The structure of the enrollment fee should be changed so that stu-
dents pay $5 per unit per semester (or a quarter system equlvalent)
up to a maximum of $50 per semester;

¢ The enrollment fee should be adjusted in fall 1988 and in fall 1991 to

rtcalﬂect the prior three-year change in the cost of community college
education;
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o All other fee changes made by AB lxx should be retained; however,

éa) the health services fee should be reinstated, and (b) the course
rop fee should be eliminated,;

¢ Adequate financial aid should be provided and delivery of financial
aid should be improved by increasing the resources of community
college financial aid offices; and

¢ Work should continue on identifying and obtaining needed additional
financial aid grants for community college students whose financial
need and work limit their academic progress. L

The Legislature may wish to consider these policies duﬁng deliber:gltion_s
on the community college enrollment fee. v

3. Reversion of Equalization Funding Not Justified

" We recommend. deletion of proposed Budget Bill language reverting
$8,953,000 appropriated in the 1986 Budget Act for community college
equalization funding because the reversion is not justified. We further
recommend adoption of Budget Bill language authorizing the Chancellor
to allocate equalization funds without the approval of the Director of
Finance. (Delete Provisions 17 and 18 of Item 6870-101-001 and adopt
corresponding Budget Bill language.) o '

In the 1986 Analysis, we identified several weaknesses in the statutory
provisions governing the allocation of funds to reduce per-ADA revenue
differences among community college districts. In response, the Legisla-
ture adopted a provision in the 1986 Budget Act whicﬁ specified that, in
lieu of the statutory provisions, the Chancellor shall develop a plan for the
allocation of $8.9 million in equalization funds. The budget language fur-
ther specified that the plan shall be subject to the approval of the Director
of Finance and 30 days notification of the Joint Legislative Budget Com-
mittee.

Plan Not Approved. In a letter dated October 29, 1986 to the Di-
rector of Finance, the Chancellor outlined his plan for allocating equaliza-
tion funds to the community college districts. The plan, however, was not
approved by the Director. At the time this analysis was prepared, the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee had not received an explanation of the
inadequacies of the Chancellor’s plan. ‘ ,

The Governor now proposes 1987 Budget Bill language which would

revert the $8.9 million in equalization funding to the General Fund on
June 30, 1987. Under current law, if the Director does not approve an
allocation plan, these funds will revert to the General Fund on June 30,
1989. :
Reversion Not Justified. Our analysis indicates that the proposed re-
version is not justified for three reasons. First, the Legislature, in appro-
priating funds for community college equalization for the current year,
recognized the shortcoming of the statutory allocation formulas and called
upon the Chancellor to devise a plan that better meets the goal of revenue
equity among the districts. The Chancellor, in turn, has responded by
developing a plan that mitigates some of the effects enrollment changes
have had on per-ADA revenues and the allocation of equalization funds.
Thus, the Chancellor has met the requirement of the Budget Act.

Second, the Director has not provided reasons explaining his disapprov-
al of the Chancellor’s plan. Lacking an explanation of the S%Iortcomings of
the initial plan, the Chancellor is not likely to be able to develop a revised
plan that meets the requirements of the Director. ‘ ‘
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Finally, reversion of the current-year equalization funds may adversely
affect the operations of local districts which are planning to receive these
funds. While the exact amount to be received by particular districts will
not be known until a final plan is adopted, low revenue per ADA districts,
nevertheless, anticipate some funding to address this problem. Failure to
provide these funds will impair the districts’ ability to deliver their
planned educational program.

Recommendation. For the above reasons we recommend deletion
of the proposed Budget Bill language in provisions 17 and 18 of Item
6870-101-001 which revert the current year equalization funds to the Gen-
eral Fund on June 30, 1987. In order to authorize the allocation of these
funds without the approval of the Director of Finance, we further recom-
mend that the Legislatire adopt the following Budget Blll language in
Ttem 6870-101-001:

“Notw1thstand1ng provision 17 of Item 6870-101-001 of the 1986 Budget
Act, the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges shall develop
a plan to allocate up to $8,953,000 in schedule (a) of Item 6870-101-001
of the 1986 Budget Act for purposes of equalizing per-ADA revenues
among community college districts. The Chancellor is further author-
ized to allocate these funds in accordance with the plan.”

4. Language Relufing to State’s Appropriations Limit is Unnecessary

We recommend deletion of Budget Bill Ianguage specifying the amount
of state apportmnments subject to the state’s appropriations limit because
the provision is unnecessary. (Delete Provision 21 of Item 6870-101-001.)

Article XIII B of the California Constitution, as established by Proposi-
tion 4 of 1979, places a limit on the year-to-year growth in tax-supported
appropriations by the state and individual local governments. For the
purposes of this article local governments include “any city, county, city
and county, school district, spemal district, authority, or other political
subdivision of or within the state.” Senate Bill 1352 (Ch 1205/80) imple-
mented the appropriations limit and established the method for determin-
ing the proportions of education funding that are to be applied against the
state’s and local community college districts’ appropriations limits.

The Governor proposes Budget Bill language (provision 21 of Item
6870-101-001) specifying the amount of the General Fund appropriation
for community college district funding that is subject to the state’s appro-
priations limit (approximately $47 million out of a total $1.2 billion appro-
priation). We believe that this provision is inappropriate because it is
purely informational and has no bearing on the determination of total
funding for community college districts or the allocation of state appor-
tionments. Therefore, it is unnecessary and we recommend that the provi-
sion be deleted.

5. Budgei Fails to Recapture PERS Reduction “Windfall”

We recommend that the Legislature (1) reduce the General Fund ap-
propriation for comm umty college apportionments by $2,740,000 to reflect
an anticipated reduction in PERS employer contribution rates and (2)
adopt Budget Bill Ianguage to require the adjustment of community col-
lege district revenues per ADA to reflect the reduction in 1987-88. (Re-
;Iuce Item) 6870-101-001 by $2,740,000 and adopt corresponding Budget Bill

anguage.
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In 1982-83, pursuant to Ch 330/82 (SB 46), the Public Employees Retire-
ment Board reduced employer contributions for PERS paid by K-12
school districts and community college districts. In recognition of this cost
reduction, the Legislature provided for a corresponding reduction in K-12
and community. college district revenues per ADA in the 1982 Budget Act.
The Legislature has continued this reduction in subsequent Budget Acts
or trailer bills and, until the 1986 Budget Act, had also required the adjust-
ment of district revenues to reflect any actual changes to the PERS contri-
bution rate in the prior-year. (For example, in 1985-86, district revenues
were adjusted to reflect any changes made to the PERS contribution rate
during 1984-85.) , o _

Last year, while the Legislature was deliberating the 1986 Budget Bill,
the PERS Board announced a reduction in the employer contribution
rate, to take effect July 1, 1986. In recognition of this reduction, the Legisla-
ture reduced funding for K-12 and community college district apportion-
ments by $42.1 million and adopted language requiring the adjustment of
1986-87 district revenues per ADA to reflect changes made to the contri-
bution rate in 1986-87. Under past practice, adjustments would only have
been made to reflect changes to the contribution rate during 1985-86.

1987-88 Proposal. In 1987-88, the budget proposes to reduce appro-
priations to various other state agencies to reflect another anticipated
reduction in the PERS employer contribution rate, to take effect July 1,
1987. (This proposal is described in greater detail elsewhere in this Analy-
sis, under Control Section 3.60.) The Governor’s Budget does not propose,
however, to recapture savings in 1987-88 that will accrue to K-12 and
community college districts as a result of the rate reduction. Instead, the
budget proposes to go back to the practice, used prior to 1986-87, of
adjusting K-12 and community college district revenues per ADA to re-
flect changes in the PERS rate during the prior year. )

" Under the Governor’s proposal, therefore, district revenues in 1987-88
would only be adjusted to reflect changes in the PERS rate through 1986—
87, and would not reflect the July 1, 1987 PERS rate reduction. As a result,
K-12 school districts would receive a one-time “windfall” in 1987-88 of
approximately $26.1 million and community college districts would re-
ceive a similar windfall of $2.7 million. '

Bécause the anticipated PERS rate reduction will result in real savings
to K-12 and community college districts in 1987-88, we see no reason why
the state should not adjust per-ADA revenues and the budget-year appro-
priation for district apportionments to reflect their reduced need for fund-
ing. Such a reduction is consistent with legislative policy established last
year, The savings from this reduction could be directed to other high
priority programs. ' N »

Recommendation. Therefore, we recommend that the Legislature
reduce the amount provided from the General Fund for community col-
lege apportionments by $2,740,000 and adopt the following Budget Bill
language in Item 6870-101-001: L

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the Chancellor of the

California Community College System shall, in the 1987-88 fiscal year,

make a permanent reduction to the base revenues per unit of average

daily attendance of each community college district for savings resulting
from a reduction to the employers’ contribution for 1987-88 retirement
benefits as adopted by the Board of Administration of the Public Em-
ployees’ Retirement System. The total amount of this reduction shall
equal $2,740,000 and each district’s proportionate share shall be based
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upon 1986-87 employer contributions to the Public Employees’ Retire-
ment System.” '

6. State Policy on Instruction for Confined Elderly Needs Clarification

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report lan-
guage directing the Chancellor to report on the Board of Governor’s policy
regarding the provision of noncredit instruction to the confined elderly.

Current state policy towards funding community college. credit and
noncredit courses requires that (1) such courses be conducted in locations
easily accessible to the general public, and (2) they offer an appropriate
level of academic rigor in order to receive state support. Our review
indicates that both of these policies may be, at best, liberally interpreted
when it comes to state funded noncredit courses currently being offered
to the confined elderly residing in convalescent and rest homes. As dis-
cussed below, various colleges are offering these courses, and they are
rapidly growing in number.

Educational content of offering unclear. In 1982-83, the Legislature
decided that numerous programs found to be of an avocational or recrea-
tional nature would not be eligible for state funding; however, they could
be continued as fee supported “community service” offerings. Courses
which generated $30 million in state support were “defunded” as a result
of the Legislature’s action. ' '

In reviewing the current noncredit course offerings for the confined
elderly, we found that some offerings appear to be recreational and may
be of questionable educational content. Courses such as “Foodlore & Folk-
lore,” “Garden Appreciation,” and “Creative Expression” would appear
to be more appropriately designated as fee supported community service
offerings. We note that ADA generated in noncredit courses receive sup-
port from the state General Fund. o

Programs not generally open to the publicc. We found that, al-
though described in course catalogs as being open to the general public,
many of the classes were offered only at a retirement facility. Moreover,
the courses were offered from 10:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. five days a week.
While this may make it easier for the residents of the facility to attend the
class, dit makes it more difficult for members of the general public to
attend. :

Significant growth in offerings. Data provided by the Chancellor’s
Office indicates that there has been significant growth in these offerings
since 1983-84. In that year, 19 colleges offered a total of 359 courses for the
confined elderly. These offerings generated 1,549 ADA, which is roughly
equivalent to $1.7 million in apportionments. Two years later, 24 colleges
offered a total of 541 courses accounting for 3,025 ADA. This translates into
slightly more than $3.7 million in apportionment funding—a 120 percent
increase since 1983-84. (We note that this increase occurred during the
same period in which community college enrollments statewide declined
3.9 percent.) ‘

The Chancellor’s staff noted that its figures probably understated the
number of courses offered for the confined elderly because only 74 of the
106 colleges had responded to the request for information on these offer-
ings. In particular, two of the districts that did not respond have significant
nomncredit offerings, and in turn may have significant offerings for the
confined elderly. ’ '
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Recommendation. Given this situation, we believe that the Chan-
cellor should report to the Legislature on the appropriate role of the
community colleges in providing noncredit instruction to the confined
elderly. Some questions that should be addressed are:

¢ Should the state establish a level of educational content for these

courses if they are to receive state support?

o Should the state require that local districts take special measures to

ensure that these courses are truly open to the public?

e What is the apportionment. revenue received for these courses in

relation to their actual costs?

e Should there be some control on the growth of these offerings?.

In order to ensure that the Chancellor’s Office addresses these ques-
tions, we recommend that the Legislature adopt the following supplernen-
tal report language in Item 6870-101-001:

“The Chancellor of the California Community Colleges shall report to
the Legislature on the appropriate role of the community colleges in
providing noncredit instruction to the confined elderly, including a
review of the educational content of these courses, the accessibility of
these courses to the general public, the -apportionment revenue re-
ceived by the district for the courses in relation to the cost of providing
the instruction, and the growth of these offerings statewide over the last
four years. This report s%all be submitted to the fiscal commlttees and
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1987.”

C. Community College Categorical Programs
The budget for community colleges proposes $114.4 million to support .
15 categorically funded programs in 1987-88. This is a reduction of $14.1
million (11 percent) from the amount available for categorical programs
in the current year. Table 5 displays the proposed funding level for each
program for the prior, current and budget years. The major funding -
proposals for the categorical programs include:
» a $23 million reduction in funding to replace instructional equipment;
« 2 $6.9 million augmentation to purchase computer hardware and soft-
ware to help a statewide “matriculation” program assess and counsel
students; v
o4 $3 million augmentation to remove toxic and hazardous substances
.an
¢ a $1.1 million augmentation for assessment and acadermc support
services for learning disabled students. ‘

The budget also proposes that no categorical program receive a cost- of-
living adjustment for 1987-88.

1. .No Basis for Funding Level for Disabled Students Assessment

We withhold recommendation on $1.1 million requested to fund assess-
ments of disabled students because the Chancellor’s Office has not pro-
vided a basis for the funding level requested or a plan to allocate the funds.

The Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSP&S). program pro-
vides supplemental instruction, services, and equipment to disabled. stu-
dents to assist them in.achieving their educational goals. Special classesare
designed to accommodate a student’s functional limitations that would
otherwise inhibit his or her ability to succeed in regular classes. Nonin-
structional DSP&S services include interpreter services; mobility assist-
ance; notetaker and reader services; and special assessment, counseling,
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Table 5
California Community Colleges
Support for Categorical Programs
1985-86 through 1987-88
(dollars in.thousands)

Actual Est. Prop. Change from 1986-87
1985-86 - 1986-87 1987-88 Amount  ~ Percent
Program: ‘
1. Apprenticeship $7,313 $7,579 $7479 —$100 -13%
2. DSP&S....coccommrnnes 24,956 24,844 25,961 Lur - 4 5
3. Academic Senate.......o.urvsimnrer S 110. 110 — —
4. EOPS 27,684 28,399 28,399 - —
5. Matriculation ... —_ — 6,900 NMF ? NMF
6. Financial Aid ............ 8,565 11,100 13,330 2230 . 20.1
7. Foster Parent Program .......... 881 900 900 - —
8. Instructional Improvement .. 15 822 603 - —-219 —26.6
9. Deferred Maintenance .......... 13,044 - 12,726 12,670 —56 —-04
10. Instructional Equipment........ 25,000 " 35,000 12,000 —23,000 —65.7
11. Hazardous Substances ............ — —_ 5,000 NMF NMF
12. Voc. Ed. Special Projects ...... 353 1,050 1,050 —_ -
13.. Transfer Centers.......... 1,766 1,818 1,818 _ —
14. Transfer and Articulation....... — — 65 NMF NMF
15. Emergency  Loans/Repay-
ment 394 4,124 —1,882 —6,006 —145.6
TOAlS oveurrersceneecnnrsssreenna: $110,104  $128472  $114,403 .  —$14,069 —=11.0%
Funding Sources: : '
General Fund ..........oceevvervesrnvveinns $75,217 $91,072 $112,130 $21,058 231%
Special Account for Capital Qutlay 25,000 — — - —
COFPHE 6,071 29 — - =29 NMF
State School Fund ..o 3,143 2,085 2206 121 58
Higher Ed. Capital Outlay Bonds.. — 35,000 — - =35000 NMF
Instructional Improvement.............. —208 286 67 -219 ~-766
Foster Parent Training Fund.......... 881 — — —_ .-

* Not a meaningful figure

tutoring, and job placement services. The program is expected to serve
approximately 46,800 students in the current year.

Budget Proposal. The budget proposes $26 million for the DSP&S
program in 1987-88, an increase of $1.1 million (4.5 percent) over the
amount available in the current year. As discussed previously, the budget
provideés no funds for a cost-of-living adjustment. ‘

The additional $1.1 million is requested to serve learning disabled stu--
dents through (1) additional educational assistance ($580,000), and (2)
special assessment services ($543 000). Department of Finance staff indi-
cate that the augmentation is to be considered one-time funds. Funding
1r% subs;quent years must be Just1f1ed based on successful documentation
of nee

As discussed below, our analysis indicates that the Chancellor s Ofﬁce
should provide additional information to justify the amount proposed. -

No link between proposed expenditures and service level. Neither
the Chancellor’s Office nor the Department of Finance has provided
information which links the $1.1 million requested to a proposed level of
service. No data have been provided indicating (1) the reasons why the
current assessment methods are inadequate, (2) the number of learning’
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disabled students in need of assessments, or (3) the costs of providing the
assessments under the Governor’s proposal

In addition, the budget provides no explanation for the requested in-
crease in fundlng for DSP&S services in light of a decline in*the total
number of students served—from 51,976 in 1982-83 to a projected 46,800
in 1986-87. Moreover, Chancellor’s data indicate that the number of learn-
ing disabled students served in expected to decline from 12,836 in 1985-86
to 12,000 in the current year.

No plan for allocation of additional funds The Chancellor s Office

has not developed an allocation plan. While the office employs an alloca-
tion formula to meet the excess cost of DSP&S services currently incurred
by districts, the budget proposal does not indicate that the current formula
will be used to allocate the $1.1 million in additional support.
Recommendation. For these reasons, we withhold recommendation

on the $1.1 million requested for services for learning disabled students,

pending receipt of (1) information linking the budget request to the
number of students proposed to receive services, and (2) a plan to allocate
the addltlonal funds to the community college “districts.

2. Matching Requirement for Matriculation Funding Needs Clarification

We recommend that the Department of Finance indicate during budget
hearings what the appropriate local matching funds would be for pwposes
of receiving state matuculatlon support.

Chapter 1467, Statutes of 1986 (AB 3) established a statew1de program 7

of orientation; assessment, counseling, and follow- -up. for community col-
lege students. This program, popularly known as “matriculation,” is es:
timated to cost approximately $50 million for full 1mp1ementat10n

including $13.8 million in one-time costs for computer hardware and soft-.

ware. No funds were provided in Chapter 1467 for program unplementa-
tion.

processing equipment and systems development. The budget appropria-
tion combined with new matching local funds would provide sufficient

resources to cover the estimated one-time cost of data processing hard-.

ware and software. The sources of the district matching funds; however,
are not specified and will have differing effects at the local level.

Recommendation. We believe that the Department of Finance

should indicate during budget hearlngs what local revenues would consti-
tute an acceptable match for receiving matriculation funds. There are at
least three general sources of revenues that districts might use as appropri-
ate matching funds: (1) revenues redirected from other items of expendi-

ture, (2) revenues currently spent on activities related to miatriculation,. -

such as counseling and assessment, or (3) revenues devoted to_,datasproc-
essing for matriculation services. In the latter two cases, funds would not
be diverted from a nonmatriculation activity in order ‘to secure the state

matching funds. In the first case, however, expenditures in nonrelated

matriculation functions would have to be curtailed with a potential ad-
verse impact on these functions.
We recommend that the Déepartment of Finance clarify its posmon on

what would be deemed acceptable matching funds from community col--

lege districts in applylng for a share of the $6.9 million proposed appropria-
tion.

Budget Proposal The budget requests $6.9 million for allocatlon to
community college districts on a dollar-for-dollar matching basis for data .
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3. Restriction on Use of Funds for Instructional Equipment Replacement Not

Justified .

‘We recommend that proposed Budget Bill language governing the use
of funds for instructional equipment replacement be amended to allow
districts to also use these funds for maintenance and repair of such instruc-
tional equipment. (Amend Provision 1 of Item 6870-106-001 and Items
6870-490 and 6870-491.) . ‘ '

The 1985 Budget Act appropriated $25 million from the Special Account
for Capital Outlay for allocation to ¢community college districts to pur-
chase instructional equipment. This appropriation was followed by a $35
million appropriation for the same purpose from the Capital Outlay High-
er Education Bond Fund in the 1986 Budget Act. The 1986 appropriation
was subject to a 25 percent local match. . _

Budget Proposal. For 1987-88, the budget proposes $12 million for
instructional equipment and library materials, subject to'the same match-
ing requirement established in the 1986 Budget Act. Of the total, $3 mil-
lion is proposed from the General Fund, and an estimated $9 million is
Eroposed from a reappropriation of General Fund savings resulting from

igher-than-estimated property tax revenues (property tax revenues off-
set General Fund apportionment requirements on a dollar-for-dollar ba-
sis) that would otherwise revert to the General Fund on June-30, 1989.

The budget proposes a new restriction on the use of these funds. Specifi-
cally; the Budget Bill would prohibit community college districts from
using any of the $12 million for the maintenance or. repair of instructional
equipment. We believe that this restriction is not justified and may result
in a misallocation of local resources. = = - ’ -

The 1986 Budget Act does not prohibit districts:from using funds to
maintain or repair existing equipment. In some cases, it may be more cost
effective to repair existing equipment than to purchase new equipment
as its replacement. These decisions, however, should be made by local’
administrators and business officers because they are more knowledgeable
about the needs of the district, rather than established by a uniform state
directive. ‘ ‘

Recommendation. - We canfind no analytical basis for restricting the
use of funds for-instructional ‘équipment and library materials so as to
preclude repair and rnaintenance of existing equipment. Accordingly, we
recommend that Provisions 1 of Item 6870-106-001 and Items 6870-490 and
6870-491 of the proposed Budget Bill be amended to eliminate any restric-’
tion on the use of these funds for repair and maintenance of equipment.

4, Budget Bill Language Needed to Prevent Excess Funding

We recommend adoption of Budget Bill language specifying a limit on
the amount that may be provided from the reappropriation of General
Fund savings in 1986-87 for equipment replacement and library materials.
(Amend Item 6870-491.) ' - ’

As discussed above, the budget proposes to reappropriate General Fund
savings that may accrue in 1986-87 as a result of higher-than-anticipated
property tax revenues. The reappropriated-funds are to be used for pur-
chasing instructional equipment and library materials in 1987-88. The
proposed 1987 Budget Bill lanhguage, however, does not specify any limit
on how much of the unanticipated General Fund savings shall be reappro-
priated for this use. '
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The most recent estimate provided by the Department of Finance
indicates that current-year property taxes may be $13.6 million above the
amount estimated in the 1986 May Revision, resulting in a corresponding
General Fund savings in 1986-87. Of this potential General Fund savings,
the budget proposes using $4.6 million to fund 1986-87 average daily
attendance generated in'excess of the district enroliment cap. The balance
(assumed to be $9 million) is proposed for reappropriation in 1987-88 to
replace instructional equipment and purchase library materials. The
Budget Bill language, however, does not specify a dollar amount for such
a reappropriation. : S R .

Recommendation. We recommend that Budget Bill language be
adopted which limits the:amount that may be reappropriated for equip-
ment replacement and library materials. The exact amount of property
tax revenues collected and any resultant savings will not be known until
the close of the current fiscal year. If property tax revenues exceed the
$13.6 million currently projected, the amount available for reappropria-
tion will also increase. The Legislature, however, may wish to use any
additional savings to fund other priorities. . .

In order to provide the Legislature access to General Fund revenues
that may result because of higher-than-anticipated property taxes in the
current year, while at the same time maintaining the Governor’s proposal
to provide $9 million to community colleges for replacement of instruc-
tional equipment and purchase of library materials, we recommend adop-
tion of the following amendment to Budget Bill language proposed in
Item 6870-491: o

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, up to $9 million of the
balance on the effective date of this act, of Item 6870-101-001, schedule
(a) 10-apportionments, is reappropriated for the purpose of providing
community college districts with funds to replace instructional equip-
ment and purchase of library materials, and shall be available for ex-
penditure until June 30, 1988.”

5. Current-Year Expenditures for Instructional Equipment in Doubt -

We recommend that the Department of Finance explain what action
will be taken in the event that revenues from the sale'of bonds from the
Higher Education Facilities Bond Act are not available for loans to com-
munity college districts during the current year. , ) ’

'As mentioned, the 1986 Budget Act provided for the appropriation. of
$35 million from the Higher Education Capital Outlay Bond Fund for
allocation to community college districts on a matching basis for the pur-
chase of instructional equipment. '

Subsequently, in November 1986, California voters passed Proposition
56—the Higher Education Facilities Bond Act. Among other things,
Proposition 56 specified that “the proceeds of the bonds may also be used
to provide short-term loans to community colleges for the purchase of
instructional equipment. Those loans shall be repaid from the first moneys
ayailable in the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COF-
PHE) beginning in the 198788 fiscal year.” Presumably, this proposition
supercedes the 1986 Budget Act provision. .

At the time this analysis was prepared, no bonds had been sold and no
funds had been ‘allocated from the COFPHE Fund to repay any loans
made pursuant to Proposition 56. As a result, funds may not be available
for loans to the community colleges for instructional equipment replace-
ment in 1987-88.
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This situation poses an unresolved issue: if bond funds are made avail-

able, how will applroprlatlons from the Higher Education bond fund be
repaldP Neither the 1986 Budget Act nor the 1987 Budget B111 provides
funding from the COFPHE fund for loan repayments.
'~ We believe that the Department of Finance should indicate during
budget hearings if, and how, instructional equipment funds will be made
available to the community colleges given status of the COFPHE fund and
its ability to repay loans made from the Higher Education Bond Fund and
given the current delay in the sale of Proposition 56 bonds.

6. Fund for Instructional Improvement (Iiem 6870-101-909)
We recommend approval.

.Chapter 714, Statutes of 1977 (AB 1173) “established the Fund for In-
structional Improvement which provides grants and loans on a competi-
tive basis to districts for support of alternative educational programs and
services.

The budget requests $536,000 from the General Fund for grants under
this program in 1987-88. This is the same level of funding provided in the
current year. Support for loans is provided through a revolving fund; the
budget does not request a net augmentation for these loans.

Because the program is being funded and implemented in a manner
consistent with the Legislature’s intent as expressed in AB 1173, we recom-
mend that the amount requested be approved as budgeted.

7. Control Section 24.00—Mineral Resources Revenves
We recommend approval.

Control Section 24.00 allocates certain federal government royalty pay-
ments among the community colleges and K-12 schools. These payments
are derived from mineral resource revenues paid to the state by the
federal government, and are dlstrlbuted through Sectlons A and B of the
State School Fund.

Total mineral resource revenues for educatlon are proposed at $14.7
million in 1987-88. This is 5.8 percent above the estimated amount avail-
able in the current year. The budget proposes to allocate $2.2 million (15
percent) of the revenues for community college apportionments and the
remaining $12.5 million (85 percent) for K-12 apportionments. This allo-
cation is based on the historical split between community colleges and
K-12 schools. These amounts are recognized in the calculations of the state
aid required for community college and K-12 apportionments.

8. Greuier Avenvues for Independence (GAIN) Implementation Status’

Assembly Bill 2580 (Ch 1025/85) established the Greater Avenues for
Independence (GAIN) program. GAIN is a comprehensive statewide em-
ployment ‘and training program for recipients of Aid to Families ‘with
Dependent Children (AFDC). The program is designed to help partici-
pants find unsubsidized employment and become financially independ-
ent. Progam participants are offered a full range of employment training
and supfport services tailored to their specific needs. The State Depart-
ment of Social Services (DSS) is the lead agency respon51ble for im-
plementation of the GAIN program. '

Among other things, the CAIN program requires spemfled AFDC



Item 6870 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1231

recipients to enter into an individual contract with the local county de-
partment of social services (welfare agency). The individual contract
must describe the GAIN program and its services, the responsibilities and
duties of the participant, ang the consequences of a participant’s failure
to meet the requirements of the contract. The contract may call for educa-
tional services, counseling and assessment, vocational training, child care,
and other support services. = -

Community Colleges. . Under the GAIN program, the local county
department of social services may require an AFDC recipient to enroll in
a community college to receive remedial education or vocational training.
The educational services should be specified in the participant’s contract.

" At the time this analysis was prepared, community colleges serving
Fresno and Napa counties had begun limited participation in the program.
County plans for Kern, Ventura, Madera, Yuba, and Stanislaus have been
app;clwed by DSS, but the ecommunity college programs are not yet opera-
tional. '

Chancellor’s Office. Under the GAIN program, the Chancellor’s Of-
fice is required to (1) survey the community college districts to determine
the services available to AFDC recipients, (2) develop a plan outlining the
level of participation of the districts, (3) identify sources and levels of
funding to support community college programs available to participants,
and (4) develop a monitoring and reporting system for the community
colleges providing services. ,

In the current year, the Chancellor received $210,000 to hire additional
staff and contract for a survey of services available to potential GAIN
participants attending the community colleges. The survey results are
expected to be available for the May Revision to the 1987 Budget Bill.

In addition, the budget proposes an increase of $198,000 for two perma-
nent positions and one temporary position within the Chancellor’s Office
to ‘provide additional statewide oversight and monitoring of the GAIN
prograrm. ) ’ C

Unresolved Funding Issues. At the time this analysis was prepared,
the Board of Governors had not adopted a funding policy for community
co_llle%es participating in the GAIN program. Some unresolved questions
include: S

o Will districts receive funding for GAIN-related ADA generated in

excess of the district’s enrollment cap? '

o At what rate will districts receive funding for serving GAIN students

- if these students are in excess of the district’s enrollment cap?
o Will state reimbursements for GAIN participation include support for
- noninstructional activities such as counseling, job placement, child
care and other support services provided by the community colleges?

We will be prepared to comment during budget hearings on these issues
and others related to the implementation of the GAIN program in the
community colleges. (For a more detailed discussion of GAIN issues, see
the 1987-88 Budget: Perspectives and Issues.)

Il. COMMUNITY COLLEGE STATE OPERATIONS (item 6870-001-001)

A. Proposed Support for the Chancellor’s Office '
The Chancellor’s Office is the administrative arm of the Board of Gover-

nors of the California Community Colleges. The office is responsible for

carrying out the board’s directives and implementing statutes enacted by

the Legislature. .
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The office is currently organized into three major sections:

o The Fiscal Services section administers community college apportion-
ments and categorical funding to the districts.
The Special Services and Operations section develops and administers
regulations and program guidelines for the major categorical pro-
grams—Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS), Dis-
abled Student Programs and Services (DSP&S), vocational educatlon
deferred maintenance, and capital outlay.
The Administrative section oversees the day-to-day operations of the
Chancellor’s Office and pr0v1des direct staff support for the Board of

Governors.

Table 6 .

California Community Colleges
State Operations Budget
1985-86 through 1987-88
{dollars in thousands)

Item 6870

Actual Estimated . Proposed Change from 1986-87 .
1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 Amount Percent
A. Fiscal Services.......usirmssmnnes $1,650 $1,835 $1,623 —$212 —11.6%
B. Special Services and Operations: ) ) )
1. EOPS vccemncnnsersssismnssssnens 1,566 2,046 1,627 —419 —-205
2. 387 437 318 -119 -2712
3. 225 = e - —
4, Transfer Centers 204 - 223 T3 —150 —67.3
5. Matriculation ... — — 100 100 NMF *
6. Credentials ....... 559 940 974 34 36
7. Affirmative Action .. 129 300 304 4 1.3
8. Academic Affairs...... - --310 320 10 32
9. Program Evaluation .... . L1147 967 1,092 125 129
10. Vocational Education............. 2,861 2,712 2,673 -39 -14
11. Program Accountability ...... — 100 = —100 NMF
12. Academic Standards and - ' v
Skills S 122 293 101 828
13. JTPA—Employment Train- ‘
ing — 756 770 14 19
14. Transfer Ed. and Articula- o
tion — —_ 131 131 NMF
15. FaCilities .......ccorermmmeersasesices 814 824 784 —40 —49
C. Administration: ) ‘
1. Board of Governors ............. ©(182) (72) 91) (19) (26.4)
2. Chancellor’s Office......cooec..... (3,346) (3,478) (3,570) (92) 2.7
Totals, State Operations..........cccees $9,542 811,572 $11,012 T —$560 —4.8%
Funding Sources: ; : :
General Fund ............rvevnseeereeinsene $6,350 $8989 $7,866 —$423 ~51%
Credentials Fund.... 553 663 712 49 74
Federal Trust Fund 155 186 — —186 NMF
Reimbursements ......... 2391 2,051 2051 - — —
Special Deposit Fund ............con... 93 .. 383 383 — —
Personnel-Years ...........ccooveosivnsnrreons 142.3 151.0 167.9 169 -112%

4 Not a meaningful figure.
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~ As shown in Table 6, the budget proposes $11 million to support the

Chancellor’s Office in 1987-88—a reduction of $560,000 (4.8 percent) from
the amount available in the current year. The net reduétion reflects (1)
elimination of one-time costs totaling $1.2 million, (2) funding for Budget
Change Proposals totaling $1.1 million and (3) reductions for: other miscel-
laneous adjustments of $370,000.

Maijor Staff Augmentation

Table 7 shows that 17.8 new personnel-years are proposed for the Chan-
cellor’s Office in 1987-88. This significant increase is . proposed “
strengthen the internal operations of the office, provide agdltlonal sup-

" port for the Board of Governors, increase coordination of the. disabled
students program, 1mplement GAIN, and ensure dlStI’lCt comphance with
minimum standards.”

Table 7

California Community Colleges
Proposed Staffing lncreases

1987-88
Proposed
..Unit or Function : : Personnel-Years  Expenditures
A. Group One: s . . ;
1. Personnel Unit . : ' 10 $42.000..
2. Budget & Accounting 10 : . 68,000
3. Credentials ......, . . 2.8 59,000
4. GAIN } ' ; 2.8 198,000
5. Policy Development 1.0 : 39,000
6. Matriculation . . 1.0 100,000
B. Group Two: ’ :
1. Program Evaluation : 10 : 43,000
2. DSP&S Staff 1.0° .7 61,000
3. Legislative Staff 0.5 13,000
4. Central Services . : : 1.0 kL. 82,000
C. Group Three: - : )
1. Transfer Education and Artlclﬂatmn 14 196,000
"2 Compha.nce . . 19 104,000
3 Academic Standards 14 S 97,000
Totals 178 - $1,052,000

In our recent report titled Staffing Requirements of the Chancellor’s
Office California Community Colleges (86- 16), we recommended that
positions be added to the Chancellor s Office in order to strengthen its
internal management functions and provide leadership for the communi-
ty college system. We recommended the establishment of 9.6 of the
proposed 17.8 personnel-years (shown as group one in Table 7).

_ Since the time our report was prepared, we have received information
‘to support the 3.5 additional positions proposed for the Program Evalua-

“tion unit, the DSP&S unit, the Legislative unit, and Central Services
(shown as group two in table 7).

Our analysis indicates that the remaining 4.7 personnel-years (group
three in Table 7) proposed for (1) Transfer Education and Articulation,
(2) Compliance with Minimum Standards, and (3) Academic Standards
are not justified. We discuss each of these proposals in detail below.
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1. Transfer and Articvlation Staff Not Justified :
We recommend a reduction of $96,000 and 1.4 personnel-years from th
amount requested for staff for transfer and articulation projects because
the amount budgeted is not justified. (Reduce Item 6870-001-001 by
$96,000).
The Chancellor’s Office is responsible for administering several pro-
grams designed to promote the transfer of community college students to

- four-year educational institutions.

Theé transfer center pilot project, first funded in the 1985 Budget Act,
involves 20 community colleges-and both the University of California
{(UC) ‘and California State University (CSU) in providing transfer infor-
mation to community college students from a central location on the
student’s community college campus. The 1985 Budget Act also estab-
lished a pilot program to test the feasibility of using a computerized
course-to-course articulation system to facilitate transfer. Finally, the 1986
Budget Act funded a joint UC, CSU, CCC project to develop a common
course numbering system to simplify the identification of transferable
courses.

The: Chancellor’s Office currently has one professional to work full time
on issues related to articulation. In addition, the office maintains a full-
time position plus clerical support to provide statewide oversight and
monitoring of the Transfer Center Pilot Project and three positions to
monitor intersegmental affairs (the intersegmental affairs unit also has
responsibility for affirmative action policy review).

Budget Proposal. For 1987-88, the budget requests an additional
$96,000 to fund one professional position and a half-time clerical position
to perform new duties related to transfer and articulation. = .

Our review indicates that the additional staff are not justified for server-
al reasons: .

Noadditional workload. The Chancellor requested over $600,000 to
(1) develop a model “2+2” curriculum to assist high school students in
their transition to the community college, and (2) implement a basic skills
project to improve the performance of high school students in reading,
writing, and math. Neither project, however, is proposed to be funded in
the 1987-88 budget.

As a result, we can find no additional duties or responsibilities that

" would justify the proposed staff augmentation.

- Evaluation of current projects pending. Projects currently under-
way to improve the transfer of community college students have not yet

‘been evaluated, and the common course numbering system is far from

complete. The evaluations had not been submitted to the Legislature at
the time this analysis was prepared. :

Recommendation. We believe that it is premature to add staff to
the Chancellor’s Office to address general articulation and transfer issues

when the results of current projects are not yet available. A complete

_evaluation of the projects currently under the direction of the Chancel-

lor’s Office will provide useful information concerning the need for addi-
tional s_taff and where such staff, if needed, should be directed.
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2. Additional Compliance:Staff Premature

We recommend deletion of $104,000.requested to add two positions to
_monitor district. compliance with minimum academic standards because
these positions are not justified on a Workload basis. .(Reduce Item 6870-
001-001 by $104,000.) -

. Among other duties, the: Chancellor s staff is responsible for monitoring
district compliance with laws and regulations governing minimum aca-
demic standards for courses and programs. In the current year; the Pro-
gram Evaluation and Approval unit maintains 8. 6 positions. to fulfill this
and other responsibilities.

Budget - Proposal. Budget requests $104, OOO to establish two more
positions .for the Program Evaluation and Approval unit. Our. analysis
indicates that this requested increase is not justified for three reasons:

Amended academic. standards not effective until July 1988, The
Chancellor’s staff indicates that workload: for the unit is expected to in-
crease as a result of changes in regulations adopted by the Board of Gover-
nors in September 1986. We note, however, that these regulations were
once rejected (in May 1986) and have yet to be adopted by the Office of
Administrative Law. Even if they are adopted, a workload change, if any,
resulting from a change in board regulatlons will not occur unt11 1988-89,
at the earliest.

Redirection of current staff, In our review of the staffmg require-
ments of the Chancellor’s Office conducted in the fall of 1986, we found
that although 8.6 positions were assigned to the Program Evaluation and
Approval unit, between 1.4 positions and 2 positions have been redirected
from the unit to other duties within the office. While we recognize that
this redirection is within the purview of management’s authority to meet
internal staffing demands, we question the necessity of adding staff to the
Program Evaluation and Approval unit in light of thls recent redlrectlon
of resources.

Enforcement mechanism not used. 1In the proposal to add the two
“positions to this unit, the Chancellor’s staff noted that ‘Experience has

gemonstrated that attention directed by college staff to compliance issues
is proportional to the seriousness with which the Chancellor s Office ad-
dresses the matter and is able to follow through.”

We note, however, that the Chancellor is currently empowered to with-
hold a portion of a district’s general education apportionment if he finds
that the district is not in compliance with the minimum.standards for
courses and programs adopted by the Board of Governors. To date, this
authority has never been exercised; consequently, new staff alone is not
likely to have much enforcement effect.

3. Uniform Statewide Test Conflicts With Matriculation Plan. '
We recommend deletion of $97,000 requested for 1.4 personnel-years
and contract services to develop a statewide assessment process because
the test would conflict with policies adopted by the Legislature and the
Board of Governors. (Reduce Item 6870-001-001 by $97,000.)
~ Chapter 1467, Statutes of 1986 (AB 3) established a statewide system of
orientation, assessment, counseling, and follow-up for community college
students. In January 1987 the Board of Governors adopted an unplemen-
“tation plan for the program, more commonly referred to as the “matricu-
lation program.’
This statewide initiative is designed to increase the chances that com-
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munity college students reach their educational objectives by providing
each student a more careful assessment of his or her skill level and amore
appropriate educational plan based on that assessment.

Budget proposal. In addition to the $100,000 requested to provide
direct.statewide oversight of this program (see Table 7, group one), the
budget requests $97,000 for staff and contract services to develop a state-
wide assessment procedure for the matriculation program.

Our analysis indicates that the $97,000 should be deleted because the
development of a statewide assessment procedure is in conflict with both
Chapter 1467 and the implementation plan adopted by the board.

Diversity in student body calls for flexibility in implementation of ma-
triculation plan. - One of the most significant features of the California
Community College system is the diversity of its student population. The
system serves many part-time students, ethnic minorities, educationally
disadvantaged students, older students, and self-supporting students.

This diversity also extends to an examination of the student populations
among the districts. Some districts serve a traditional student population
that is primarily concerned with transfer to four-year educational institu-
tions. Other districts serve students with greater need for remedial or
basic skills instruction. In some cases, particular colleges within a district
have distinguished themselves by offermg vocational instruction not avail-
able elsewhere in the district.

This diversity of the student population was recogmzed in both the
enabling legislation for the matriculation program and the board’s subse-
‘quent implementation plan. Chapter 1467 authorizes districts to select
assessment instruments appropriate for their student body, provided that
the Chancellor has reviewed the instrument and found that it is sensitive
to cultural and language differences between students.

Moreover, the board’s implementation plan calls on the community
college districts to- develop local three-year matriculation plans, including
locally selected assessment instruments, and submit the plans for review
by the Chancellor The minimum requlrements sought by the board were
stated as “outcome (s),” rather than “in language that implies overly pre-
scriptive methods about how to achieve the desired results.” Thus, the
board’s policy was to allow for local flexibility in 1mplement1ng the ma-
triculation plan.

In summary, we find that the $97,000 proposed for staff and contract
services to develop a uniform assessment and placement process is not
justified and contradicts policies adopted by both the Leglslature and the
Board of Governors. These funds should therefore be deleted.

B. Community ‘College Credentials Fund (ltem 6870-001-165)'
We recommend approval.

- Under current law, community college admlmstrators counselors, and
instructors are requlred to maintain a state credential as a condition of
their employment. The Credentials Office is respon51b1e for the review,
approval, and revocation of credentials. The office is fully supported
through a fee assessed on each application.

The budget requests an appropriation of $712,000 from the Credentials
Fund, which is 12 percent above the amount provided in the current year.
The proposed increase would fund a temporary staff increase equivalent
to 2.8 personnel-years to reduce a backlog in applications. Our analysis
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confirms the need for additional staff to reduce the credentials backlog,
and we recommend that the proposal be approved as budgeted

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES;—CAPITAL OUTLAY

Item 6870-301 from the Public
Building Construction Fund
and the Higher Education : ‘
Capital Outlay Bond Fund ' Budget p. E 142

Requested 1987-88 .........ovriiieeenicseeniniersessisessenesiessssisssensasssesane $49,637,000
Recommended approval ........ccvceennenccneinnsesneeseesenne e 23,418,000
Recommended reduction ......cc.cceveunenee. et reaebensns 18,095,000
Recommendation pending ............ccivcveinncniensnseesseeceenenes 8,124,000
Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAIJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Revenue Bonds. Recommend that the Department of Fi- 1240
nance explain, prior to budget hearings, how the bond
payments for the community colleges capital projects will .
be budgeted.

2. Statewide Asbestos Removal. Withhold recommendation 1241
on $3,441,000 in Item 6870-301-782(40), pending receipt of
cost estimates and a detailed report.

3. Kern CCD—Library and Counseling Remodel. Withhold 1242
recommendation. on $40,000 for equipment under Item
6870-301-782(8), pending certification from the district
that all proposed equlpment will have useful life of at least
ten years. .

4. Allan Hancock CCD—Consumer Education and Humani- 1244
ties Building. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(1) by. $53,000
and Item 6870-301-660(1) by $2,286,000. Recommend
deletion of funds for working drawings and construction,
because the scope of the work proposed does not reflect
legislative intent as specified in the Supplemental Report
of the 1985 Budget Act.

5. Kern CCD—Classroom Addition. Withhold recommen- 1244
dation on $1,095,000 in Item 6870-301-782(9), pending in-
formation on the possibility of using/ remodeling
laboratory rooms for classrooms and the useful life of the
proposed equipment.

6. Los Rios CCD—Performing Arts Addition and Reconstruc- 1245
tion. Withhold recommendation on $227,000 in Item
6870-301-782(18), pending justification of the size of the
new music building and/or redesign/reduction of the
scope and cost of the project.

7. Rancho Santiago CCD—Johnson Campus Center Addition. 1246
Withhold recommendation-on $134,000 for the equipment
funded under Item 6870-301-782(25), pending information
on the useful life of the proposed equipment.
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8.

~10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Redwoods CCD-—Vocational Building. Reduce Item
6870-301-782(27) by $657,000. Recommend deletion of
funds for a new vocational arts building, because the need
for the additional space is not justified.

. Santa Barbara CCD—Interdisciplinary Center. Reduce

Item 6870-301-782(33) by $223,000. Recommend dele-
tion of working drawing funds for a new interdisciplinary

center on the Santa Barbara campus, because the size of |

the proposed building is greater than needed.
Ventura CCD—Occupational Graphic Arts . Building.

Reduce Item 6870-301-782(34) by $102,000. Recom-

mend deletion of working drawing funds for the Ventura
CCD Occupational/Graphic Arts Building, because the

district has not adequately justified the need for the project

or its high cost. (Future savings: $2.7 million.)

Los Angeles CCD—Instructional/Administration Build--

ing. Reduce Item 6870-301-660(5) by $334,000. Recom-

mend reduction of $334,000 from funds proposed for

construction of an instructional/administration building at
Los Angeles Mission College to eliminate. funding for two
skylights and the mission clay tile roof.

San Diego CCD—Instructional Center. Reduce Item
6870-301-660(10) by $3,250,000. Recommend deletion of
working drawings and construction funds for a new in-
structional center at the Miramar campus, because the pro-
jected growth in the district’s population over the near
future does not necessitate additional capacity.

Kern CCD—Remodel Existing Nursing Facility and Com-
puter Lab. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(12) by $262,000.
Recommend deletion of funds for working drawings, con-
struction and equipment for remodeling buildings on the

Porterville college campus, because the district has inade-.

quately justified the need for the project and much of the

proposed work is more appropriately budgeted as mainte- -

nance.
Palomar CCD—Remodel Seven Buildings for Space Utili-
zation. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(23) by $572,000.

Recommend reduction of funds for working drawings and

construction to remodel seven buildings at Palomar Col-
legctle because the need for the work is not adequately justi-
fie

Peralta CCD—Conversion of Existing Space. Reduce
Item 6870-301-782(24) by $1,259,000. Recommend dele-
tion of working drawings and construction funds to remod-

" el Merritt College, because the district’s plan is uncertain

and is insufficiently justified. (Future savings: $104,000.)
Kern CCD—Science Laboratory Reconstruction. Reduce
Item 6870-301-660(3) by $728,000. Recommend deletion

of funds for working drawings and construction of a project '

to renovate the science laboratory at Bakersfield College,
because the scope of the proposed work appears excessive
and much of the work is more approprlately budgeted as
maintenance.

1246

1246

1247

1247

1248

1249

1250

1250

1251
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17. Los Rios CCD—Remodel for Library Resource Center.. 1251
Withhold recommendation on $214,000 for the equipment
portion of Item 6870-301-782(15), pending certification of
the useful life of the proposed equipment.

18. West Hills CCD—Library Addition. Reduce Item 6870- 1252
301-660(14) by $606,000. Recommend deletion of work-
ing drawings and construction funds for the West Hills
Library Addition, because the district should use existing
space to meet its library needs. (Future savings: $77,000)

19. Kern CCD—Multi-Purpose Physical Education Facility. 1253
Reduce Item 6870-301-782(11) by $83,000. Recommend
reduction because the cost of the proposed facility is un-
necessarily high. (Future savings: $1.6 million) .

20. Mendocino-Lake CCD—Indoor and Outdoor Ph ys1caI Ed- 1253
ucation Facilities. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(20) and

- (21) by a total of $365,000. Recommend deletion of
working drawings for projects to plan two physical educa-
tion facilities on the Mendocino College campus, because’
the district’s proposal is unnecessarily expensive. (Future
savings: $4.9 million) T

21. Glendale CCD—Renovate Classrooms, Laboratories and 1254
Administrative Space. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(5) by
$152,000. Recommend deletion of funds to prepare
working drawings to renovate classrooms, laboratory and
administrative space at Glendale College, because the
project is insufficiently justified, does not substantially in-
crease office space, and includes equipment items more
appropriately purchased with support funds. (Future sav- ,

~ings: $2.3 million) D

99. Santa Barbara CCD—Student Services Center. Withhold 1255
recommendation on $109,000 in Item 6870-301- 660(12)
pending receipt of a revised project proposal which is

- " based on no net increase in building space.

23. Utility/Energy Projects—Energy - Conservation, Music 1256
Building, Batmale Hall. Reduce Item 6870-301-782(2) by
$171,000, Item 6870-301-782(14) by $840,000 and Item 6870-
301-782(32) by $453,000. Recommeénd a total reduction

" of $1,464,000 from three utility/energy efficiency projects,
because the need for the work'is not justified.
~ 24. Rancho Santiago CCD—Site Acquisition. Reduce Item 1257
6870-301-782(26) by $3,184,000. Recommend deletion of
funds to acquire 22 acres for the Rancho Santiago Orange
campus, because the campus does not need to purchase the
- land at this time.

25. San Bernardino CCD—Removal of Architectural Barriers. 1257
Reduce Item 6870-301-782(30) by $193,000. Recom- '
mend deletion of funds to remove architectural barriers at
San Bernardino, because the district’s proposal is unclear
as to what work is proposed and why it is necessary. . '

26. Yuba CCD—Woodland Educational Center. Reduce 1258
Ttems 6870-301-782(36), (37) and (38) for a total savings of
$2,121,000. Recommend deletion of funds for the three
projects related to the creation of a permanent off-campus

center in Woodland, because the need for the center
40—75444
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not been established. (Future savings: at least $3.3 million)

27. Five Districts—Child Care Centers. Withhold recom- 1259
mendation on a total of $2,836,000 from Items 6870-301-
782(4), (7), (10), (19) and (22), pending further review
and receipt of additional information (please see Table 10,
page 1259, for sumnmary of these projects.)

28. Los Rios CCD—Cafeteria Building. Reduce Item 6870- 1260
301-782(17) by $201,000. Recommend reduction of .
$201,000 in the amount proposed for the Cosumnes River
College cafeteria building, because the costs are excessive.

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The budget proposes a total appropriation of $49.6 million to fund the
state’s share of the California Community Colleges’ capital outlay program
in 1987-88. These funds will come from the Higher Education Bond Act
of 1986 (general obligation bonds)—$31.6 million under Item 6870-301-782
—and from revenue bonds authorized by Ch 1224/86—8$18 million under
Item 6870-301-660. '

The budget document indicates that the various community colleges
will provide a total of $4.8 million to support these projects, bringing total
proposed expenditures for community college capital outlay to $54.4 mil-
lion. Thus, the state will fund 91 percent of the community colleges capital
outlay program and the various districts will contribute 9 percent.

Method of Repayment of Revenue Bonds is Not Clear

We recommiend that, prior to budget hearings, the Department of Fi-
nance explain to the Legislature how the administration proposes to repay
the principal and interest on the revenue bonds sold to finance community
college capital outlay. ‘ '

This is the first time that the administration has proposed financing a
portion of the California Community Colleges’ capital outlay program
with “revenue” bonds. Under this program, projects are constructed on
the various campuses through bonds issued by the State Public Works
Board. The board owns the facilities and leases them to the respective
district. The “revenue” for repayment of principal and interest on the
bonds is from lease payments to be made Ey the districts for use of the
facilities. The budget document, however, does not state how the bond
principal and interest payments will be budgeted. ,

If the bond payments are made from the districts’ apportionment funds,
then the bond payments will reduce the funds available for college in-
struction. If:on the other hand, the revenue bond payments are made from
an additional appropriation from the General Fund, then the colleges’
instructional programs will not suffer, but the General Fund will be de-
creased accordingly." o

Prior to budget hearings, the Director of Finance should notify the
Legislature as to the administration’s intentions regarding repayment of
the revenue bonds.

1987-88 Capital ‘Ouilay Program o

The 1987-88 capital outlay program for the colleges includes funds for
a total of 51 projects. For discussion purposes, we have divided the projects
into ten descriptive categories summarized in Table 1. A discussion of the
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projects in each category follows. While we have recommended that the
Legislature not use “revenue” bonds to finance capital projects (please
see our Analysis under the University of California capital outlay program,
Item 6440-301, page 1109), we have analyzed each project on its merits,
regardless of proposed funding source. ,

Table 1
_ California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
Project Categories
- (dollars in thousands)

N ) : Number of
Category } : : Projects  Total
A. Mitigate Hazards ieereid 1 $3441
B. Complete New Facilities . i .8 2813
C. Add Instructionally Related Facilities 11 21,127
D. Upgrade Instructionally Related Facilities 6 3,490
E. Libraries 2 1,148
F. Add New Support Facilities 6 4,675
G. Upgrade Support Facilities 92 261
H. Other 8 5,678
I. Creation of Permanent Off-Campus Centers 3 2,121
J. Ancillary Facilities 6 4,883

Total 51 $49,637

A. PROJECTS TO MITIGATE HAZARDS

The budget proposes one project to mitigate hazards in communify
college districts—Minor Capital Outlay Asbestos Removal, Phase III.

Asbestos Removal

We withhold recommendation on $3,441,000 under Item 6870-301-
782(40) for working drawings and construction of asbestos removal, pend-
ing receipt of cost estimates and a detailed report on the expenditure of
asbestos funds appropriated under the 1985 and 1986 Budget Acts.

The Budget Bill proposes $3.4 million for the third phase of a program
to remove asbestos in community college districts. The Legislature has
previously appropriated a total of $5.3 million for asbestos removal in the
1985 and 1986 Buget Acts. A 1985 report by the Chancellor’s Office indicat-
ed that there were 55 “top priority” asbestos projects and estimated that
the cost to remove asbestos.at these locations would be $10.6 million. Based
on the previous appropriations and the 1985 Chancellor’s report, there-
fore, the funds proposed inthe Budget Bill should enable the districts to
complete over 80 percent of the top priority asbestos projects.

While the need to remove the hazardous asbestos is evident, the Chan-
cellor’s Office has not submitted detailed information indicating where it
intends to remove asbestos in the budget year or what the costs will be.
Moreover, despite frequent requests to the Chancellor’s Office for infor-
mation regarding the expenditure of the funds appropriated for this pur-
pose in the 1985 and 1986 Budget Acts, the Chancellor’s Office has not
sub(rinitted information which explains where and how the funds were
used. T : -

‘Consequently, we withhold recommendation on the $3.4 million
propose((il for the:third phase of asbestos removal, pending: :
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o information and budget estimates for the projects proposed for 1987~

e information and budget estimates for the projects undertaken with
the funds appropriated in 1985 and 1986,

¢ a report on the status of the community college’s efforts to remove
asbestos from district facilities, and

» a cost estimate, timeline and projéct list, in priority order, of all re-
maining asbestos removal prOJects

B. PROJECTS TO COMPLETE NEWLY CONSTRUCTED FACILITIES

As Table 2 shows, the Budget Bill proposes six projects, totaling $2.8
million to complete newly constructed college facilities. Of this amount,
a total of $2.7 million for four equipment projects and one site develop-
ment project is justified and we recommend approval. Our d1scus51on of
the remaining pro_]ect follows

Table 2

California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
B. Complete New Facilities
(dollars in thousands)

Budget Analyst’s

Sub- Bill Recom-
Item Item  Location/Project Title Phase  Amount mendation
6870-301-782  (8) Kern CCD, Cerro Coso Community College, Re- .
c model Library, Counseling—Equipment ............ e $40 pending

(13) Lake Tahoe CCD, Lake Tahoe College, Site

Development, Phase II we 673 $673
Subtotal General Obligation Bond .. $713 $673
6870-301-660 ( ) Lake Tahoe CCD, Lake Tahoe Community Col- ‘
lege, Permanent Buildings, Phase I—Equipment e $765 $765
(6) Mira Costa CCD, San Elijo Center, Permanent -
Buildings, Phase I—Equipment.... e -~ - T0 770
(7) Mira Costa CCD, San Elijo Center, Initial Com- . :
plement of Library Books..........icivmmimnn e 268 268
(8) Peralta CCD, College of Alameda, Diesel Labo- v -
ratory Building-—EqUipment ... e 297 297
Subtotal Revenue Bond........ccoveeiinsicesessonnss . - $2,100 $2,100

Totals : ; T $2,813 $2,773

2 Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; ¢ = construction and e = equipment.

Kern CCD—Equipment for Library and Counseling Remodel

_We withhold recommendation on $40,000 under Item 6870-301-782(8) to
purchase equipment for Kern CCD, pending certification from the district
that the proposed equipment has a useful life of at least ten years.

The district requests $40,000 to purchase equipment for its newly re-
modeled library and counseling center. The Higher Education Bond Act
of 1986 specifies, however, that none of the general obligation bond pro-
ceeds is available for the purchase of equipment that has a useful life of
less than ten years. The district has not indicated the expected life of the
proposed equipment in its request. Accordingly, we withhold recommen-
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dation on this request, pending the district’s submittal of this evaluation
of its proposed equipment items.

C. ADD INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED FACILITIES

As Table 3 shows, the community colleges request a total of $21.1 million
for 11 projects to add instructionally related facilities. Of this amount, one
project totaling $4.4 million to construct a vocational technology building
at Saddleback CCD is justified and the requested amount is reasonable.
We recommend approval of this project. We discuss the remainder of the
projects below.

Table 3

California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
C. Add Instructionally Related Facilities
{dollars in thousands)

Analyst’s
Sub- Bill Recom- . Estimated
Item Item  Location/Project Title Phase  Amount mendation- Future Cost®
6870-301-782 (1) Allan Hancock CCD, Allan Han-
: cock College, Consumer Educa- :

tion Building ....c.eovecerseermmmessrseees w $53 — $819
(9) Kern CCD, Cerro Coso College,

Classroom Addition ..........cc.. wee 1,095 pending —

(18) Los Rios CCD, Cerro Coso Col-

lege, Performing Arts Addition -

and Reconstruction........u e w 227 pending 3,152
(25) Rancho Santiago CCD, Rancho )

Santiage College, Johnson Cam- : :

pus Center Addition ... wee 350 pending C—
(27) Redwood CCD, Mendocino

Coast Education Center, Voca-

tional Building .....cc..cccvemmecrmmconnecns wcee 657 — —

. (29) Saddleback CCD, Saddleback :

College, Vocational Technology

Building we . 4352 $4,352 543
(33) Santa Barbara CCD, Santa Bar- :

bara City College, Interdiscipli-

- nary Center ... w 223 _ ¢ 3,742

(34) Ventura CCD, Moorpark Col- .

lege, Occupational Graphic Arts

Building w 102 - 2,740
Subtotal General Obligation :
Bond.....coereonmeciirinnienracinns $7,059 $4,352 $10,177

6870-301-660 (1) Allan Hancock CCD, Allan Han-

cock - College, Humanities

Building .. c $2,286 — $177
(5) Los Angeles CCD, Los Angeles :

Mission : College, -Instructional . . .

and Administration Building .... c 8,532 - $8,198 1,031
(10) San Diego CCD, San Diego . '

Miramar Center, Instructional

Center we 3,250 i — unknown
Subtotal Revenue Bond........... $14,068 $8,198 © o $1,208
Totals : $21,127 $12,550 $12,204

4 Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; ¢ = construction; and e = equipment.
b Some projects have future equipment costs which have not been identified.
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Allan Hancock CCD—Consumer Education Building and Humanities Building
We recommend deletion of $53,000 for working drawings for a new
Consumer Education Building and deletion of $2,286,000 for construction
of a new Humanities Building on the Allan Hancock campus, because tbe
scope of the work proposed does not reflect the legislative intent as speci-
fied in the Supplemental Report of the 1985 Budget Act. (Reduce Item
6870-301-782(1) by $53,000 and Item 6870-301-660(1) by $2,286,000.)

In 1985, the Legislature appropriated $62,000 for working drawings for
a new 20 600 assignable square foot (asf) Humanities Building for the
Allan Hancock campus. The Legislature specified its intent in the Supple-
mental Report of the 1985 Budget Act that the new building is to rep ace
all buildings on the campus which do not meet the structural safety re-
quirements of the Field Act. The report also specifies that the future
construction cost of this project is $2,260,000.

Over the 18 months since this appropriation was made, the scope of the
project has changed substantially. Instead of one 20, 600 asf humanities
building, the district now proposes three. projects. totahng 31,868 asf: a:
14,386 asf humanities building, a 6,636 asf consumer education building
and a 10,846 asf renovation of existing space to house various programs
(future project). The cost of the three projects is $3.7 million, or $1.3
million (56 percent) over the amount which the district identified for the
Legislature when funds for working drawings for thé humanities building
were appropriated in 1985. The district also informs us that even after
these three projects are complete, the district will still have programs in
structures which do not comply with the Field Act. .

While the need for Allan Hancock Community College District to have
classrooms and offices which can withstand the pressures of an earthquake
has been established, our review of the district’s proposal indicates that it
(1) ignores the spe01f1ed legislative intent and (2) builds more space than
the district needs. (If all three projects were completed as the district
proposes, the district will have 118 percent of the state’s guidelines for
lecture space, 115 percent of laboratory space and 98 percent of office

ace.) Consequently, we recommend deletion of $53,000 for working

rawmgs for the Consumer Education Building under Item 6870-301-
782(1), and $2,286,000 for construction of the Humanities Building under
Item 6870-301-660(1). The district should use previously ‘appropriated
funds to develop working drawings which conform with the scope and
cost previously approved by the Legislature.

Kern CCD—Classroom Addition

We withhold recommendation on $1,095, 000 under Item 6870-301-782(9)
for working drawings, construction and equipment for the classroom addi-
tion at Cerro Coso College (Kern Community College District), pending
information on the possibility of using/remodeling laboratory rooms for
classrooms and cértification from the district that the proposed equipment
has a useful life of at least ten years.

Kern CCD proposes to add 5,118 asf to an existing ¢lassroom building
to create space for ten new general purpose classrooms. We have two



Item 6870 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1245

concerns with the district’s proposal. First, while the campus has a short-
age of classroom space (only 31 percent of the state’s guidelines, a 7,898
asf deficiency), the campus has a surplus of laboratory space. (292 percent
of the state’s guidelines, a 7,423 asf surplus.) We are not sure why the
college cannot teach some lecture classes such as math and business in
laboratory rooms. Second, the district. proposes $1.1 million for working
drawing, construction and equipment funds from the Higher Education
Bond Act of 1986. As we have discussed previously, the bond act restricts
the use of the funds for equipment purchases to include only equipment
which has a useful life of ten years or more. Kern CCD has not specified
the expected life of the equipment it requests. ’
Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on this proposal, pending
receipt of the following information: ’

e a description and utilization (from the district’s space inventory) of
all laboratory classrooms at Cerro Coso, "

+ adescription and utilization (from the district space inventory) of all
lecture classrooms at Cerro Coso College, and '

o the expected lifetime of the requested equipment.

Los Rios CCD—Performing Arts Addition and Reconstruction

We withhold recommendation on $227,000 under item 6870-301-782(18)
for working drawings for the performing arts addition and reconstruction
on the Sacramento City College campus, pending justification of the size
of the new music wing, and/or redesign/reduction of the scope and cost
of the project. ‘ B ;

The budget includes $227,000 for working drawings for a construction/
renovation project to improve the facilities for the music, performing arts
and drafting programs at Sacramento City College. The music program is
currently housed in part of a 50-year old auditorium building, in portable
facilities and in the Library.annex. The district indicates that the current
music facilities are inadequate for many reasons, the most critical of which
being acoustical isolation. Despite numerous attempts to rectify the prob-
lem, the existing quarters are not acoustically sound, making it difficult for
gther c;:lasses to be taught in an area where a music class is being con-

ucted.

The district proposes to build a new 8,938 asf music wing to the. audito-
rium building and to remodel a total of 34,603 asf of lecture, lab,.office and
assembly space in the auditorium building and the Library annex. The
remodeling will permit several programs such as.adaptive physical educa-
tion, drafting, and financial aid to move from temporary facilities into
more appropriate permanent space. The remodeling will also add theatre
lights and renovate the asseml:!;)ly in the auditorium building. =~

" Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the project will sub-
stantially improve the facilities for many programs. We withhold recom-
mendation, however, because the district has not fully justified the size of
the proposed new music wing. According to state space guidelines, after
the project’s completion, the district will have 106 and 121 percent, respec-
tively of the space needed for lecture and laboratory classes. Accordingly,
we withhold recommendation on this request, pending justification of the
need for 8,938 asf of new construction—or resubmittal of the project, at
reduced size and cost. ‘
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Rancho- Santiago CCD-—Johnson Campus Center Addition

We withhold recommendation on $134,000 under Item 6870-301-782 (25)
for the equipment for Johnson Campus Center Addition, pending certifi-
cation from the district that the useful life of the proposed equipment is
at least ten years.

The budget proposes $350,000 for working drawings, construction and
equipment for a project to convert a patio of the Johnson Center into a
3,330 square foot learning laboratory. The new space will be used for the
assessment and remediation of students with learning disabilities, This
new space will brm% the district to 95 percent of the state guidelines for
laboratory space. While the need for the proposed project is justified, the
district has not indicated if the equipment ($134,000) to be purchased with
these funds will have a useful life of at least ten years. Accordingly, we
withhold recommendation, pendmg an evaluation of the proposed equlp-
ment.

Redwoods CCD—Vocational Building

We recommend deletion of $657,000 for working drawings, construction
and equipment for a vocational building at the Mendocino Coast Educa-
tion Center, because the need for the additional space is not Justzﬁed
(Reduce Item 6870-301-782(27) by $657,000.)

The budget provides $657,000 for working drawings, construction and
equipment for a new 4,440 asf building to house vocational arts at the
Mendocino Coast Education Center. The district indicates that this build-
ing will enable it to hold photography, art, graphics and ceramic classes
at the center, rather than in leaseg facilities.

Our analy51s indicates that it would be less expensive for the district to
maintain its existing leases, than to build new space. The district’s annual
lease cost is $20,600. The state s cost for the new building is $657,000. Thus,
it would take more than 30 years for the lease costs to exceed the cost of
new construction. On this basis, we recommend deletlon of this project,
for a savings of $657,000.

Santa Barbara CCD—Interdisciplinary Center

We recommend deletion of working drawing funds for a new interdisci-
plinary center on the Santa Barbara campus, because the size of the
proposed building is greater than needed. (Reduce Item 6870-301-
782(33) by $223,000.)

The budget proposes working drawings funds for a new 23,600 asf build-
ing for English, mathematics and social sciences classes. These classes are
currently conducted in nine temporary buildings. The district inforins us
that, upon completion of this new building, eight of the temporary build-
ings would be removed from the campus and one temporary building
would be used for storage.

Based on our site visit, we understand that replacing the temporary
buildings with a permanent structure would be desirable, however, the
district’s proposal is excessive. According to information submitted by the
district, once this project is completed, the district will have 124 percent
of the lecture space indicated by state guidelines. Moreover, two years
after completion, because of a projected f cline in weekly student contact
hours, the district estimates that it will have 128 percent of the space
indicated by state guidelines.
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Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $223,000 requested for
working drawings. The district should reevaluate its space needs and
develop a more modest proposal.

Ventura CCD—Occupational Graphic Arts Building

We recommend deletion of $102,000 for working drawings for the Ven-
tura CCD Occupational Graphic Arts Building, because the district has
not adequately justified either the need for the project or its high cost.
I(.Retjuce Item 6870-301-782(34) by $102,000. Future savings of $2.7 mil-
ion,

Ventura County CCD proposes to build one 10,116 asf building to house

its radio/television, journalism, and commercial and graphic arts pro-
grams. These programs are currently housed in classrooms and laborato-
ries throughout the campus. The district indicates.that this project would
consolidate the programs and house them in more appropriately designed
space. . S . -
- Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the district has not
adequately justified its need for the new buildings. The district has submit-
ted no information to indicate that the existing facilities are inadequate
and/or that the existing facilities could not be modified to meet the pro-
gram’s needs. In addition, according to state space guidelines, the district
currently has 106 percent of laboratory need and 143 percent: of lecture
needs. Finally, the district’s proposal is very costly—$3.2 million ($315 per
asf) to plan, construct and equip the 10,116 ast facility. In comparison,
similar construction/equipment costs in CSU would be approximately
$200 per asf. Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $102,000 under
Iterm 6870-301-782(34) for working drawings.

Los Angeles CCD—Instructional and Administration Building

We recommend a reduction of $334,000 for construction of an instruc-
tional/administration. building at Los Angeles Mission College to elimi-
nate skylights enclosing two courtyards and the mission clay tile
roof. - (Reduce Item 6870-301-660(5) by $334,000.) o

The budget proposes $8.5 millioir to construct an instructional/adminis-
tration building at Los Angeles Mission Community College. This building
would be the first building constructed for the new Mission campus at
Sylmar. The college currently conducts classes in a dozen rented facilities,
located over a five mile range of the northern San Fernando Valley.

Ordinarily, we would not recommend that this project proceed, because
the Los Angeles Community College District has a substantial surplus of
lecture and laboratory space—158 percent and 127 percent, respectively,
of state guidelines. Moreover, the new Sylmar site is only 15 miles from
Valley Community College and 21 miles from Pierce College, both of
which have surplus classroom capacity. : '

In the case of Los Angeles Mission, however, there are extenuating
factors which suggest that existing classroom capacity outside of the Los
Angeles Mission area may not be utilized by many of Mission’s students.
Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the decision to.build a
campus for Los Angeles Mission, despite the surplus district capacity, is a
policy issue that should be addressed by the Legislature. In this section,
we cfi/scuss the Mission campus proposal and offer recommendations re-
garding possible cost reductions, should the Legislature decide to approve
this request. ‘ ; :
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Proposal. Los Angeles Mission College has offered classes in the
northern San Fernando Valley since 1975. Mission’s enrollment has varied
from a low of 2,000 students in 1975 to a high of 4,926 in 1986. Seventy
percent of L. A. Mission’s students are women, nearly half are over 35
years of age and less than 15 percent are full-time. The service-area popu-
lation of the Collége is Pacoima, the City of San Fernando and Sylmar. The
area is comprised primarily of low-income people and contains a high
percentage of minority-group members, particularly Hispanics.

In requesting funds for construction of the instructional /administration
building, the district contends that while existing surplus capacity on
neighboring campuses could accommodate Los Angeles Mission students,
these students are not apt-to attend' the other campuses because: (1)
public transportation is costly and time consuming and this is a particular
disincentive for Mission’s many part-time-students, (2) Pierce and Valley
Colleges do not offer Mission’s unique array of programs, designed to
serve the néeds of socioeconomically deprived stugents and, most impor-
tantly, (3) minority students; particularly Hispanics, are much less likely
to attend college if the school is located outside of their community.

"The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) evaluat-
ed the Los Angeles Community College District’s proposal in early 1986,
employing nine criteria that have been used since 1975 to determine
whether anew campus is needed. CPEC con¢luded that, although Mission
College did not meet portions of two of the Commission’s criteria related
to district capacity and the lack of a negative impact on neighboring
colleges, the proposal satisfies the requirement that “compelling local
needs” exist. In addition, the commission concluded that the residents of
Mission’s service area have unique needs that cannot be met by neighbor-
ing colleges. ' ’ , A DR
- Project Costs. - Should the Legislature decide to approve construc-
tion funds for this project, we recommend reducing the cost by $334,000
to eliminate two unnecessary architectural features. The building is de-
signed to have two large, two-story interior courtyards. Although the cli-
mate in southern California is mild, the district proposes to install two
2,500 square foot skylights over the courtyards—and heat and cool the
interior space. These skylights are both costly and unnecessary. The dis-
trict also proposes to use mission clay tile on the roof of the building. This
expensive tile is not needed to complement. neighboring architecture.
Moreover, other community colleges use less costly tile roofing materials
when constructing new buildings. Consequently, we recommend deletion
of. the skylights and the use of less expensive tile roofing materials, for a
total savings of $334,000. - D :

San Diego CCD—Instructional Center . ; T

- We recommend deletion of working drawings and construction funds
for-a new instructional center at the Miramar Campus; because the pro-
Jected growth.in the district’s population over the near future does not
necessitate additional capacity. (Reduce Item 6870-301-660 (10} by $3,250,-
000. Future Savings: unknown cost for equipment.)

- The budget proposes $3.3 million for working drawings and construc-
tion of a 16,828 asf building for business, management, computer science
and general purpose classrooms. Construction of the building would ena-
ble the district to remove several “temporary” facilities from the campus.
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While the district has been offering classes at Miramar since 1969 (initially
as an off-campus center), the proposed building would be the first state
funded facility on the campus. .

Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the proposal is pre-
mature. According to state guidelines, the district has suff cient facilities
at its three colleges and eleven centers to accommodate current and
projected space needs. Moreover, in comparison with the temporary
facilities on many other | commumty college campuses, these “temporary”
buildings are sturdy and in good condition. Consequently, we recommend
that the Legislature delete % nds for this project for a savings of $3,250,000.

»D UPGRADE INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED FACILITIES

" As shown on Table 4, the budget proposes six remodellng prOJects
totaling $3.5 million, to improve the usability of existing community col-
‘lege facilities. We recommend approval of a project to remodel the San
Diego City College science laboratories and the Orange Coast biology
laboratory modifications. A discussion of the remaining projects in this
category arid our recommendalton for each follows

Table 4

California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
D. ‘Upgrade Instructionally Related Facilities
' (dollars in thousands)
o : ‘ o Budget ~ Analyst’s Estimated
Sub- ©Bill'  Recom- Future
Item Item - Location/Project Title Phase® - Amount mendation Cost®

6870-301-782 ‘{12) Kern CCD, Porterville College, Remodel
Existing Nursmg Facility and Computer

Lab wee $262 P
" (23) * Palomar CCD, Palomar College, Remod- :
~ . el Seven Buildings for Space Utilization we 572 —= —

(24) Peralta CCD, Merritt College, Conver-

sion of Existing Space we 1,259 - — $104 .
(31) San Diego CCD, San Diego College, Re- .
model Existing Facilities, Llfe Sc1ence, . ) ‘
Phase I _.we 205 '$205 =
Subtotal General Obligation Bond ........ o $2,298 - $205: 4104
6870-301-660 (2) Coast-CCD, Orange Coast College, Biolo- . :
gy Modification - we $464 $464 - —
(3) Kern CCD, Bakersfield College, Science .
Laboratory Reconstruction ... we 728 = =
Subtotal Revenue Bond $1,192 $464 =
Totals o ‘e ' $3,490 $669 $104

4 Ph: Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; ¢ = construction and e = eqmpment
b Some pro_]ects have future equipment costs which have not been identified. ‘.

Kern CCD—Remodel Existing Nursing Facility and Compuier'»_‘l';ab R

We recominend deletion of $262,000 for working drawings, construction
and equipment to remodel buildings on the Porterville College campus,
because the district has not adequately justified the need for the project
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and much of the proposed work is not capital improvements and would
be more appropriately budgeted as maintenance. (Reduce Item 6870-301-
782(12) by $262,000.) ‘

The budget proposes $262,000 for working drawings, construction and
equipment to remodel three 30-year old buildings on the Porterville Col-
lege campus. The project is intended to increase the buildings’ energy
efficiency, comfort and utility. The district has not provided, however,
information justifying the need for an energy upgrade or the need for
many other items—such as installing windows in windowless offices or
increasing the size of the classrooms and laboratories. (The campus is
currently at 169 percent and 187 percent, respectively, of state space
guidelines for lecture and laboratories.) Furthermore, much of the work/
.equipment proposed in the project, such as replacing the roof and carpets
and purchasing new equipment, should not be financed through the capi-
tal outlay program. This work is more appropriately financed, on a priority
basis, through deferred maintenance ang support {;udgets. Consequently,
we recommend deletion of $262,000 under Item 6870-301-782(12).

Palomar CCD—Remodel Seven Buildings for Space Utilization

We recommend deletion of $572,000 to remodel seven buildings at Palo-
mar College, because the need for most of the work is not adequately
Justified. (Reduce Item 6870-301-782(23) by $572,000.)

The Palomar CCD is requesting $572,000 to remodel seven buildings on
the Palomar campus to increase the buildings’ usability or safety. This
work includes minor alterations such as enlarging rooms, adding offices,
installing fume hoods and upgrading a dance floor and repairs such as
replacing lights and seats. :

Our review of the districts proposal indicates that the work is insuffi-
ciently justified or is more appropriately budgeted as a repair. According-
ly, we recommend deletion of $572,000 under 6870-301-782(23).

Peralta CCD—Conversion of Eiisiing Space

We recommend deletion of $1,259,000 for working drawings and con-
struction to remodel several buildings at Merritt College, hecause the
district’s plan is uncertain and is insufficiently justified. (Reduce Item
6870-301-782(24) by $1,259,000. Future savings: $104,000.)

The district proposes a major remodeling of Merritt College. Based on
our site visit, it appears that some consolidation/alterations may be desira-
ble to improve facilities for student services and data processing/com-
puter classes at Merritt College. We have three concerns, however, with
the proposal. First, the district has not completed preliminary plans, thus
it cannot substantiate the dollar amount of its request. Second, the district
informs us that it may have to substantially redesign its proposal, because
it may not be possible to put classrooms in the student union building, as
the district originally planned. Third, the proposed remodeling appears to
be unnecessarily complicated (involving five buildings and 38,875 asf) -and
costly, given the benefits to be derived by students from the alterations.

Consequently, we recommend that the Legislature delete funding for
this project, for a savings of $1,259,000 and a future savings of $104,000.
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Kern CCD—Science Laboratory Reconstruction

We recommend deletion of $728,000 for working drawings and construc-

- tion to renovate the science laboratories at Bakersfield College, because

the scope of the proposed work appears excessive and much of the work

is not capital improvements and would be more appropriately budgeted
as maintenance. (Reduce Item 6870-301-660(3) by $728,000.)

- The budget provides $728,000 -for working ‘drawings and construction
for the Kern Community College District to undertake a major renovation
of its science laboratories, Based on our site visit, it appears that some work
may be needed at the Bakersfield Science laboratories to install eyewashes
and other safety devices, upgrade chemical storage and increase ventila-
tion. & e :

The scope of the proposed project, however, is excessive. For example,
the project includes installation of emergency shut-off valves for natural
gas and emergency switches for electric service for almost every room.

-These valves/switches are not required by code. In addition, the district’s
proposal includes many items that should be part of the district’s mainte-
nance program. : L

Consequently, we recommend deletion of $728,000 under Item 6870-

301-660(3) for this project.

E. LIBRARIES
As Table 5 indicates, the budget proposeés two projects, totaling $1.1
. million: to add library space to the community colleges. Our discussion of
the proposed projects and recommendations follow. .

Table 5

California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
E. Libraries
{dollars in thousands)

Budget  Analyst's FEstimated
Sub- : : : Bill Recom-  Future
Item Item Location/Project Title Phase® ~ Amount mendation Cost®
6870-301-782 (15) Los Rios CCD, American River Col-
lege, Remodel for Learning Resource

Center wcee $542 pending -
6870-301-660 (14) West Hills CCD, West Hills College, Li- ) ‘

brary Addition we 606 — i

Totals $1,148 — $77

2 Phase symbols indicate: w = working drawings; ¢ = construction and e = equipment.
District estimate. . Lo -

Los Rios CCD—Remodel for Library Resource Center

We withhold recommendation on $214,000 for equipment purchases
under Item 6870-301-782(15) for a project to remodel the American River
College Library, pending certification that the useful life of the proposed
equipment is at least ten years. * : '

The district proposes to convert ten classrooms into a library resources/
learning assistance center and split twelve large classrooms into 18 smaller
classrooms. (The small classrooms are appropriate for communications
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and humanities classes, which generally have fewer than 30 students.) As
the district has a surplus of lecture space and a shortage of library space
(approximately 117 percent and 83 percert of space guidelines, respec-
tively), the remodel is a sensible and cost effective way for the district to
meet its space needs. We withhold recommendation on the equipment

. portion ($214,000) for this proposal, however, pending district certifica-
‘tion that the equipment it plans to: purchase will have a useful life of at

least ten years. .

West Hills CCD—Library Addition ‘

We recommend deletion of working drawing and construction funds for
the West Hills Library Addition, because the district should use existing
space to meet its library needs. (Reduce Item 6870-301-660(14) by $606,-
000. Future savings: $77,000.) ‘ ‘ .

The district proposes to add 4,819 asf of library space by expanding the
existing library on two sides. While ‘the district has an 11,682 asf shortage
of library space, the district has a 35,580 asf surplus of lecture space (386

ercent of state guidelines). The district has not explained why existing
acilities cannot be remodeled, at a lower cost, to meet the district’s library
needs. Accordingly, we recommend deletion, for a savings of $606,000.

F. ADD NEW SUPPORT FACILITIES » .

As Table 6 shows, the Budget Bill proposes six projects to add’ various
physical education facilities on community college campuses. Three
projects totaling $4.1 million are justified and are needed to enable the
Cuyamaca, Irvine Valley and Columbia Colleges to offer physical educa-
tion programs. Accordingly, we recommend approval. Our comments
regarding the three remaining projects follow.

Table 6
. California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Qutlay Program
F. Add New Support Facilities
Item 6870-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget Analyst’s Estimated

ft%lr,n Location/Project Title Phase* An?ount : mle?gcargon Fé‘i{:ﬁe )
(6) Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD, Cuyamaca Col-
lege, Outdoor Physical Education Facility... w $135 $135 $1,492
(11) Kern CCD, Cerro Coso College, Multi-Use
Physical Education Facility ... w 251 . . 168 3,966
(20) Mendocino-Lake CCD, Mendocino College, .
Outdoor Physical Education Facility .............. w 167 — 1,880
(21) Mendocino-Lake CCD, Mendocino College, . '
Indoor Physical Education Facility, Phase I w To198 - 3,015
(28) ‘Saddleback CCD, Irvine Valley College, Out- : LT .
. ...door Physical Education Facility ....cc.cceeeeeeceo w - 139 139 1,641
..(35) Yosemite . CCD, Columbia College, Multi-
Purpose Instructional Facility, Gymnasium.. c 3,785 3,785 unknown
_ Total $4,675 . $4227 $11,994

2 Phase jsymbols indicate: w = :working drawings and ¢ = construction
b Some projects have future equipment costs which have not been identified
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Kern CCD—Multi-Purpose. Physical Education Facility

We recommend a reduction of $83,000 from working drawings for.the
Cerro Coso College Multi-Use Physical Education Facility, because the
cost of the proposed facility is unnecessarily high. (Reduce Item 6870-
301-782(11) by $53,000. Future savings: $1.6 million.)

The budget includes $251,000 to develop working drawings for construc-
tion of a 26,296 asf physical education multipurpose facility, with a basket-
ball court (seating for 4,000), four racquetball courts, a weight training
.room, and ancillary facilities. While the college currently offers indoor
physical education classes, the district informs us that the facility in which
the college holds classes—the Naval Weapons Center at China Lake—will
no longer be available for lease by the general public. The district also
indicates that there is little other space in the Indian Wells Valley which
would be suitable to lease for physical education purposes. :

Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that, although a physical
education facility is needed, the cost of the proposed project ‘is high—
exceeding the California State University’s (CSU) cost guidelines for
physical education facilities by 33 percent. The reason for this high cost is
not apparent. From the information provided by the district, the design
of, and materials proposed for the facility do not appear to be unusual or
costly. Consequently, we believe that either the cost estimate is inflated,
or there are design elements that are not shown in the drawings. Accord-
ingly, we recommend that the Legislature reduce the amount proposed
for working drawings by 33 percent to reflect a total project cost that
would be consistent with the cost guidelines of CSU. Thus, we recommend
that Item 6870-301-782(11) be reduced by $83,000, with a future savings of
$1.6 million. :

Mendocino-Lake CCD Indoor Physical Education Facility and Mendocino-Lake
CCD Outdoor Physical Education Facility

We recommend deletion of $365,000 for working drawings for two phsyi-
cal education facilities on the Mendocino College campus, because the
district’s total plan to provide physical education facilities is unnecessarily
expensive. (Reduce Item 6870-301-782(20) and (21) for a savings of $365,-
000. Future savings: $4.9 million plus an unknown amount for equipment
for the indoor physical education facility.)

The budget bill provides funds for working drawings for a 20,300 asf
indoor physical education facility plus outdoor physical education areas at
Mendocino College. The estimated future cost of these proposed facilities
is $4.9 million. These projects, however, represent just half of the physical
education facilities proposed in the district’s five-year plan. The total cost
of all the facilities is unknown, but is likely to exceed $8 million. '

Our review of the district’s proposed indoor physical education facility
indicates that the cost of the building exceeds the CSU guidelines by 16
percent. Moreover, the building provides only a portion of the district’s
stated indoor physical education facility needs. The 20,300 asf building
primarily includes space for lockers and showers (10,000 asf), a weight
room (2,500 asf) and excercise, dance and human performance testing
areas (6,000 asf). Construction of other indoor activity areas is proposed
under a future gymnasium project, estimated to cost $2.1 million.

Our review of the district’s outdoor facility indicates that its cost is also
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unnecessarily hi%f . This is because the outdoor facility includes items such
as' a covered golf driving area, a mile long jogging trail, and separate
baseball, football, softball and soccer playing fields. We believe that this
extensive development of outdoor physical education facilities is-excessive

for a college which has a total enrollment of fewer than 3,500 students

(19,100 weekly student contact hours). o
Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature delete funds for these
projects. We urge the district to reconsider its five-year plan and develop

-an alternate proposal for meeting its physical education needs which (1)

makes maximum use of existing community facilities and (2) minimizes
cost. : .

G. UPG‘RADE SUPPORT FACILITIES

As Table 7 shows, the Budget Bill includes two projects to upgrade
support facilities at community colleges. Qur comments follow.

Table 7

California Community Colleges .
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
G. Upgrade Support Facilities
(dollars in thousands)
v Budget = Analyst’s - Estimated

Sub- ‘ ‘ Bill Recom- = Future
Item Item  Location/Project Title - Phase® Amount mendation Cost®

6870-301-782. (5) Glendale CCD, Glendale College,
Renovate Classroom, laboratories and
administration SPACE........cwcrmeconersecossserees W $152 - —_ $2,956

6870-301-660 (12) ‘Santa Barbara CCD, Santa Barbara City
College, Student Services Center—
Working Drawings ... w 109 pending 1,526

Totals ' $961 — w782

2 Phase symbol indicates: w = working drawings.

b Some projects have future equipment costs which have not been identified. ’ ~

Glendale CCD—Renovate Classrooms, Laboratories and Administrative
Space ' ‘

We recommend deletion of $152,000 to prepare working drawings to
renovate classrooms, laboratory and administrative space at Glendale Col-
lege, because the project is insufficiently justified and the majority of the
work proposed is more appropriately budgeted as maintenance, not capi-
taII(I)utIay. (Reduce Item 6870-301-782 (5) by $152,000. Future savings: $2.3
million.) : .

The budget includes $152,000 for working drawings to remodel the
classroom/laboratory and administration building. This project includes:

« major renovation of the first floor of the building, which houses ad-

ministrative offices (32 percent of total project cost),

« minor remodeling of the classrooms on the second floor (4 percent of

total project cost), N

» new equipment and office furniture (17 percent of total project cost),

and
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¢ a general upgrade of the building’s infrastructure, including a new
heating/air conditioning system, lighting, and installation of insula-
tion, g%are reducing glass and weather-stripping (47 percent of total
project cost). R

The district contends that the existing building is difficult to heat and
cool, has insufficient office space and would function better with modern
furniture and equipment. '

Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that: (1) the district has
not adequately justified the need for the utility upgrades, (2) despite the
high cost of the project, the remodeling will add only 3,015 asf of office
space and this will not substantially improve the district’s inventory of
office space and (3) some of the proposed cost, such as the new office
furniture for the administrative areas, is more appropriately budgeted
through the district’s support funds. :

Given the above, we recommend deletion of $152,000 under Item 6870-
301-782(5). (Future savings: $2.3 million.)

Santa Barbara CCD—Student Services Center

We withhold recommendation on $109,000 under Item 6870-301-660(12)
for working drawings to remodel the Santa Barbara library into-a student
services building, pending receipt of a revised project proposal which is

based on no net increase in building space. ~

The 1986 Budget Act appropriated funds to construct a new learning
resources center on the Santa Barbara campus. The district now requests
funds for working drawings to remodel the old library into a student
services center. The new center will enable the district to consolidate
student services into a single building and remove eight temporary struc-
tures from the campus.

The existing library has a total of 18,508 asf of space on the main floor,

second floor and basement. The district proposes to remodel this space
and construct 5,120 new square feet within the existing building by adding
a second floor over an open space area. The district notes that the internal
addition represents a substantial portion of the cost of this approximately
$1.6 million project. E :
. Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the renovation of the
old library is justified, but that the addition of the 5,120 asf may not be
needed. While the district has a shortage of office space, the district ex-
ceeds state guidelines for lecture and laboratory space. Accordingly, we
asked the Chancellor’s Office to work with the district to see if an alterna-
tive plan for the building could be developed which did not add the
second floor. We have not yet received the requested plan. Consequently,
we withhold recommendation, pending receipt of a revised project pro-
posal and cost estimate. ‘

H. OTHER PROJECTS v v v

The Community Colleges capital outlay program includes funds for
eight projects such as utility/energy upgrades, projects to provide hand-
icapped accessibility, land acquisition and planning. Table 8 summarizes
the projects and our recommendations. Three projects, totaling $576,000
are justified. These remove barriers to the physically impaired and pro-
vide funds. for the community colleges. to prepare peliminary plans. The
proposed work and associated costs are reasonable and we recommend
funding at the requested amounts. Our comments regarding the remain-
ing projects follow.
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) Table 8
California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
H. Other Projects
Item 6870-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget - Analyst’s

Sub- A Bill Recom-
Item  Location/Project Title - Phase® Amount ,mendatior_z
(2) Cerritos CCD, Cerritos College, Energy Conservation Measures ~ we $432 $261

(3) Coast CCD, Golden West Campus, Removal of Architectural

Barriers, Phase 11 . we 200 200
(14) Los Angeles CCD, Los Angeles City College, Music Building

HVAC we 840 —_
(16) Los Rios CCD, Cosumnes River College, Removal of Architec- ‘

tural Barriers we . 176 176
(26) Rancho Santiago CCD, Orange Campus, Site Acquisition, Inc. )

#2 . a . 3,184 —_
{30). San Bernardino CCD, San Bernardino Valley College, Removal

of Architectural Barriers, Phase II we 193 —
(32) San Francisco CCD, San Francisco City College, Batmale Hall

Code Compliance , we 453 —
(39) Statewide—Preliminary Plans for 1988-89.........cooccccecevereerrnens - p ' 200 200

Total - ‘ . $5678 $837

3 Phase symbols indicate: p = preliminary plans; w = working drawings; ¢ ‘= construction; a = acquisi-
tion.

Utility/Energy Projects

We recommend a total reduction of $1,464,000 from three utility/energy
efficiency projects, because the need for the work is not justified. (Reduce
Item 6870-301-782(2) by $171,000, Item 6870-301-782(14) by $840,000 and
Item 6870-301-782(32) by $453,000.)

The budget proposes three projects to upgrade energy efficiency or
increase/provide air conditioning. Our review indicates:

o The need for replacing fluorescent lights at Cerritos College has not
‘been substantiated. Moreover, this type of work is usually budgeted
from support funds. Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of $171,-
000 from Item 6870-301-782(2) ‘to delete this portion of the work. The
remainder of the project provides for energy improvements which
are justified and which have paybacks of 1.6 to 4.2 years.

¢ The need for providing a chiller and additional chilled water coils to
the air handling system of the Los Angeles Music Building has not
been substantiated. The proposed chiller was originally part of the
building’s design, but was deleted by the district, on a priority basis,
because of the high cost. Accordingly, we recommend that the re-
fluefitedz’$840,000 under Item 6870-301-782 (14) for this project be de-

eted. : ' :

« It may not be necessary to air-condition the entire Batmale Hall at San
Francisco City College, because some of the interior classrooms get

~ warm. Usually in temperate climates such as San Francisco, the build-
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ing’s ventilation system can be adjusted to maintain -a comfortable
temperature in the building. Should increasing ventilation not rectify
the problem, the district should consider air conditioning only the
interior classrooms. We recommend deletion of the requested $453,-
000 under Item 6870-301-782(32). .

Rancho Santiago CCD—Site Acquisition

We recommend deletion of $3,184,000 to acquire 22 acres at Rancho
Santiago Orange campus, because the campus does not need to purchase
the land at this time. (Reduce Item 6870-301-782(26) by $3,184,000.) -

The budget proposes $3.2 million for the Rancho Santiago CCD to pur-
chase 22 acres of land on the east boundary of the existing 30 acre campus.
The district contends that the purchase is necessary because, (1)’ a new
instructional building will be needed in a few years to accommodate
student enrollment growth and (2) the district’s master plan shows the
future building located on a parcel which the district does not own. .

Our review of the district’s proposal indicates that the need to place the
new building on the proposed parcel, rather than on district owned land,
has not been substantiated. The existing 30 acre Rancho Santiago campus
is largely undeveloped. We see no reason a building could not be con-
structed on the existing campus land. Furthermore, we believe that the
district should reconsider its master plan, because it does not appesr to
develop land efficiently and the adjacent parcels are very expensive.

The district’s master plan is based on a total of 96 acres (66 acres more
than are currently owned by the district) and includes: 35 acres of parking,
almost 11 acres for a community equestrian center, six to ten acres of a
landscaped “buffer”, 28 acres for a sports center and playing field and only
12 to 16 acres of buildings and related open space. Accordingly, we recom-
mend that the Legislature delete the $3.2 million under Item 6870-301-
782(3). for the land acquisition and urge the district to reconsider ‘its
master plan- and the siting of the next building. S

San Bemardiho CCD—R‘emoQaI of Architectural Barriers .

We recommend deletion of $193,000 to remove architectural barriers a
San Bernardino, because the district’s proposal is unclear as to what work
is proposed and why it is necessary. (Reduce Item 6870-301-782(30), $193,-

The budget proposes $193,000 for the removal of architectural barriers
at San Bernardino CCD. The district’s requests consists of four sentences
and is very unclear as to what work is to be done or why it is necessary.
In November 1986, we requested the Chancellor’s Office to ask the district
to submit information explaining the scope of the project. At the time the
analysis was prepared, we had received no information. We therefore
recommend deletion of $193,000 under Item 6870-301-782(30).

I. CREATION OF PERMANENT OFF-CAMPUS CENTER

The budget proposes three projects, summarized in Table 9, related to
the creation of a permanent off-campus center in Woodland. - ‘
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Table 9
Callfornla Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
l. Creation of Permanent Off-Campus-Centers
Item 6870-301 -782

(dollars in thousands) ) : .
: ' : Budget  Analyst’s - Estimated
Sub- i ' Bill Recom- - Future

Item  Location/Project Title .. : Phase® . Amount mendation’  Cost®
(36) Yuba CCD, Woodland Center,, Off:Site Develop- '

- ment we . $187 —_ —_—
(37). Yuba CCD, Woodland Center, On-Site Development we - 1739 — : —
(38) Yuba CCD, Woodland Center, Permanent Facilities w 195 . — $3,728 .

Total. : ‘ : $2,121 — ©$3,278 .

2 Phase symbols mdxcate W= workmg drawings and ¢ = construction.
b District estimate.

Yuba CCD—Creohon of a Permanent’ Woodland Educational Center

‘We recommend deletion of $2,121,000 for three projects related to the
creation of a permanent off-campus center in Woodland, because the need

for the center has not been established. (Reduce Items 6870-301-

782(36),(37) and (38) for a total savings of $2,121,000. F uture savings: at
least $3.3 million.)

The Yuba CCD has operated a center in Woodland since 1976. The
center consists of several portable buildings located on leased property.

The lease expires in 1989, with the allowance for a one-year extension.

“The Yuba CCD requests funds to construct a new Woodland Center on

district owned land to the south of the city. Specifically, the budget pro-

poses a total $2.1 million for working drawings and construction of on- and
off-site development and working drawings for an instructional/adminis-
tration building. The future cost of these projects is $3.3 million.

Our. review of the district’s proposal indicates that the need for the
Woodland center has not been established. There is sufficient classroom
and laboratory space in the Yuba and nearby Los Rios Community College
Districts to accommodate all the Woodland students without any new
construction. The Yuba CCD currently has 145 and 115 percent, respec-
tively of the lecture and laboratory space recommended by state guide-
lines. The proposed construction will increase these percentage to 153 and
124 percent. The neighboring Los Rios CCD has lecture and laboratory
capacities of 118 and 124 percent respectively.

In addition, the number of students expected to enroll at the new center

is very low, espec1ally in light of the high costs to create the center. The

Department of Finance estimates that there will be only 1,140 students
(9,800 weekly student contact hours) enrolled at the Woodland Center
when it opens in 1989-90 and only 2,410 students (22,400 weekly student

‘contact hours) in 1994. -

The total cost, on the other hand, to the state and district to develop the
proposed site, move the relocatable buildings and construct one new
building will be approximately $7.3 million. Furthermore, the district’s
five-year plan calls for future construction at the center of a library, addi-
tional classroom and laboratory space, a cafeteria and bookstore building
and physical education facilities. Thus, the center would basically become
another campus in the district. The district has not provided estimates for
the cost of these future projects.
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Rather than construct a permanent center IS}(iampus) the district should

~consider (1) consolidating its programs at the Marysville campus, (2)
entering into an inter-district agreement with Los Rios CCD to serve Yuba
CCD students and/or (3) leasing facilities in Woodland.

In view of the excess capacity within the Yuba CCD and the Los Rios
CCD coupled with the relatively low enrollment, we recommend deletion
of the $2,121,000 under Items 6870-301-782(36), (37) and (38). (Future
savings: at least $3.3 million.)

J. ANCILLARY
As Table 10 indicates, the budget proposes a total of $4.9 million for five
. ghlllld care centers and one cafeteria. Our discussion and recommendations
ollow. L

Table 10
" California Community Colleges
1987-88 Capital Outlay Program
"J. Ancillary Facilities
Item 6370-301-782
(dollars in thousands)

Budget Analyst's Estimated

Sub- - Bill Recom- .. Future. .
Item  Location/Project Title : Phage® Amount mendation Costb
(4) Glendale CCD, Glendale College, "Child : .

. Development Center.......oommmmmsseenmicons wee $760 pending —
(7) Grossmont-Cuyamaca, Grossmont College, )

Child Development Center ..., wee 507 ' pending -
(10) Kern CCD, Cerro Coso College, Child . . .
"* Care Center.... wee 970 pending T —
(17) Los Rios CCD, Cosumnes River College, C ’ :

o Cafeteria Building ..ivcoermesseesnisnssssssesnens we : 2,047 $1,846 - unknown
(19) Mendocino-Lake CCD, Mendocino Col- : : o
lege, Child Care Facility........ccccsssessvereesns we - 498 - pending unknown

(22) Napa Valley CCD, Napa Valley College, ‘ . .
Child Care Facility.....cccommeessismnscssscesesssicns w 101  pending $1,600
Totals . $4,883 $1846  $1600

2 Phase symbols indicate: w =Aworking drawings; ¢ = construction; € = equipment.
Some projects have future equipment costs which have not been identified.

Child Care Centers—Five Districts

We withhold recommendation on a total of $2,836,000 for five projects
for child care centers on five community college campuses, pending fur-
ther review and receipt of additional information. (Withhold recommen-
dation on Items 6870-301-782(4), (7), (10), (19) and (22).)

For the first time, the state’s capital outlay program for the community
colleges requests funds for child care centers. The districts have not re-
quested nor (to our knowledge) has the state fmanced prOJects that
predominantly are for child care. -

The change in'the community college’s capital outlay program reflects
the legislative intent’expressed in Ch 843/85. This chapter amended the
Education Code to permit community college districts to apply for state
funding for child care centers and stated that “The Legislature finds and
declares that the lack of adequate child care facilities may bar a parent’s
access to education, with particular regard to equal education opportuni-
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ties, and expresses the intent that the state government assist in providing
child care and development services on each campus of the California
Community Colleges.”

Our review of the five child care or child care/child development
pro;ects is not yet complete, as we have several remaining policy and
project specific concerns.

Policy. To our knowledge, if the Legislature funds these communi-
ty college day care centers, the centers would be the first permanent
construction child care centers funded by the state. While the Legislature
has appropriated funds for day care centers in the past, under a variety
of K-12 and K-14 oriented programs, all previous monies have been ap-
propriated for the purchase of relocatable facilities. According to Depart-
ment of Education staff, relocatable buildings cost approximately $150,000
to purchase and install. Each of the community colleges proposals, on the
other hand, is for a permanent building and costs between $500,000 and
$1,750,000 (state and district cost) for design and construction. While it
may be cost advantageous in the long run to construct permanent facili-
ties, it is not clear why these state-funded day care centers should be the
only ones constructed, in a permanent fashion.

In addition, the California Community Colleges annually place all
proposed projects in a priority order. It is not clear how the need for these
child care cénters compares with the need for child care centers on the
other college campuses—or what criteria the: Chancellor’s Office used in
placing these projects in' a priority order amid other community college
projects in the same category. While the community colleges have guide-
lines for lecture space and laboratory space, the colleges have yet to
develop guidelines regarding the capacity of a child care facility. We
recommend that the Chancellor’s Office survey the existing campus child
care facilities and develop criteria for evaluating competing child care,
academic support and instructionally related capacity proposals.

Project-Related. The district’s proposals do not contain certain im-
portant information, such as:

« the center’s policy regarding the admission of students’ chlldren ver-

" sus faculty, staff and community members’ children,

. }loclhumentatlon of any deficiencies of the current day care center

acility,

« the criteria used to determine the proposed center’s child care capaci-

ty,

o certification of the expected life of all propoesed equipment, in order

- to comply with terms of the Higher Education Bond Act of 1986, and

o -the cost guidelines used, if any, in designing the proposed fac111ty

Consequently, we withhold recommendation on these proposals, pend-
ing further review of the policy issues and receipt of addltional informa-
tion from the community college dlStl'lCtS o ;

Los Rios CCD—Cafeteria Building :

We recommend a reduction of $201, 000 from the amount proposed for
Workmg drawings and construction for the Cosumnes River College Cafe-
teria Building, because the costs are excessive. (Reduce I tem 6870-301-
782(17) by $201,000.)

The budget proposes $2 million to plan and construct a 11 664 asf cafete-

‘ria for the- Cosumnes River College The bulldmg will 1nclude a 7,761 asf
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dining area, a 1,062 asf serving area, a 2,043 asf kitchen and-798 asf for food
storage. This new cafeteria will replace 3,824 asf of portable buildings
which are currently used to provide food service on .the campus. The
existing facilities are inadequate and a.permanent caféteria is warranted.
The amount proposed for construction, however, exceeds the California
State University cost guidelines by 13 percent. There is-no obvious reason
for the high construction costs. Accordingly, we recommend that the
Legislature reduce the amount budgeted for working drawings and con-
struction by $201,000. This reduction will bring the construction costs in
accord with CSU guidelines. o

Supplemental Report Language

- For purpose of project definition and control, we recommend that the
fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language which de-
scribes the scope of each ot the capital outlay projects approved under this
item. o ‘ .

-

STUDENT AID COMMISSION
Item 7980 from the General

Fund and various funds ’ _ Budget p. E 147
Requested 1987-88 .......voeveveeveesseorseessesssssssosson oo sreanne $318,976,000
Estimated 1986-87.......ccccvevverniinenninrnenmsssenssrsaresssssesesesns SR 357,212,000
Actual 1985-86 .......ccveeireirenrecrecrenreresseasecensesens rreerersereeieere it ensanesenees 342,241,000

Requested decrease (excluding amount
for salary increases) '$38,236,000 (—10.7 percent)

Total recommended reduction ...........iveeeeieeeeriveeennens 1,256,000
Recommendation pending ..o .. 6,004,000
1987-88 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE
Item—Description . Fund ~Amount
7980-001-001—SAC, ‘commission support General $6.727,000 - -
7980-001-951—SAC, Guaranteed Loan Program State Guaranteed Loan Re-- .~ 21,185,000
’ . : _ serve o . R
7980-011-8%0—SAC, piirchase of defaulted loans Federal Trust _ - (148,000,000)
7980-011-951—SAC, purchase of defaulted loans State Guarantéed Loan Re- 160,000,000
serve . g
7980-101-001—SAC, awards General 118,339,000
7980-101-890—SAC, awards ) Federal Trust 112,725,000
- Total _ - : $318,976,000
o Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Cal Grant A Program. Reduce Item 7980-101-001 by $950,- 1267
000. Recommend reduction because the amount re-
quested exceeds estimated number of awards to be funded.

2. Cal Grant C Program. Withhold recommendation on 1267

"~ $3,039,000, because the amount proposed does not corre-

- spond to the number of awards proposed for funding. -
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~ 3. Graduate Fellowship Program. Withhold recommenda- 1268
tion on $2,965,000, because the amount proposed does not ‘
correspond to ‘the number of awards proposed for funding. o

4. Assumption Program of Loaris for Education. Reduce 1271
Item 7980-101-001 by $50,000. Recommend reduction be-
cause the amount proposed exceeds _projected program re-
quirements.

5. California Student Opportumty and Access Program., 1271
Recommend adoption of supplemental report language di-
recting the commission to prepare a report on the allocation ,
of state support for the outreach program. '

6. State Work-Study Administration. Reduce Item 7950-001- 1274
001 by $87,000. Recommend reduction in administrative =
support to correct for double-budgeting. .

7. Office Space. Reduce Item 7980-001-001 by $125,200 and 1274
Item 7980-001-951 by $44,000. Recommend reduction be-
cause the amount requested reflects space requirements for
staff not authorized.

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT

The Student Aid Commission (SAC) is composed of 15 members, 11 of
whom are appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate two
are appointed by the Senate Rules Committee, and two are appomted by
the Speaker of the Assembly. =

- The commission administers:

-e seven student grant programs;

‘e a program which guarantees federally-insured loans to students,

e an outreach program (known as Cal-SOAP) designed to promote

access to postsecondary education to disadvantaged and un errepre-
_sented students; \

o a state-funded work-study program; and

« astate-funded loan assumption program (known as APLE) designed

to encourage students to pursue a teaching career.

The commission is also responsible for collecting and analyzing informa-
tion on student financial ald) evaluating commission programs, assessing
the statewide need for financial aid, and disseminating information on
financial aid to students, parents, and California educational institutions.

The commission is authorized 201.2 personnel-years in the current year.

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST

The budget proposes total expenditures by the Student Aid Commission
(SAC) of $319 million in 1987-88. This is a decrease of 11 percent ($38
million) below the current-year level. Table 1 shows funding levels for the
commission’s programs in the prior, current, and budget years.

For 1987-88, the budget proposes:

e $131 million for the financial aid grant programs a $5.4 million (4. 3
percent) increase;

« $620 million for new federally-insured student loans, a $2.0 million (0.3
percent) decrease;

¢ $160 million to purchase defaulted loans under the Guaranteed Stu-
dent Loan Program, a $46.9 million (23 percent) decrease; and

o $28 million to support the commission’s administrative operations, a
$3.1 million (12 percent) increase.
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Table 1
Student Aid Commission
Budget Summary
1985-86 through 1987-88
(doliars in thousands)

_ Actual Est Prop. Change From 1986-87
Program : 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 Amount Percent
Grant AWards ........ccccoemnressseensronees $111,788 $125,631 $131,064 $5.433 - 4.3%
Student Loans Guaranteed........... (698,124) (622,000) (620,000) (—2,000) (—0.3)
Purchase of Defaulted Loans 206,879 206,879 160,000 —46,879 —22.7
Administrative Operations ........... 23,866 24,896 27,978 3,082 124
Subtotals, Expenditures .......... $342,533 $357,406 $319,042 —$38,364 ~107%
Less Reimbursements —292 -194 — 194. - . NA
-Totals, Expenditures ... $342,241 $357,212 $319,042 —$38,170 ~10.7%
Funding Sources: ) )
General Fund..........ccomrverssnssion. $105,781 $119,304 $125132 - $5828 - 49%
Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund.. 38,470 40,446 33185 —7.261 —~180
Federal Trust Fund ... 197,990 197,462 160,795 —36,737 —186
Total Personnel-years. 182.6 201.2 2082 70 - 35%

Table 1 and the expenditure tables that follow have not been adjusted
to reflect any potential savings in 1986-87 which may be achieved in
response to the Governor’s December 22, 1986 directive to state agencies
(f departments to reduce General Fund expenditures.
Table 1 also shows that funding sources include:
« $125 million from the General Fund, an 1ncrease of $5.8 million (4.9
percent); *

o $33 million from the Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund (the Loan
Fund), a decrease of $7.3 million (18 percent); and

e $161 million from’ the Federal Trust Fund, a decrease of $36.7 million
(19 percent)

Significant Progrum Changes

Table 2 displays, by funding source, the components of the $38 million
reduction in total expendltures for the commission in 1987-88."

.Table 2
Student Aid Commission
Proposed 1987-88 Budget Changes.
By Funding Source
{dollars in thousands)

Guaranteed
General Loan Federal Trust
: Fund Reserve Fund Fund ~ Totals

1986-87 Expenditures (Revised)...... $119,304 $40,446 $197.462 $357,212
A. Baseline Adjustments.... $4,988 $910 . —$1,055 $4,843
1. Pro Rata Adjustments.........cc... — (640) ) - —_

2. Reduction per Sec. 3.60 Budget :
Act Of 1986.......cc.cccvveerssermemmissisensas - (=T8) (—32) - —_

3. Indirect Cost Adjustment ........ - : (345) — -
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4. Awards (5,785) —_ - —
5. Other (—719) (—43) (—1,055) —
B. Budget Change Proposals.............. $840 $8,171 $35,682 $43,013
1. Information System Develop-
ment — (1,408) — —
2. New Facility ..o (367) (158) - —
3. Teacher Incentive Program ......  (—510) - (1,055) —
4. Work Study Program .......cccoeeens (893) — —_ —
5.. Five positions—CELP Compli- '
ance ' — (298) - -
6. Mass Mail Equipment........... (118) — - —
7. Redirect Position—Fraud Pre- )
" vention (—28) (32) - —_
8. Data Gathering Contract— A '
CELP g — (75) - —
9. Purchase Defaulted Loans........ — (—10,142) (—36,737) -
1987-88 Expenditures (Proposed) ... $125,132 $33,185 $160,725 - $319,042
Changes from 1986-87: - - : :
Amount $5,828 —$7261 —$36,737 —$§38,170
Percent ' 49% —18% —186% ... - —107%

ANA_].YSlS AND RECOMMENDATIONS o
. Weé recommend approval of the following progam changes which are
not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: o
o Equipment—An increase of $118,000 from the General Fund for mass
mailing equipment; ‘
o Information—An increase of $75,000 from the Loan Fund to contract
for the collection of information to support criminal investigations in
the guaranteed loan program. h ,
o Staff—An increase of $302,000 from the Loan Fund for four specialists,
" ‘an investigator, and clerical support for increased compliance and
monitoring in the loan unit, offset by a reduction of one position in
the Cal Grant A program. , , :
o Automation—An increase of $1,408,000 from the Loan Fund to develp
an integrated financial aid information and delivery system, including
a redirection of one position from the Cal Grant B program. '
e Loans—A reduction of $46,879,000 from the Loan and Federal Trust
Funds in the amount needed to purchase defaulted student loans
based on the most recent estimate of Guaranteed Student Loan pro-
gram activity.

A. STUDENT FINANCIAL AID IN CALIFORNIA

Student financial aid can be broadly defined as consisting of three basic
types of awards—grants, loans, and work study. Grants are awards that do
not have to be repaid by the recipient. These awards, sometimes referred
to as “gift aid,” usually are provided to students based on their financial
need and academic achievement. Loans, on the other hand, must be
repaid by the borrower. Generally, student loans carry a lower interest
rate and a longer term than commercial loans. The third time of award—
work study—involves some program of subsidized compensation in which
a student’s wages are supported by financial aid and employer funding. A
student’s financial aid “package” may consist of all three types of aicgi.

The Student Aid Commission administers most of the state-supported
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financial aid programs. Students attending postsecondary institutions in
California, however, receive financial assistance from many sources other
than the commission.

The commission estimates that $1.5 billion in financial aid will be pro-
vided to students attending postsecondary institutions in California. This
amount is approximately $72 million, or 4.9 percent, more than the
amount estimated to have been made available in 1985-86.

Data provided by SAC indicate that:

o state-supported financial aid programs provide $167 million, or just
over 10 percent, of the total; _
the postsecondary institutions themselves provide $340 million, or 22
percent, of the total; ‘ o
¢ the Guaranteed Student Loan program provides $583 million, or 40
percent, of the total; and, :
tederal programs, excluding the Guaranteed Student Loan program,
pr(ivi%e $422 million, approximately one-quarter of all student finan-
cial aid. .

B. GRANT PROGRAMS (ltems 7980-101-001 and 7980-101-890)

Table 3 displays the funding levels for the commission’s seven grant
programs for the prior, current, and budget years. The table shows that
the budget proposes total funding for these programs of $130 million in
1987-88—an increase of $5.2 million, or 4.2 percent, over the amount
available in the current year. General Fund support for these six programs
is proposed at $117 million, an increase of 4.6 percent over the current year
level. Federal support is budgeted at the current-year level of $13 million.

Table 3

Student Aid Commission Grants
1985-86 through 1987-88
~ (dollars in'tho_usands)

Actual Est. Prop. Change
1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 . . Amount  Percent
1. Cal Grant A—Scholarship ........ $72,396 $79,504 - . . $83,325 $3821 . - 48%
2. Cal Grant B—College Oppor- ‘ .
tunity Grants.......encens 29,880 35,589 . 38,108 2519 Al
3. Cal Grant C—Occupational ) L
Education and Training i o » T
(€027 11 IO ) 2,982 3,514 3,039 —475 -135
4, Graduate Fellowship ......... e 2,638 3,045 2,965 -8 - -—-26
5. Bilingual Teacher Develop- _ ‘
ment 2,979 1,711 1,111 —600 -35.1
6. Law Enforcement Personne Co .
-Dependents ......cocusmesmnesi .o . 9 14 14 - —_
7. Congressional Teacher Grants — 1,055 . 1,085 — —_
Totals, AWArds.........ccuenrerinsnrree $110,884 - $124,432 $129,617 - $5,185 - - 4.2%
General Fund ... - $99,170 $111,707 $116,892 - $5,185 - 4.6%
Federal Trust Fund....... 11,714 12,725 12,725 .- . — —_

Table 4 shows the maximum grant level and the total number of awards
proposed by the budget for each grant program in 1986-87 and 1987-88.
The budget proposes no increase in the the maximum award for any of the
seven programs, nor does it provide funding to-increase the numberof
new awards granted. Baseline adjustments, however, result in an increase
of 4,033 awards.
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Table 4

us,tu‘d_ent.Aid Commission -
Number and Maximum Size of Grant Awards
* 1986-87 and 1987-88

‘Maximum Award

Amount Total Number of Awards
Change
1986-87  1987-88  1986-87 1987-88 Amount Percent
Cal Grant A . - . . .
(SchOIATSBIPS) «vverecrsocssssrsrsroe $4320  $4320 43931 45508 2277 5.3%
Cal Grant B ) ) )
(Opportunity) ........ ereessrismuiinns - © 4,060 4,060 24,592 26,460. 1,868 76
Cal Grant C ) '
(OCCUPAtioNAL) wuuvenurrrcrssermivssscsssessnes 2,360 2,360 2,987 2,287 - —_
Graduate ’ o :
Fellowships .......ccervummeermeemmaaesensssssasen 6,490 6,490 855 950 95 11.1
Bilingual
Teachers ; i 4045 4045 - 583 376 207 =355 -
Law Enforcement - : :
Dependents ... 1,500 1,500 9 9 —_ —
Congressional . T )
Teacher Grants........... AN 5,000 5,000 211 - 21 — —
Totals . NA . NA 71,768 75,801 4,033 5.6%

We recommend approval of the proposed funding shown in Table 4 for
the following grant programs which are not discussed elsewhere in this

analysis:

o College Opportunity Grants (Cal Grant B)—$38.1 million from the

General Fund ($34.7 mllhon) and Federal Trust Fund ($3.4 million).
This amount represents an increase of $2.5 million (7.1 percent) over
the current year to provide funding for a baseline adjustment of 1,868
additional awards. ‘

o Bilingual Teacher Grant Program—$1.1 million from the General

- Fund to provide 376 renewal awards to encourage students to pursue
careers as bilingual teachers.

o Law Enforcement Dependents Grants—$14,000 from the General
Fund for nine awards to dependents of law enforcement officers or
p;}ghc officials who were killed or permanently disabled in the line
of duty.

o Congressional Teacher Grants (Item 7980-101-890) —$1.1 million from
the Federal Trust Fund to establish a new program to provide up to
211 grant awards to students pursuing a teaching career. Under this-
program, eligible students would receive a $5,000 grant each year for
up to four academic years. As a condition of receiving this award, the
recipient would be required to teach for a period of two years for

.+ every year of grant assistance received. If a recipient fails to complete
the teacher credentialing program or to teach the required number
of years, he or she would have to repay the grant plus interest (cur-
rently at 14 percent annually) to the commission.

Our concerns and recommendations w1th the remaining grant pro-
grams are dlscussed below :
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1. Cal Grant A—Scholarship

The Cal Grant A program, estabhshed in 1955-56 as the California State
Scholarship program, provides grants to needy, academically able stu-
dents to assist them in completing a four-year degree program at a Califor-
nia college or university of their choice. Awards are provided for tuition
and fees only.

The Governor’s Budget requests $83.3 million, an increase of 3.8 million:

(4.8 percent) over the amount budgeted in 1986-87. The funding would
growde for 45,508 awards in the budget year—an increase of 2,277 awards

ue to (1 the renewal of 1 ,000 additional new awards first funded in
1985-86 which will be in their third year of support, and (2) the renewal
of awards to college sophomores who quahﬁed? or awards at a higher-than-
anticipated rate two years ago. -,

Cal Grant A Overbudgeted

We recommend deletion of $950,000 from the amount requested for the
Cal Grant A program because the commission has overestimated the num-
ber of awards to be funded. (Reduce Item 7980-101-001 by $950,000.)

"Our analysis indicates that the commission has overestimated the num-
ber of awards—45,550—to be funded in 1987-88. In making this estimate,
the SAC used renewal rates that were higher than any of the historical
averages for the program. We can find no analytical basis for this decision.
The budget would fund 10,266 awards to first-time freshmen, 95 more than
were issued in the current year and 383 more than would be provided
based on the historical rate at which new awards were granted to other
first-time award winners,

Based on (1) historical renewal rates in the program, and (2) no in-
crease in the number of awards issued to first-year students above current-
year levels, we estimate that the commission will need funding for only
44,990 awards in 1987-88—518 fewer than requested. Accordlngly, the
budget should be reduced by $950,000. - .. -

2. Cal Grant C—Occupational Training Grant Program

The Cal Grant C program provides financial aid to needy students in
order to assist them in completing their vocational training. Applicants
must be enrolled in a vocational training program of four months to two
years duration (although individuals enrolled in three-year hospital- -based
nursing programs are also eligible to participate). The awards are granted
on the%ams of the applicant’s financial need and vocational interest. Appli-
cants expressing interest in fields identified by the SAC as experlencmg
a labor shortage are glven priority for awards.

Budgef Request Not Viable

‘We withhold recommendation on $3,039,000 requested for the Cal Grant
C program because the amount does not correspond to the estimated
number of awards to be issued.

The Governor’s Budget requests $3,039,000 for the Cal Grant C program
in 1987-88, a decrease of 14 percent from the current, level. As Table 4
indicates, however the SAC anticipates issuing 2,287 grants under this
program in the budget year, the same number to be issued in the current
year. Commission staff have not adequately explained how the budget
would fund the same number of awards’'in 1987-88 as in 1986-87 even
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though the total dollars available to the program would be reduced by -

almost 14 percent ($475,000). o ’ :
We therefore withhold recommendation on the Governor’s proposal for

the Cal Grant C program until the apparent anomaly is explained.

3. Graduate Fellowships

- The Graduate Fellowship program provides ﬁr‘:ants' covering tuition and
fees to qualified students pursuing post-baccalaureate degrees. Approxi-
mately 855 new and renewal awards will be provided in the current year.

Fewer Dollars Fund More Awards ‘ .

We withhold recommendation on $2,965,000 requested for the Graduate
Fellowship program because the amount does not correspond to the es-
timated number of awards to be issued. ’ -

‘The Governor’s Budget proposes $2,965,000 for this program in 1987-88,
a decrease of $80,000 (2.6.percent) from the current level. This amount
reflects only a baseline adjustment; no funds are provided for new awards
or an increase in the maximum award. T

Despite the 2.6 percent reduction in baseline funding, the budget, as
shown in Table 5, indicates that an additional 95 awards are anticipated
under the program. This is an increase of 11 percent over the 855 awards
estimated to be made in the current year. Our review indicates that the
basel(iine adjustment to the program does not account for the additional
awards. ' ’

We therefore withhold recommendation on $2,965,000 requested for the
Graduate Fellowship program, pending receipt of information explaining
how a 2.6 percent reduction in total program support would fund an 11
percent increase in’awards. ' '

C. STATE WORK-STUDY PROGRAM (Item 7980-101-001({))
We recommend approval.

Senate Bill 417 (Ch 1196/86) established the California State Work-
Study program to provide financial assistance through.state-subsidized
jobs to needy college students. The program also is designed to provide
students with job opportunities that complement their undergraduate or
graduate education. Students attending public or private postsecondary
educational institutions are eligible to participate in the program. Employ-
ment of eligible students is restricted to public educational institutions and
both profit and nonprofit organizations. . . _ .

Chapter 1196 appropriated $200,000 to SAC in the current year to fund
(1) administrative and developmental costs of the commission ($125,000),
and (2) administrative costs of participating educational institutions ($75,-
000). No funds were provided for work-study awards. _

The Governor’s Budget proposes $750,000 for work-study awards in the
budget year. This amount would fund, on average, 100 awards at 15 par-
ticipating institutions. Eligible students would receive a grant of $1,000,
half of which would be provided from the budget appropriation and the
balance by the grant recipient’s employer. In return, the student would
be required to work in a specified job deemed relevant to the student’s
educational goals. Because the program is meeting its intended purpose,
we recommend approval as budgeted. ) '
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D. GUARANTEED STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM (ltems 7980-011-951 and 7980-
011-890)

The Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) program is a federally-backed
program administered by the state which provides low interest loans to
college students. .

Effective July 1, 1987 the maximum loan for undergraduate students will
be $2,625 per year for the first two years of college, increasing to $4,000
for each subsequent year. An undergraduate student may borrow a total
of 817,250 under the program. Graduate students may borrow $7,500 per
gea%, with total borrowing, including undergraduate loans, not to exceed

54,750. '

The current interest rate on GSL loans is 8 percent. Students are re-
quired to begin making payments on their loans six months after complet-
ing their education, and have up to ten years to repay.

Table 5 shows the volume of loans guaranteed by the state during the
current and previous four years. The table shows that both the number of
loans and the total dollar volume guaranteed are expected to decline in
1986-87. This will be the second consecutive year of declining participa-
tion in the GSL program since 1984-85 when the commission guaranteed
almost 282,000 loans totaling three-quarters of a billion dollars.

i -Table 5
Student Aid Commission
- Volume of Loans Guaranteed
1982-83 through 1986-87
{dollars in millions)

Number of Dollar Dollar Change
‘ Loans Volume Amount Percent
198283 193,683 $567.3 - —
1983-84 ; 258,300 687.1 $119.8 21.1%
1984-85 ; 281,800 756.8 69.7 10.1
1985-86 . 258,300 698.1 587 -78
1986-87 (est.) : 230,300 622.0 =761 -109

TOLaS i 1,292,383 $3,331.3 - _

1. Default Rate Continues to Rise

Table 6 displays the default rate in the GSL program by educational
segment for the current year and the previous two years. The table shows
that:

o .the default rate statewide has increased from 16.8 percent in 1984-85
to 184 percent in the current year,"

o each educational segment has experienced an increase in the default
rate, although the rates vary considerably,

« private vocational institutions and the California Community Col-
eges each show the highest default rate at 32 percent, followed by
two-year private colleges (18 percent), and :

o the University of California continues to register the lowest default
rate of the six segments, 7.9 percent in the current year.
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Table 6

Default Rates for the GSL Program by Segment
1984-85 through 1986-87 .

. _ Default Rates

Segment 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87
University of California 55% 76% 79%
California State University 9.1 127 133
California Community Colleges Sebunmeiesnss . 233 31.6 32.4
Private Colleges, Two-Year i e : i 142 16.9 180
Private Colleges, Four-Year 77 103 109
Private Vocational Institutions ... : 24.7 . 298 324

Statewide ‘Average eereions . 16.8% 17.5% 18.4%

2. Amount Needed for Purchase of Defdu_li'ed Loans Declines

The Governor’s Budget requests $160 million from the Guaranteed
Loan Reserve Fund in 1987-88 to purchase defaulted student loans under:
the GSL program. This is a decrease of $46.9 million, or 23 percent, from
the amount budgeted for the current year. There are several reasons for
this reduction. - ‘

Decline Overstated. Our review indicates that the magnitude of the
reduction in defaulted loans may be overstated. In the current year, the
budget provides $206 million from the Loan Fund for the purchase of
defaulted student loans. Preliminary estimates provided by the SAC based
on default purchases for the first six months of this fiscal year indicate that
default purchases will more likely total $180 million for 198687, rather
than $206 million as originally budgeted. Thus, nearly half of the $46.9
million reduction shown in the budget may be due to a revision in the
base-year amount. _

Fewer High Risk Students in Program. In addition, lower default
claims projected for 1987-88 are, in part, the result of a reduction in loans
made to students attending community-colleges and proprietary schools
last year and two years ago. In general, students attending these institu-
tions have shown a higher tendency to default on their student loans than
students attending the other segments. A decrease in the number of loans
madeﬁo these “high risk” students will eventually result in fewer defaults
overall. o .

Stronger Administration. Finally, thé commission is in the process of
implementing a “supplemental preclaims” program which is expected to
reduce loan defaults. This program, established through federal legisla-
tion, requires the commission to persuade borrowers to begin or to contin-
ue payments on their loan before they are declared in default. This
program was coupled with a statutory change increasing from 120 days to
180 days the period in which a loan must remain inactive before it is
declared in default. o o

In conclusion, we believe that the measures initiated by the SAC will
reduce the number of defaults on educational loans held by California
students. These measures, however, are only partially responsibile for the
projected reduction in default purchases for the budget year.

E. ASSUMPTION PROGRAM OF LOANS FOR EDUCATION

The Assumption Program of Loans for Education (APLE) provides
financial assistance to eligible students pursuing a teaching career. It does
this by assuming responsibility for repaying their educational loans—GSL
loans, National Direct Student Loans, and others—up to $8,000.
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As originally implemented, the APLE program applied only to current-
l}i eb {)oned teachers. Students considering a teaching career were not
eligi

Senate Bill 1208 (Ch 1483/85) redes1gned the program to focus on at-
tracting students into the teaching profession. The program now provides
a warrant for a loan assumption which is redeemable after comp. etion of
(1) an academic program leading to a teaching credential in math,
science, bilingual education, or other subject matter shortage area des1g-
nated by the Supermtendent of Public Instruction, and (2) actual teaching
experience. The size of the award varies with the number of years of
teaching completed by the winner.

For 1987-88, the budget requests $2OO 000 from the General Fund—
$165,000 to fund 51 awards remaining under the original program and
$35,000 to fund 10 recipients under the newly amended APLE program.

Funding Request Exceeds Requirements

We recommend a reduction of $50,000 in APLE program funding be-
cause the amount requested exceeds the maximum amount tbat may be
awarded. (Reduce Item 7980-101-001 by $50,000.)

Under the provisions of both the original and the new APLE programs
the maximum award that can be granted is $8,000 over a three-year peri-
od. A loan balance of up to $2,000 may be assumed after the first year of
teaching service is completed, and an additional $3,000 per year may be
assumed in the second and third years. However, based on the past experi-
ence of the program, few award recipients hold loan balances as high as
$8,000.

Our analysis indicates—and SAC staff concurs—that $150,000 would be
sufficient in the budget year to fund all anticipated awards under the old
and new APLE programs. Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of
$50,000 in this item.

"F. CAI.IFORNIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY AND ACCESS PROGRAM—CuI-
SOAP

The California Student Opportunity and Access Program (Cal-SOAP)
is designed to promote access to postsecondary education to students from
historically underrepresented groups—low-income families and ethnic
minority groups. The program attempts to increase the enrollment of
underrepresented students in thher education by (1) disseminating in-
formation about college, and (2) raising the achievement levels of stu-
dents through tutoring programs:

Organized as locally-governed consortia of secondary and postsecond
ary institutions, program participants reduce duplication of outreach ef-

forts among the public segments of higher education and the prlvate‘
colleges and universities. In the current year, six consortia will receive:

$497,000 in General Fund support and $826,000 in matching support from
member educational institutions to serve approximately 22,400 students.

The Governor’s Budget proposes $504,000 in General Fund program

support—$497,000 for local assistance and $7,000 for state adm1n1strat10n——
the same level budgeted for the current year.
Study of Program Expansion Warranted

We recommend that the Legzslature adopt supp]emental report lan-
guage directing the Student Aid Commission to develop a plan for expand-
ing the Cal-SOAP program to additional consortia through a real]ocatwn
of General Fund support from currently-funded programs.

Legislation establishing the Cal- SOAP program reqmred the Cahforma
"41-75444
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Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) to evaluate the program
and report its findings to the Legislature by January 1, 1983. Based on a
favorable assessment of the program by CPEC, the Legislature enacted
Ch 1199/83 (SB 800) continuing the program through 1988.

In a more recent December 1986 draft report on Cal-SOAP, CPEC
concluded that:

“The improvements in coordinating services and disseminating infor-
mation that the Cal-SOAP projects can claim and the evidence that
the older projects show in improving postsecondary participation
strongly suggest that some mechanism %or coordinating and providing
a core of such services should exist in all California communities with
sizable populations of historically underrepresented students.”

Our review confirms the need for greater coordination of outreach
efforts to promote access to higher education for low-income and minority
students. The Cal-SOAP program is a viable means of promoting this goal.
It does not necessarily follow, however, that additional funding is required
to provide for program expansion. .

Statewide Services Not Available. As currently structured, the Cal-
SOAP program does not serve a statewide interest. It merely provides
additional state funds to six selected areasin the state. CPEC’s 1986 draft
report indicates that “two of the most critical sites in the state—central
Los Angeles and San Jose—are not currently served.” Under the current
funding arrangements, these areas will continue to lack coordinated out-
reach services unless a significant budget augmentation is provided. Our
analysis indicates, however, that it may be possible to expand the program
with-the existing level of resources. :

.. Only Seed Money Needed. Our review of innovative programs in-
dicates that state support may be needed only to initiate an untested
program. This “seed money” should be sufficient to prompt local adminis-
trators to try an otherwise risky educational venture. Once the program
is established and has fostered a degree of community support, however,
the state seed money can be gradually withdrawn and reallocated to
establish another program. The Cal-SOAP program appears to be a good
eandidate for this type of funding policy.

Evidence of Increasing Local Support. Currently, as a condition of
receiving state funding for the Cal-SOAP program, members. of the local
consortium are required to match the state dollars provided at least on a
50/50 basis. Local support for the program, as measured by these matching
contributions, is increasing. In 1979-80, the first year of the outreach pro-
gram, local contributions totaled $316,000. This contribution was 26 per-
cent above the required minimum of $250,000. In the current year, local
contributions are estimated to be $826,000, an amount 66 percent over the
minimum matching requirement. Thus, the six programs have cultivated
alevel of local financial support which suggests that program participants
recognize the benefits of a coordinated outreach effort.

Given this situation, we believe that a gradual reduction in state funding
from programs that have established a solid base of local support is war-
ranted. The state funds freed-up from the reduction in support of existing
programs could be used as seed money to establish additional programs
in other high priority areas of the state. : :

In summary, we find that the Cal-SOAP program offers benefits of a
coordinated, interinstitutional outreach program targeted at underrepre-
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sented students and should be expanded to other areas of the state. The
commission’s current funding policy, however, does not promote the es-
tablishment of new programs, but merely continues funding successful
programs year after year. This program could be expanded without an
increase in General Fund support if state funding were gradually with-
drawn from existing, well established programs and real%oca_ted to new
programs. _ .

We therefore recommend that the Legislature adopt the following sup-
plemental report language in Item 7980-101-001 which directs the Student
Aid Commission to develop a plan to gradually withdraw state support
from existing programs in order to establish programs in other regions
with high concentrations of students underrepresented in higher educa-
tion: ’

“The Student Aid Comrnission shall prepare a report which examines

the feasibility of reallocating state support under the Cal-SOAP pro-

gram from the six currently funded consortia to new programs.com-
mencing in 1988-89. The report shall propose a method for reallocating
these funds which minimizes disruption of local programs and promotes
offsetting increases in local support. The report shall be submitted to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1987.”

G. SAC ADMINISTRATION (ltems 7980-001-001 and 7980-001-951)

The SAC administration unit provides the services necessary to support
the commission’s programs. Table 7.shows proposed administrative ex-
penditures for the commission by program unit for the prior, current, and
budget year. The budget proposes total support of $28 million for the
administration unit in 1987-88, an increase of 12 percent over the current
level. The General Fund would provide $6.8 million or 24 percent of the
total, and the Loan Fund would provide $21.2 million, or 76 percent.

Table 7

Student Aid Commission
Administration
1985-86 through 1987-88

. (dollars in thousands) :
N . - o Percent

: -+ Change
Actual Est., : Prop. from .
1985-86 1986-87 1987-88 . 1986-87-
1. Grant Program Administration: . ) ( :
a. Cal Grant A ....... $2,573 $2731 . .. $2945 78%
b. Cal Grant B 1684 1,820 - 192 73
c. Cal Grant C 434 391 416 64
d. Graduate Fellowship.........cuorurennn 276 310 - 332 yal
e. Bilingual Teacher Grant............... 608« - 763 - -
f. Law Enforcement Personnel De- :
pendent Program ............uemnsnen -2 -3 3 =
g. Teacher  Incentive Grants and . :
Loans/ Work-Study .......c..cosnsiveers. e 121 371 . 1136% . :.206.2
h. Cal-SOAP ' 3 9 9 C =
2. California Educational Loan Program ...... . 18,159 18,498 21,185 145
3. Administration and Support ... 7 (2,833) 3,890) (4,768) . 226 .
Totals $23,866 $24,896 $27,978 124%
General Fund. 85,707 $6,398 $6,793 6.2%
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund......... 18,159 18,498 21,185 145
Personnel-Years 1826 201.2 208.2 34%

# Includes Bilingual, APLE, Congressional Teacher Scholarships, and State Work-Study.
- i
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Sla‘ffing and Support for State Work-Study Overbudgeted

We recommend a reduction of $87,000 for administration of the State
Work-Study program to eliminate overbudgetmg (Reduce Item 7980-
001-001 by $87,000.)

The budget requests $195,000 from the General Fund to admlmster the
newly-established State Work-Study program. This funding consists of (1)
a budget augmentation of $83,000 for contract personnel plus associated
administrative expensés, and (2) a redirection of staff and related adminis-
trative expenses totaling $112,000 which is available because of the phase
out of the Bilingual Teacher Grant program.

Our analysis indicates that only $108,000 will be needed to administer
the State Work-Study program in 1987-88. Consequently, a reduction of
$87,000 is warranted as follows:

First, the $83,000 augmentation is not needed because sufficient staff
and support for the State Work-Study program will be made available
through the proposed redirection of resources.

Second, $4,000 budgeted for facilities operations should be deleted be-
ﬁal(lise these funds are already provided elsewhere in the commission’s

udget. :

Commission staff concur with these reductions.

Spuce Request Exceeds Avuthorized Staffing Level

“We recommend that the amount requested for the commission’s reloca-
tion to a new facility be reduced by $169,200 to eliminate space for person-
nel not approved by the Legislature. (Reduce Item 7980-001-001 by
$125,200 and Item 7980-001-951 by $44,000.)

The commission plans to consolidate its operations—now located in
three separate sites—into a single building by July 1, 1987. Accordingly, the
budget requests $825,000 for rent—an increase of $327,000 (66 percent)

" over the current ({ear—to house the commission’s staff in the new facility.

The move would provide an additional 8,500 square feet of space, an
increase of 23 percent over the 36,500 currently available in the three
facilities.

Our review indicated that the amount requested should be reduced
because the proposal would provide office space for additional staff that
have not been approved by the Legislature.

In December 1986, the Director of the Department of Genéral Services
informed the Chairman of the Joint Legislative Budget Committee of his
intent to enter into the new lease for SAC building space. In response, the
Chairman informed the Director that the amount of office space proposed
in the new facﬂlty exceeded the amount needed because it included space
for commission staff not yet approved by the Legislature.

For the current year, the commission is authorized 201 personnel-years.
The proposed new facility contains space for a projected staff of 269 per-
sonnel-years. Based on the average amount of space proposed per em-
ployee, the Chairman advised the Director that the amount of lease space
should be amended to provide for 35,600 square feed of space, an amount
sufﬁment to house the currently authorized staff.
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On this basis, we recommend that the budget be reduced by $169,200
to provide for leased office space sufficient to accommodate only those
personnel-years that have been authorized by the Legislature.

OFFICE OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLANNING
Item 8100 from the General

Fund and various funds , , ’ Budget p. GG 1
Requested 198788 .........coveereuereeremmieriesenersessseessssssssssesessosssssens $43,318,000
Estimated 1986-87..........cccovevnevreecrce s eeerens 46,385,000

Actual 1985-86 .......ccccervrerrrinriniverisensnsressssessoresessiossssssnsosssesssssonsens 36,824,000
Requested decrease (excluding amount : :
for salary increases) .$3,067,000 (—6.6 percent) »
Total recommended reduction ... None

Recommend funding shift .........ccccocoivirevivnnnninievenenennnisenn. JO 750,000
1987-88 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE
Item—Description _ Fund Amount
8100-001-001—Support ; General . $4,343,000
8100-001-241—Support Local Public Prosecutors ’ 67,000
‘ and Public Defenders
~ ’ ' Training '
8100-001-425—Support . Victim/Witness Assistance 1,499,000
8100-001-890—Support - Federal Trust (412,000)
Chapter 1434/86—Support, Victim Assistanc Victim/Witness Assistance 100,000
Training . . ‘
8100-101-001—Local assistance . General . 23,667,000
8100-101-241—Local assistance : Local Public Prosecutors 808,000
' ’ and Public Defenders
: Training )
8100-101-425—L.ocal assistarice © Victim/Witness Assistance 12,320,000
8100-101-890—Local assistance * Federal Trust (11,411,000)
Chapter 1445/85—Local assistance, Homeless General . a 230,000
Youth Act - : . .
Reimbursements : 284,000
Totals : . $43,318,000
‘ Analysis
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page

1. Alternate Funding Source. Increase Item 8100-001-425 by 1278
$50,000 and Item 8100-101-425 by $700,000. Reduce Item
.8100-001-001 by $50,000 and Item 8100-101-001 by $700,000.
Recommend that Child Sexual Abuse Training Centers be
financed from the Victim/Witness Assistance Fund rather
‘than from the General Fund.






