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SEA GRANT P~OGRAM 

Item 3110-001 from the General 

Item 3110 

Fund Budget p. -R 1 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... .. 
Estimated 1987-88 ................................. , ...................... : ................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .............................. ' ............ ; .... :'! .. ';; ......... ; ..... : ................. . 

Requested increase $5,000 ( + 1.0' percent) 
Total recommended reduction, .................................................... . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$525,000 
520,000 
514,000 

None 

The National Sea Grant College Program Act of 1966 authorizesfederal 
grants to institutions of higher education and other agencies engaged in 
marine resources research programs. Federal funds provide up to 
two-thirds of approved research costs. The remaining one-third of the 
project costs must be provided from nonfederal sources. 

The state historically has provided funds to the Resources Agency for 
distribution to higher education institutions involved iri the. Sea. Grant 
program. Most of these funds ate applied toward the one-third project 
match required by the federal government. A portion of these funds also 
is used to support administrative staff for Sea Grant programs at the 
University of California and the University of Southern California .. 

In 1986-87, iristitutions within California received $3.8 million in federal 
funds for Sea. Grant projects. The federal funds were matched with $2.1 
million in funds and in-kind services, including the state funds provided 
under this item in the,1986 Budget Act. Similar funding levels are 
estimated for the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget· proposes a General Fund appropriation of $525;0(}0. to 

continue support for the Sea Grant program in 1988-89. This amount is 
consistentwitl,1'the statutory allocation approved by the Legislat~re inCh 
1079/86, ,and represents a one percent increase over the current-year 
allocatipn. The General Fund will be. reimbursed for this appropriatiqn 
from tidelands oil revenues. , . . . 

Under existing law, statutory allocations to the Sea Grant program 
cease after 1988-89 .. The l~w states that in 1988~89 the Legislature shall 
determme if s,imilar allocations should be continued in future years. 
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Resources Agency 

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY 

Item 3110-101 from the General 
Fund and the Envir.onmental 
License Plate Fund Budget p. R 1 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................ : ..................... , ............ . 
Estimated 1987-88 ................................. , .............. , ............................ . 
Actual'1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease $61,000 (-4.9 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
31l0-101-OO1-California share of support 
31l0-10l-140--Various activities 

Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
General 

, EnvirQpmental License Plate 

$1,187,000 
1,248,000 
1,038,000 

. None 

'. 
Amount 

$777,000 
410,000 

$1,187,000 

The Tahoe Regional Planning A.gency(TRPA} was established by an 
interstate compact approved by th~ California Legislature (Ch 1589/67), 
the Nevada Legislature and the U.s. Congress. The purpose of the 
compact is to provide a coordinated land use plan and enforceable 
regulations to preserve and enhance the environment and resources of 
the Lake Tahoe basin. 

Amendments to strengthen the compact were approved by the U.S. 
Congress, the President, and the states in 1980. Among other thiI,lgs, the 
revised compa~t required the TRP A to adopt a new regional plan and 
implementing ordinances by June 1983. A new plan was adopted by the 
TRPA governing board in April 1984. However, the adequacy of the plan 
was challenged in court by the California Attorney General. arid the 
Le:;lgue to Save Lake Tahoe. This litigation led to a court-ordered federal 
injunction that halted almost all development in the Tahoe basin. In June 
1987, the TRP A acted to begin formal adoption ofa revised regional plan 
and, accompanying ordinances as part of a recent litigation settlement 
agreement. The court lifted the development injunction at the time of 
the settlement. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET'REQUEST 
The budget proposes two appropriations totaling $1.2 milliori as 

California's share of support for the TRPA in 1988-89. This amount 
consists of $771,000 from the General Fund and $410,000 from the 
Environmental License Plate Fund (E~PF). This is a decrease of $61,000, 
or 4.9 percent, from the amount provided by California in the current 
year. 

The TRPA also receives funds from Nevada:, local governments arid 
various other s~mrc~s. ,Under t,he cOI~pac~, California's contrib\1tion to 
TRPA support IS twice Nevada s contribution. . ., . 

Table 1 summarizes" the TRP A's sources of funds for 1988-89. The 
agency proposes total expenditures of $2.4 million in 1988-89. This amount 
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY-Continued 
is $258,000, or 9.6 percent, less than total estimated current-year expen­
ditures. 

Funding Source 

Table 1 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Sources of Funds 
1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 

California ............................................................................. . 
Nevada ................................................................................ . 
Local governments ................................................................... . 
Interest income ....................................................................... . 
Grants and contracts ................. : ............................................... . 
Filing fee income .......................... ; ............... ; .......................... . 
Fines and forfeitures ................................................................. . 
Other ................................................................................. . 

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

Amount 
$1,187 

594 
150 
100 
240 
150 
15 
5 

$2,441 

Table 2 summarizes the proposed changes in California's support for 
the agency during 1988-89, by fund. 

Table Z 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Proposed Budget Changes, by Fund 
1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 
Environmental 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ........................ .. 
Baseline Adjustments 

One-time Study, Individual Parcel Evaluation System 
(IPES) ............................................... . 

Other one-time costs .................................. . 
Subtotals, Baseline Adjustments .................... . 

Workload Changes 
Additional full-time and seasonal positions ........... . 

Progrom Changes 
Increase environmental monitoring .................. . 
Community planning assistance ....................... . 
IPES water .quality monitoring ........................ . 

Subtotals, Program Changes ........................ . 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ...................... .. 
Change from 1987-88 

Amount ................ : .............................. .. 
Percent. ..................... : ......................... .. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 

General 
Fund 
$702 

(-:-) 

$75 

.J=) 
$777 

$75 
10.7% 

License Plate-
Fund 

$546 

-254 
-192 

(7$446) 

ISO 
SO 
50 

($310) 

$410 

-$136 
-24.9% 

Totah 
$1,248 

-254 
-192 

(-$446) 

$75 

ISO 
SO 
~ 

-.- ($310) 

$1,187 

-$61 
-4.9% 

As shown in Table 2, the budget requests funds for three specific TRP A 
programs which are related to aspects of the recent litigation settlement 
agreement concerning the Tahoe basin regional plan. The proposed· 
increase of $180,000 for environmental monitoring would make a total of 
$280,000 available for that purpose. In addition, TRP A requests $80,000 to 
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continue assisting local coIIimunities with planning efforts, and $50,000 
for water quality monitoring related to the recent individual parcel 
evaluations. Table 2 also indicates that the budget does not provide any 
increase for ongoing TRP A staff costs or operating expenses. The 
Department of Finance indicates that this is due to its general policy of 
not including any discretionary cost-of-living adjustments in local assis­
tance items. 

Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY 

Item 3125 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 2 

Requested -1988-89 ............................................................................ . 
Estimated 1987-88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................... . 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $261,000 (+8.1 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Recommended funding shift .............. : ......................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3125'()()1'()()1-Support 
3125'()()1-720-Support 

3125-10l-140-Erosioncontrol grants 
3125-10l-890-Erosion control grants 
3125-490-Reappropriation, local assistance 
3125-491-Reappropriation, local assistance 
Budget Act of 1987-Support 

Total 

Fund 
General 
Lake Tahoe Acquisitions 

(Bond) 
Environmental License Plate 
Federal Trust 
Environmental License Plate 
Energy and Resources 
Federal funds 

$3,478,000 
3,217,000 
4,867,000 

None 
70,000 

Amount 
$775;000 
658,000 

1,000,000 
1,000,000 
(140,000) 
(900,000) 

45,000 
$3,478,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

l.Funding Shift. Reduce Item 312S:"OOl-720 by $70,000 and 291 
Increase Item 3125-001-001 by $70,000. Recommend funding 
increased property management activities from the General 
Fund because existing law does not allow use of the Lake 
Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund for this purpose. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
Chapters 1222 and 1239, Statutes of 1984, established the California 

Tahoe Conservancy and designated it as the lead agency for purposes of 
implementing the $85 million Tahoe Acquisitions Bond Act of 1982 and 
acquiring environmentally sensitive and other undeveloped lands in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin. The conservancy also is authorized to use other 
available funds for (1) the acquisition of developed and partially devel-
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CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY-Continued 
oped lands,. and (2) the improvement and development of acquired lands 
for the purposes of recreation, protecting the natural environment, and 
providing public access. 

The conservancy has a seven-member governing board composed of 
the Secretary for Resources and the Director of Finance, plus one 
member each appointed by the South Lake Tahoe City Council, the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors, the EI Dorado County Board of 
Supervisors, the Senate Rules Committee and the Speaker of the 
Assembly. In addition, a representative of the U.S. Secretary of Agricul­
ture serves as an ex officiO, nonvoting member. 

The conservancy's office is located in South Lake Tahoe. It has 18 
personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The conservancy's budget proposes expenditures totaling $3.5 million 
for support and local assistance in 1988-89. This is an increase of $261,000, 
or 8.1 percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The increase is 
due entirely to· proposed adjustments to the conservancy's support 
budget for staff and operating expenses because of increased workload. 
The total amount requested for local assistance is the same as the amount 
estimated to be expended in the current year. However, the 1988-89 
budget proposes a shift between funding sources. The budget also 
proposes to reappropriate $45,000 in federal funds originally appropriated 
to the conservancy in 1986 for soil erosion control grants. The conser­
vancy will use these funds to support one staff position to help administer 
its soil erosion control grants program through December 1988. (Federal 
funds appropriated to the conservancy are from California's share of 
federal offshore oil revenues pursuant to Section 8(g) of the federal 
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act.) 

Table 1 provides a summary of the conservancy's expenditures for 
support and local assistance from 1986-87 through 1988-89. 

Table 1 
California Tahoe Conservancy 

Summary of Expenditures and Funding Sources 
1986-87 through 1988-89 

Program 
Support .................... : ...... . 
Erosion Control Grants .......... . 

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

Funding Sources 
Support: 

(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years 
Actual Est. Prop. 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 

14.1 . 18.0 20.0 

14.1 18.0 20.0 

General Fund ...................................... ............ . 
Lake Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund ....................... . 
Federal funds ............................... '.' ................. . 

Local Assistance: 
Environmental License Plate Fund ........................... . 
Federal funds .................................................. . 

Expenditures 
ActUal Est. 
1986-87 1987-88 
$1,115 $1,217 
3,752 2,000 

$4,867 $3,217 

$758 $760 
201 321 
156 136 

1,500 
3,752 500 

Percent 
Change 

Prop. From 
1988-89 1987-88 
$1,478 21.4% 
2,000 

$3,4711 8.1% 

$775 2.0% 
658 105.0 
45 -6{i.9 

1,000 -33.3 
1,000 100.0 
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Table 2 summarizes th~ proposed changes in the conservancy's support 
budget for 1988-89. 

Table 2 
California Tahoe Conservancy 

Proposed Budget Changes, by Fund 
1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... .. 
Baseline Adjustments 

Miscellaneous increases ................. . 
Workload Changes . 

Conversion of limited-term positions to 
permanent ............................ . 

Conversion of temporary help positions 
to permanent ......................... . 

Increase in temporary help ............. . 
Upgrade of three positions ............. . 
Increased property management activi-

ties .................................... . 
Miscellaneous adjustments in operating 

expenses ............................... . 

General 
Fund 
$760 

15 

Subtotals, Workload Changes.......... (-) 
Program Changes 

Local assistance grants for erosion con-
trol projects ........................... . 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed).......... $775 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount ................................ $15 
Percent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2.0% 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Lake 
Tahoe 

Acquisi­
tions 
Fund 

$321 

7 

64 

24 
69 
22 

70 

81 
($330) 

$658 

$337 
105.0% 

Environ­
mental 
License 
Plate 
Fund 
$1,500 

(-) 

-500 

$1,000 

-$500 
-33.3% 

Federal 
Funds 

$636 

-64 

-27 
(-$91) 

500 

$1,045 

$409 
64.3% . 

Totals 
$3,217 

22 

24 
69 
22 

70 

54 
($239) 

$3,478 

$261 
8.1% 

We recommend approval of all proposed changes shown in Table 2, 
except as discussed below. We also recommend approval of two proposed 
reappropriations to allow for project completions. . 

Property Management Activities Not Eligible For Bond Funds 
We recommend that the $70,000 requested for increased property 

management activities be funded from the General Fund rather than 
from the Lake Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund because the bond fund 
cannot be used for this purpose. (Reduce Item 3125-001-720 by $70,000 
and increase Item 3125-001-001 by $70,000.) 

The budget requests $70~OOO in bond funds for increased operating 
expenses for day-to-day activities to manage the conservancy's holdings. 
According to the conservancy, these activities include the removal of 
dead or hazardous trees, the cleanup of accumulated trash, and the 
resolution of encroachment and trespass issues. . 

The requested increase appears reasonable. The 1982 Tahoe Bond Act, 
however, authorizes the conservancy to spend bond funds only on 
activities that are directly related to land acquisition. Consequently, 
property management activities do not qualify for bond funds. Tradi-
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CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY-Continued 
tionally, the General Fund has been used to fund the conservancy's 
property management activities. Accordingly, we recommend that the 
$70,000 in operating expenses requested for increased property manage­
ment activities be funded from the General Fund rather than from the 
Lake Tahoe Acquisitions Fund. 

CALIFORNIA TAHOECONSERVANCY--CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 3125-301 from the Lake 
Tahoe Acquisitions Fund and 
Federal Trust Fund Budgetp. R 5 

Requested, 1988-89 ................................................................. :.......... $10,000,000 
Recommended approval................................................................ 10,000,000 
Recommended reduction ..................................................... ~......... None 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $10 million from the Lake 

Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund for California Tahoe Conservancy 
capital outlay in 1988-89. The budget estimates that another $16 million in 
carry-over balances will be available for capital outlay in the budget year. 
Thus, the budget projects total expenditures of $26 million for conser­
vancy capital outlay in 1988-89. 

Bond Funds. The budget proposes that a total of $25 million be made 
available for bond act acquisitions in 1988-89. This amount consists of the 
new $10 million appropriation and a carry-over of $15 million of bond 
funds from prior-year ~ppropriations. Total proposed bond fund eXpen­
ditures are about $5 million more than the conservancy expects to spend 
from bond funds in the current year. The propos'ed new appropriation 
and, status of the bond fund acquisition program are discussed in greater 
detail below. 

Status of Litigation Settlement Acquisitions. The budget alsoantici~ 
pates the carryover into 1988-89 of $1 million appropriated in the current 
year from the state's share of federal offshore, oil revenues. The conser­
vancy indicates that it will use these funds for' site irriprovements, 
acquisition of developed property, and project planning. 

Over the past two years, the cOhservancy has received a total of $10.5 
million from federal funds for projects which do not qualify for boncl 
funds. The 1986 Budget Act required that the conservancy give first 
priority for use of most of these funds to acquisitions that are part of 
settlements recommended by the Attorney General to resolve litigation 
over past land-use regulation in the Tahoe basin. The conservancy 
indicates that, by the end of the current year, it will have acquired 
properties at Glenridge, Moon Dunes, Eagle Rock, the Upper Truckee 
Marsh, and Heavenly Valley in accordance with this requirement. 
According to the conservancy, these five projects comprise all 
settlement-related acquisitions that meet the 1986 Budget Act mandate as 
well as the conservancy's acquisition policy (cases where the land has 
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value in terms of enhanced recreation and access or environmental 
protection). Thus, the balance of $1 million available in the budget year 
will be used for those other purposes identified by the conservancy which 
are ineligible for Bond Act funding. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Additional Bond Funds Requested 

We recommend approval. 
The conservancy requests $10 million in bond funds to purchase 

property at Lake Tahoe, pursuant to the 1982 Lake Tahoe Acquisitions 
Bond Act. The conservancy proposes to allocate this amount for the 
acquisition of undeveloped land as follows: 

• $5 million for environmentally sensitive and other lands; 
• $2 million for lands providing public access or recreation; 
• $1 million for lands providing preservation of wildlife habitat; and 
• $2 million for land neeqed for soil erosion control project grants to 

other public agencies or nonprofit organizations. 
The Budget Bill contains language exempting conservancy acquisitions 

valued at less than $250,000 and all local assistance grants from Public 
Works Board review. This is consistent with legislative policy in prior 
years. 

Status of the Lot Acquisition Program. The conservancy indicates that 
approximately 6,000 environmentally sensitive lots are located on the 
California side of the Tahoe Basin. Thus far, the conservancy has 
contacted the owners of 5,200 of these lots about possible acquisition and 
has rec~ived positive responses from the owners of more than 3,000 lots. 
As of December 1987, the conservancy had authorized the acqui~ition of 
1,920 lots at an average.cost of about $10,700 for total costs of $20.9 million 
(plus transaction costs such as appraisal fees, title insurance, and escrow 
fees). The conservancy estimates that, by the end of the current year, it 
will have authorized the acquisition of a total of up to 3,200 lots with 
typical values ranging between $11,000 and $15,000 per lot. 

Anticipated Progress Through 1988-89. Table 1 shows the projected 
status of the Lake Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund at the end of 1988-89, 
basedort the budget request and the conservancy's expenditure plans. By 
that time, the conservancy expects to have spent a total of $71.2 million 
from the bond fund since it began operations in 1985, including the $10 
million requested by the budget for capital outlay in 1988-89. A reserve of 
$13.8 million would remain available for future appropriation and 
expenditure. . . 

The request for an additional $10 million in bond funds appears 
reasonable, given the conservancy's statutory mandate and the uncer­
tainty inherent in estimating the number of lot owners who will accept 
the conservancy's offers; 
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CALIFORNIA TAHOE CONSERVANCY-CAPITAL OUTLAY-Continued 
Table 1 

ProjectedStatu5 of Lake Tahoe Acquisitions (Bond) Fund 
June 30, 1989 . 

(dollars in thousands) 
Total bonds authorized ........................................... .. 
Cumulative appropriations through 1988-89: 

Support. . . .. .. . . . .. .. . . .. . . .. .. . . .. . . . . .. . . .. .. . . . .. .. .. .. . . .. .... . $1,217 
Capital Outlay: 

Lot acquisition program ................................ , . ~ .. . 
Acquisition grants for soil erosion projects ......... : ....... . 
Access and recreation lands ................................ .. 
Wildlife lands ......................................... -...... .. 

Total, cumulative appropriations through 1988-89, 
approved and proposed ................................ .. 

Remaining reserve:-June 30, 1989 .............................•.. 

60,000 
4,000 
4,000 
2,000 

. $85,000 

$71,217 
$13;783 

STATE ASSISTANCE FUND FOR ENERGY, CALIFORNIA 
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 

ltem.3300 from the State 
. Energy Loan Fund Account, 
General Fund . Budget: p.R 11 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ . 
Estimated 1987.-88 ............. .-........................ : ............................. : ....... . 
Actual 1986"87 ..... , .............................................................. i ........ • : .. .. 

Requested increase (excluding amount for 
salary increases) $25,000 (+9 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .......................................... ;; ........ . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$303,000 
278,000 
260,000 

None 

The State Assistance Fund for Energy, California Business lUld Indus~ 
trial Development Corporation (SAFEBIDCO) was created by. Ch 
819/80. The SAFEBIDCO is I.1ot a state agency. Rather, it is a nonprofit 
corporation that makes loans to small businesses involved in alternative 
energy production or' energy conservation." . 

The corporation obtains federal Small Business Administration (SBA) 
guarantees for up to 90 percent of each loan it makes. It then sells the 
guaranteed' portion of the· loan to investors, and uses the proceeds to 
make additional loans. As a result, SAFEBIDCO could have loans 
outstanding with a principal amount that is up to 10 times the amount of 
state funds provided to the corporation. 

The. corporation finances its operating expenses from two sources: (1) 
the .diffElrence between the interest rate charged by the corporation to 
loan recipients and the 6 percent interest rate paid by the corporation to 
the state on the corporation's outstanding indebtedness and (2) the 
premiums paid by investors to the corporation for the portion of the loans 
guaranteed by the SBA. 

Chapter 1338, Statutes of 1986 established within SAFEBIDCO a 
program to provide low-interest loans to small businesses to finance the 
installation of energy conservation measures, electrical load management 
equipment or other devices to improve energy efficiency. The act 
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continuously appropriates $3 million from federal funds in the Petroleum 
Violation Escrow Account (PVEA) and future loan repayments to 
implement the program. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $303,000 from the State 

Energy Loan Fund (SELF) to SAFEBIDCO in 1988-89. This is the 
maximum amount of loan repayments (principal and interest) that the 
corporation expects to deposit in the SELF .during 1987-88 (repayments 
to the SELF in 1988-89 will not be made until June 30, 1989, thus will not 
be available until 1989-90) . i .. . .' .' .. 

The SELF originally received $2.5 million in state funds and operates as 
a revolving . loan fund for SAFEBIDCO. Repayments deposited in the 
fund are·reloaned to the corporation through annual budget,appropria­
tions. As of December 1987, the corporation had loaned a total oL$6.9 
million to small businesses. It expects to loan approximately $1 million 
under this loan program in 1988-89.· .' . 

The $303,000 appropriation requested for 1988-89 is $25,000, Or 9 
percent, more than the $278,000 SAFEBIDCO expects to borrow from 
the SELF d\lring the current year. These funds will be used by 
SAFEBIDCO to make more loans to small businesses: ' , 

The Budget Bill requests an appropriation of $303,000 from the SELF, 
however; the budget document. shows expenditures of only $190,000 in 
1988-89. The difference-:-$1.13,OOO-is the amo~t of principal from past 
loans that SAFEBIDCO will repay the :SELF ill 1987 ~88. The. budget 
document subtracts. this amount from the total proposed expenditure of 
$303,000 for a net expenditure of $190,000. 

In addition to funds from the. SELF, theSAFEBIDCO anticipates 
spending a total of about $3 million in 1987-88 from PVEA funds provided 
in Ch 1338/86 for loans and administrative costs associated with the new 
low-interest loan.progr~. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget request appears reasonable and is consistent with the 

statutory policy established by the Legislature for fundingSAFEBIDCO. 

Resources Agency 
CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS 

Item 3340 from the General 
Fund and Energy Resources 
Programs' Account Budget p. R 12 

Requested· 1988-89 ....... : ...................... : ..... : ....... ; ........... : .............. ,.... $58,114,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ...................................................................... :....... 48,711,000 
Actual 1986-87 .......................................... : ....... ; ..................... ; ........ ;... 47,910,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary increases) 
$9,403,000 (+19.3 percent) , 

Total recommended redilction ....... ; ....................... ; .................... . 
Recommendation pending .......... , .................................... :, ............ ; 

4,039,000 
987,000 
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CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS-Continued 
1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
334().()()l-OOl-Support 
334O-OO1-465-Support 

Reimbursements 
Total 

Fund 
General 
Energy Resources Programs 

Account, General 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item 3340 

., Amount 
$44,420,000 

6,206,000 

7,488,000 
$58,114,000 

Analysis 
page 

298 1. Homeless Youth Referral Pilot Project. (Reduce Item 3340-
001-001 by $794,000, Item 3340-001-465 by $106,000 and 
reimbursements by $68,000.) Recommend deletion of' 
$968,000 because the administration of, and funding for, this 
program is better addressed in pending legislation. 

2. New Homeless Program. (Reduce Item 3340-001-001 by 299 
$2,294,000, Item 3340-001-465 by $308,000 and reimburse­
ments by $196,000.) Recommend reduction of $2.8 million 
because expanding the CCC program has not been jllstified. 
Alternatively, the Legislature may wish to redirect funds to 
other programs serving the homeless. . .' 

3. Special Repairs. (Reduce Item 3340-001-001 by $204,000, 301 
Item 3340-001-465 by $29,000, and reimbursements by 
$38,000.) Reduce by $271,000 to eliminate double-budgeting 
and because one project should' be submitted as a minor 
capital outlay project. . ' 

4. Merit Incentive Program. Withhold recommendation on 301 
$987,000 in Item 3340-001-001 for scholarship/bonus pro­
gram, pending receipt and analysis of additional information 
to justify the request and evaluate the program's success. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Conservation Corps (CCC) was established. by Ch 

342/76 to: (1) conserve and enhanc~ the state's natural resources and 
environment and (2) provide meaningful on-the-job training and educa­
tional opportunities to California residents aged 1 8 through 23. The CCC 
was expanded by Ch 1710/84 and Ch 1606/85 to develop community 
conservation corps in neighborhoods with large concentrations of minor­
ity youth and high youth. unemployment. 

The CCC's headquarters is in Sacramento. It operates 17 residential 
base centers, 32 satellite centers, and a corpsmember training academy in 
Camp San Luis Obispo. The CCC also provides funding for 12 community 
conservation corps-5spo'nsored by local governments and 7 sponsored 
by nonprofit organizations. The budget for the current year provides 
funding for a total of 2,100 corpsmember-years' plus 409 supervisory and 
administrative personnel-years. '. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes expenditures totaling $58.1 million in 1988-89. 

This is an increase of $9.4 million, or 19 percent, over estimated 
current-year expenditures. Two budget proposals account for. most ofthe 
increase. First, the CCC requests $4.2 million to increase corpsmember 
salaries due to the change in California's minimum wage. Second, the 
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budget proposes $3.8 million" to expand ,the CCC by establishing a new 
program for homeless young adults and single parents. Total proposed 
expenditures in 1988-89 consist of (1) $44.4 ,million from the General 
Fund, (2) $6.2 million, from the. Energy Res,ources Programs Account 
(ERPA), and (3) $7.5 million in reimb\l!sements, including payments 
from non-General Fund- supported departments for work done by the 
CCc. 

Table 1 provides a three-year summary of the corps' expenditures by 
program and funding source. Table 1 also shows that the corps' staff will 
increase by 30.4 personnel-years (PYs) in the budget year. Most of this 
increase (17 PY s), is associated with the proposed homeless program. 

Table 1 
California Conservation Corps 

Budget Summary 
198&87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years" Expenditures 
Actual Ert. Prop. Actual Ert 

Program 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 
Orientation and training • 
Academy ........................... 27.1 30.4 30.4 $3,703 $3,448 
Base and fire centers .............. 250.1 267.0 279.3 39,550 40,744 
Energy program ................... lS.6 lS.0 lS.0 2,41S 2,519 
Non-residential program .......... 2,239 2,000 
Administration Ii ................... 90.5 94.0 112.1 (3,983) (4,144) 

Totals ............................ 3S6.3 409.4 439.S $47,910 $48,711 
Funding Sources 
General Fund ..................................................... $35,250 $36,656 
Energy Resources Programs Accoun~ General Fund ............ 5,fMJ '5,171 
Reimhursements ........................ , .......................... 7,561 6,884 

aCorpsmembers serve under contract and are not counted in personnel-year figures. 
b Funding distributed among other programs. 

Proposed Budget Changes for 1988-89 

Prop. 
1988-89 

$4,085 
48,919 
2,915 
2,195 

(5,429) 
$58,114 

$44,420 
6,206 
7,488 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 

lS.5% 
20.1 
15.7 
9.S 

31.0 
,19.3% 

21.2% 
20.0 
8.8 

Table 2 sUmmarizes the p~oposed budget changes for 1988-89 by 
funding source. 

ANALYSIS AND' RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of all workload and administrative adjust; 

ments'as well as the following budget change proposals shown in Table 2, 
which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis. , " 

• An increase of $4.2 million from . the General' Fund,ERP A, and 
reimbursements to align corpsmember salaries with the new mini-
mum wage. .' 

• An increase of $268,000 from the General Fund, ERP A, and reim­
bursements to add 13~3 PY s of support staff to residential CCC 
centers. 
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T~ble 2 ' 

. California Conservation Corps 
Proposed 198&89 Budget Changes 

(dollars in thousands) 
General 

Item 3340 

Totals Fund Other a Totals 
1987-88 Expenditures (revised) .. ..... ...... ... ..... .... $36,656 $12,055 $48,711 

Proposed Changes: 
Workload and administrative adjustments 

Price increases .............................. , ...... . 
Employee compensation ............................ . 
Miscellaneous ...................................... . 

Subtotals, workload and administrative adjustments .. . 

Budget change proposals 
Special repairs ................................... ; .. 
Administrative staff increase ...................... . 
Minimum wage increase ........................... . 
,New homeless program ..................... · ....... . 
Other ............................................... . 

Subtotals, budget change proposals .................... . 

1988-89 Expenditures (proposed) ...................... . 

Change from 1987-88: 
Amount. ....................... : ..................... . 
Percent; ............................................ . 

$245 
289 

($534) 

$400 
240 

3,444 
3,101 

45 
($7,230) 

$44,420 

$7,764 
21% 

a Energy Resources Programs Account (ERPA) and reimbursements. 

$82 
33 
60 

($175) 

28 
755 
681 

($1,464) 

$13,694 

$1,639 
14% 

Homeless Youth Proposal . 

$327 
322 
60 

($709) 

$400 
268 

4,199 
3,782 

45 
($8,694) 

$58,114 

$9;403 
. 19%' 

The budget requests a total of $3.8 million to establish a Homeless 
Youth Program within the CCc. The CCC proposal consists of two major 
components: . 

• First, it provides $968,000 in contract funds to continue the homeless 
youth referral network, currently operated as a pilot project by the 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP) . 

• Second, it provides $2.8 million to expand the corps by adding salaries 
and benefits for 117 corpsmember-years ($1.4 million), 17 additional 
staff positions ($470,000), and operating expenses ($940,000). 

We discuss these two components separately in our next two issues. 
Pending Legislation Addresses OCJP Pilot Project Funding 

We recommend that. $968,000 for the Homeless Youth Eme:rgency 
Services Pilot Project be deleted because the future of this program is 
more appropriately addressed in pending legislation. Reduce Item 
3340-00]-:00] by $794,000; Item 3340-00]-465 by $]06;000, and reimburse-
ments by $68,(00).' '.' 

The CCC budget includes $968,000 to contract for the provisi()n of 
services currently provided by the. Homeless Youth'Emergency Services 
Pilot Project administered by the Office of Criminal J usticElPlaiming 
(OCJP). The Homeless Youth Act (Ch 1445/85) established and funded 
this pilot project within OCJP. The pilot project relies on a network of 
human service providers in San Francisco and Los Angeles to provide 
services such as outreach, medical care, job referral, and shelter to 
homeless youths. Funding for the pilot project ends on June 30, 1988. The 
CCC proposal does not specify whether the corps would simply continue 
the existing pilot project or change the program. Moreover, this program, 
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as currently operated, works primarily with homeless youth below the 
age of 18, a population ineligible to join the CCC and with which the 
corps has little experience. 

The issue of continuing the pilot program within OC]P is currently the 
subject of pending urgency legislation. That bill, SB 508 (Presley), 
appropriates $968,000 from the General Fund to permanently establish 
.these two projects as theyare now operated within OCJP. Accordingly, 
we recommend deletion of the budget request for $968,000 because 
pending legislation better addresses both the administration of, and 
funding for, the Homeless Youth Emergency Services Pilot Project. 

Homeless Proposal Lacks Justification 

We recommend the reduction of $2.8 million requested for the 
Homeless Youth Program Component because (1) the CCC can serve 
homeless young adults without expanding, (2) the proposal is not 
clearly defined and limited in scope, and (3) the proposal is. costly 
relative to other programs serving the homeless. Alternatively, the 
Legislature may wish to consider redirecting the funds to other 
programs serving the homeless. (Reduce Item 3340-001-001 by 
$2,294,000, Item 3340-001-465 by $308,000 and reimbursements by 
$196,000.) 

The budget requests $2.8 million to establish a "Homeless Youth 
Program Component" within the CCC. (Please see The 1988-89 Budget: 
Perspectives and Issues for a detailed discussion of the homeless issue.) 
Through targeting the recruitment of homeless young adults and single 
parents, who must be between the ages of 18 and 23 to participate, the 
CCC proposes to expand its existing corpsmember population by 117 
corpsmembers-years-roughly 154 corpsmembers phased-in over a one 
year period. Because of turnover, about twice that many individuals 
would spend some time in the corps. These corpsmembers would devote 
a large part of their labor towards rehabilitating shelters for the homeless. 

Program Poorly Defined. The CCC proposal lacks specificity. It fails to 
address implementation issues such as (1) the number of residential 
versus nonresidential corpsmembers who would be added, (2) the 
number and location of shelters corpsmembers would rehabilitate in 
1988-89, (3) coordination with existing programs offered by other state 
agencies or local human service providers, and (4) provision of day care 
for the children of single parents. 

No Justification For Expansion. Under its existing program, the CCC 
has the ability both to (1) recruit homeless young adults and single 
parents and (2) undertake homeless shelter rehabilitation projects. The 
corps' base budget provides funding for 2,100 corpsmember-years, and 
CCC administrators indicate tllat a growing proportion of the current 
corpsmember population includes homeless young adults. The corps' 
proposal,however, does not evaluate this experience. It fails to (1) 
estimate the numbers of homeless young adults who are currently in the 
corps or (2) review its success in helping these individuals. 

The CCC indicates that the additional corpsmembers in the new 
program would devote some time to the rehabilitation of homeless 
shelters. At present, corpsmembers throughout the state are involved in 
a variety of construction-related projects which provide important 
job-skills training. Consequently, nothing currently precludes the CCC 
from targeting more corpsmember labor towards rehabilitating homeless 
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shelters. For example, the 1988-89 Governor's Budget indicates that the 
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) will 
spend $4 million from the California Housing Trust Fund in 1988-89 to 
rehabilitate and acquire shelters for the homeless. The CCC could use its 
existing resources to provide some of the labor to rehabilitate these 
shelters. The CCC's proposal, however, does not mention the HCD 
program. 

The CCC Proposal Too Limited and Costly. The CCC proposal will 
only provide assistance to a small number of homeless young adults-at a 
very high cost. The annual cost of the· new CCC program is roughly 
$24,000 per corpsmember-year;While no other program is identical to 
the corps, several shelter programs in the Los Angeles area do offer 
roughly comparable services. These programs are considered "full struc­
tured programs" because they provide services beyond basic food and 
shelter, consultation and housing referral. Specifically, these shelter 
programs provide 24-hour crisis intervention, education and job training 
referral, in-house health screening, living skills training, and legal assis­
tance. The cost to operate these "full structured programs" is about. $23 
per individual, per night, or roughly $8,400 per individual, per year. Thus, 
on average, the CCC program would cost about $15,600 more per person, 
per year. If the proposed appropriation were used instead for the "full 
structured program," it could serve approximately 330 persons for a full 
year, rather than the 117 corpmember-years proposed in the Governor's 
Budget. . 

Recommendation. The CCC proposal is not clearly defined, limited in 
scope, and costly relative to other programs serving the homeless. More 
impo~tantly, however, the C?CC ~u~rently can aid home~ess young adults 
and smgle parents through Its extstmgprogram. Accordingly, we recom­
mend that the $2.8 million requested for the Homeless Youth Program 
Component be deleted. 

Opportunity to Target Funds For Homeless Priorities. In addition to 
the programmatic concerns raised by the CCC proposal, significant 
policy questions surface as well-namely, (1) what approach does the 
state wish to take regarding the provision of services to the homeless and 
(2) why the CCC, which serves a population between the ages of 18 and 
23, is better suited to address the problems of homeless youths rather than 
existing homeless social service programs? 

In the 1988-89 Perspectives and Issues, we identify approximately $76 
million in funds specifically designated for the homeless in the 1988-89 
Governor's Budget. We also note that an additional $12 million in federal 
funds are available to the state in the budget year which have not been 
reflected in the Budget Bill. Elsewhere in this Analysis, (please see Items 
4440, 5100, 6100, and 8915), we have recommended that the budget be 
increased by this $12 million amount. 

Given the various shortcomings in the CCC homeless proposal, the 
Legislature may wish to redirect the funds requested for this program to 
other programs which serve the homeless population in general·· or 
homeless youth in particular. For example, a portion of the funding could 
be used to expand the existing OC]P Homeless Youth Emergency 
Services Pilot Project (discussed earlier). Currently, this project is only 
located in San Francisco and Los Angeles. . 
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Special Repair Request Needs Repair 

We recommend a reduction of $271,000 for (1) three special repair 
projects totaling $121,000 that duplicate projects already included in 
the corps' minor capital outlay request and (2) a water treatment 
project costing $~50,000 which the eee should submit· as a separate 
minor capital outlay request. (Reduce Item 3340-001-001 by $204,000, 
Item 3340-001-465 by $29,000, and reimbursements by $38,000.) 

The budget requests a total of $770,000 for special repairs. This is an 
increase of $400,000, ($300,000 General Fund, $43,000 ERPA,and $57,000 
reimbursements) above the current-year amount for special repairs. 
With the increased funding, the eee proposes to complete several 
health- and safety-related facility renovations. 

The special repair list provided by the CCC, however, contains three 
projects, totaling $121,OOO-a men's bathroom renovation project at the 
Butte center, an electrical repair project at the San Bernardino center, 
and a dormitory renovation project at the Pomona center-which 
duplicate projects presented in the CCC's minor capital outlay request. 
In addition, the list also contains a water treatment project costing 
$150,000 which would be more appropriately budgeted as a minor capital 
outlay request because the proposed project would expand, rather than 
repair,the treatment system .. 

Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of $271,000 requested for (1) 
three special repair projects· totaling $121,000 that duplicate projects 
already included in the corps' minor capital outlay request and (2) a 
water treatment project costing $150,000 that the eee should submit as 
a separate minor capital outlay request with a detailed description of its 
scope and cost. . 

Merit Incentive Program 
We withhold recommendation on $987,000 from the General Fund 

requested to continue the merit incentive program, pending the receipt 
and analysis of information needed to evaluate the success and the cost 
of the program, including (1) the average length of time before a 
corpsmember. receives the merit salary increase, (2) the number of 
graduates receiving the bonus and the scholarship on a monthly basis, 
(3) the results of the corps' scholarship survey and (4) the average 
length of time individuals stay in the corps. 

The. budget requests $987,000 from the General Fund for the corps' 
merit incentive program. The merit incentive program is a two-step plan 
designed to (1) increase the average number of corps members complet­
ing the full-year program in the CCC and (2) increase the proportion of 
graduating corpsmembers entering higher education. In the first phase, 
corpsmembers are eligible to receive a lO-percent merit adjustment after 
they complete four months in the CCC and meet certain work perfor­
mance standards. The second stage is structured for graduating corps­
members, those who complete one full year in the CCe. Upon gradua­
tion, these corpsmembers have the option of choosing between a $1,000 
scholarship ora $500 cash bonus, contingent upon their meeting certain 
evaluation standards. (Corpsmembers have two years after graduation to 
apply for the scholarship.) Because delays in the implementation of the 
corps' merit incentive program precluded a full evaluation of its success 
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last year, the Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report 
of the 1987 Budget Act directing the CCC to report by December 1, 1987 
on the program's status and cost. 

In its report to the Legislature, however, the CCC failed to provide 
enough information to evaluate its budget request forthe merit incentive 
program in 1988-89. Specifically, the report lacked. information on (1) the 
average length of time before a corpsmember receives a merit salary 
increase and (2) the number of graduates receiving the bonus and the 
scholarship on a monthly basis. The corps' report also indicated that 303 
of the 623 graduating corpsmembers, or roughly 50 percent, had not yet 
applied for the scholarship. The CCC intended to survey these individ­
uals to estimate how many would apply for the scholarship within the 
next two years. The results of the CCC survey are needed to estimate 'the 
cost of the merit incentive program in 1988-89. Furthermore, additional 
information is needed to evaluate. the· success of the merit incentive 
program. The CCC has not provided consistent information that would 
allow a comparison of retention (the average length of time individuals 
stay in the ,corps before and after the program began). . . 

Without the' above cited information, we are unable to arrive at a 
reasonable cost estimate for the merit incentive program or evaluate its 
success. Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on $987,000 from the 
General Fund for the merit incentive program, pending receipt and 
analysis of (1) the average length of time before a corpsmember receives 
a merit salary increase, (2) the number of graduates receiving the bonus 
and the scholarship on a monthly basis, (3) the results of the COliPS' 
scholarship survey, (4) the average length of time individuals stay in the 
corps. . , 

CALIFORNIA CONSERVATION CORPS-CAPITAL'OUTLAY 

Item 3340-301 from the General 
Fund, Special Account for 
Capital Outlay Budget p. R 17 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommendation pending .. : ................................ :: ........... : .......... . 

$1,878,000 
1,318,000 

560,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. San Luis Obispo Training Academy. Recommend the follow­

ing actions: 
• Recommend separate Budget Bill subitems for work to be 

accomplished by the Corps and work to be accomplished 
under competitive bidding (kitchen/dining facility) . 

• Withhold recommendation on $560,000 for the kitcheri! 
dining facility portion of the proposal pending receipt of' 
detailed cost· information. 

Analysis 
page 

303 
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• Recommend adoption of Budget Bill language requiring 
the Office 'of the State Architect to inspect all project, 
construction. ' 

'. Recommend addition of Item 3340-495 to revert unspent 
,preliminary plan/working drawing balances. " 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Minor Projects 

, l,Ve recommend approval. 
We recolnmend approval of $203,000 requested in Item 3340-301-036 

foq:ninor capital outlay. This request is for seven projects, ranging in cost 
from .$12,000 fQr a waste water treatment study, at the Placer Energy 
Center to $47,000 for upgrading the electrical system at the Corps' San 
Bernardino Center. " 

San Luis Obispo Training Academy-Construction 
We recommend the following for the Training Academy: 
.; Approval of $1,115,000 in Item 3340-301-036(2) to reflect the esti­

mated cost of all elements of the project other than the kitchen/ 
dining facility. ' 

• Establish a new subitem (Item 3340-301-036(3)) for the kitchen/ 
dining facility work. " ' 

• Withhold recommendation on the balance of the funds requested 
under this item ($560,000) pending the receipt of a detailed cost 
estimate for the kitchen/dining facility. " " 

• Adoption of Budget Bill language requiring the Office of the State 
, Architect to provide construction inspection services for the entire 

project. " 
,~ Add new item (Item 3340-495) to revert unspent preliminary 

plan/working drawing fund balances to the Special Account for 
Capital Outlay. 

, In late 1986, the CQrps relocated the academy from leased facilities in 
Fricot City (Calaveras County) to temporary facilities at the National 
Guard's Camp in San Luis Obispo. The 1987 Budget Act appropriated 
$400,000 from the Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) for 
preliminary plans and working drawings for permanent academy facili­
ties. 

The budget includes $1,675,000 in Item 3340-301-036(2) for Phase I 
construction and improvements for the Corps' permanent academy 
facilities. According to the Corps, future phases of construction to 
complete the permanent facilities will require an additional $875,000 of 
Clipital outlay funds. Also, the Corps' 1988-89 support budget request 
includes approximately $670,000 for staff, and corpsmember labor to 
construct those elements of the project that are not to be built through ,a 
competitively bid construction contract (essentially everything other 
than the kitchen/dining facility), The Corps expects that a similar 
amount of support funds will be needed for the project in 1989-90. Thus, 
according to the Corps, the total estimated cost of the project is 
approximately $4.3 mil~on. 

An important aspect of the project is that most of the renovation and 
construction is proposed to be carried out directly by the Corps; using 
staff and corpsmember labor, rather than through a private construction 
contractor. The Corps proposes this approach in order to save money as 
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well as provide corpsmembers with useful work training opportunities. 
The proposed kitchen/dining facility, however, is more complex and 
requires special design/construction. Consequently, this portion of the 
project is to be competitively bid and constructed by a private contractor 
under the supervision of the Office of the State Architect (OSA). 

Recent Cost Estimate. According to a recent detailed cost estimate 
(prepared by the Corps) for that portion of the project which the Corps 
intends to manage directly, the amount needed for that work in 1988-89 
is $1,047,000. With adjustment for inflation and additional amounts 
needed for construction contingencies and inspection, we estimate that a 
total of $1,115;000 will be needed in 1988-89 for that portion of the project 
that will be managed and constructed directly by the Corps. Accordingly, 
we recommend approval of $1,115,000 in Item 3340-301-036(2) for this 
work. 

Separate Management of Kitchen/Dining Facility Work. At the time 
this Analysis was written, no detailed cost estimate based on preliminary 
plans for the kitchen/ dining facility was available. In fact, OSA was in the 
process of correcting design errors and omissions in the kitchen/ dining 
facility plans that the Corps submitted in December 1987 to the State 
Public Works Board (PWB). Pending these necessary revisions and 
review of a detailed cost estimate to be prepared by OSA, we have no 
basis for recommending an amount for the kitchen/ dining facility work. 
We therefore withhold recommendation on the balance of the budget 
request ($560,000). 

As discussed above, the kitchen/ dining facility is a separate project 
within the overall program to provide permanent academy facilities. The 
kitchen/ dining facility is to be designed by OSA and competitively bid for 
construction. To properly reflect the separate nature of these projects 
and to maintain a measure of control over the project co~t, these 
individual elements should be budgeted separately. Thus, we recom­
mend that the Legislature schedule the kitchen/ dining facility part of the 
project under a new subitem 3340-301-036(3). 

Need for OSA Construction Inspection. The PWB approved prelimi­
nary plans for all phases of the Academy project on December 18, 1987. 
In a letter to the board dated December 7, 1987, ~SA's Chief of 
Architecture and Engineering stated that, although the plans included 
adequate information for the purpose of a submittal to the board, OSA 
had not reviewed the pla.ns·"for code compliance; technical correctness, 
design or functional adequacy." 

This is highly unusual beeause plans approved by the board are 
supposed to be complete/accurate documents reflective of the work to 
be accomplished. In fact, prior to board approval of all plans, the 
Department of Finance certifies to the Legislature that the plans reflect 
the scope and cost approved by the Legislature. In this instance, it 
appears that there was no basis to assure the Legislature that. the plans 
met the standard scope and cost criteria. Nevertheless, OSA currently is 
correcting design errors and omissions in the plans prepared by the Corps 
for the kitchen/dining facility. In order to insure the safety of corpsmem­
bers that will be living and studying in the academy's buildings and to 
minimize potential liability to the state, we recommend that the Legis­
lature adopt the following Budget Bill language requiring OSA inspection 
of the construction work undertaken by the Corps: 
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The amount appropriated in category (2) of this item-for construction 
for the San Luis Obispo Training Academy-includes funds for con­
struction inspection by the Office of the State Architect. The Office of 
the State Architect shall conduct these inspections during the course of 
the construction funded in category (2) in order to assu:r:e compliance 
with fire and life/safety code requirements and adherence to good 
construction practices. 
Reversion of Unspent Balances. When the PWB approved preliminary 

plans for the project it also approved an estimated cost for the prepara­
tion of preliminary plans and working drawings of $326,000. This was the 
amount budgeted for that purpose according to the Supplemental Report 
of the 1987 Budget Act. According to the Corps at the time this analysis 
was written, the estimated. cost for. preparation of these documents was 
$88,000, or substantially less than the amount budgeted. Any unspent 
balances should be reverted so that the funds are available for other 
statewide needs. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature add 
Item 3340-495 to the Budget Bill with the following language: 

Reversion, California Conservation Corps. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the unencumbered balance of the appropriation 
provided in the following citation, including the unexpended balance 
of funds allocated by the Department of Finance or transferred to the 
Architecture Revolving Fund, shall be reverted on the effective date of 
this act to the General Fund, Special Account for Capital Outlay: 
Item 3340-301-036, Budget Act of 1987: 
(2) 30.30.020-San Luis Obispo Training 

Academy-Improvements-preliminary plans and working draw-
ings. . 

Supplemental Report Language 
For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 

fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language which defines 
the scope and cost elements of each of the projects approved under this 
item. 

Resources Agency 
ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 

COMMISSION 

Item 3360 from various funds Budget p. R 18 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... $160,825,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ........................................................................... 111,519,000 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. 47,214,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $49,306,000 (+ 44 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ......... ;......................................... 6,400,000 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... 105,300,000 
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ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION-Continued 
1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description Fund Amount 
3360-OO1-033-Energy conservation loans to State Energy Conservation As- $5,266,000 

schools, hospitals and local governments sistance Account, General 
3360-OO1-044-Support Motor Vehicle Account, State 93,000 

Transportation 
3360-OO1-465-Support Energy Resources Programs 29,971,000 

Account, General 
3360-OO1-479-Energy technology grants and Energy Technologies Research, 1,846,000 

loans Development, and Demon-
stration Account, General 

3360-001-853-Purchase school buses and energy Petroleum Violation Escrow 116,400,000 
conservation assistance Account (PVEA) 

3360-OO1-890-Support Federal Trust 889,000 
Public Resources Code Section 25402.l-Fee Energy Resources Programs 300,000 

Revenue Account, General 
Ch 1338/86-Program administration PVEA 40,000 
Ch 1341/86-Program administration PVEA 50,000 
Ch 1340/86-Aitemative vehicle fuel demon- Clean Fuels Account, PVEA 50,000 

strations 
Ch 1343/86-Energy conservation assistance Local Jurisdiction Energy Assis- 470,000 

tance Account,· PVEA 
Continuous Appropriation-Grants to local gov- Geothermal Resources Devel- 5,300,000 

ernments opment AccOl,mt, General. 
Reimbursements 150,000 

Total . $160,825,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Conservation Projects in Higher Education. Reduce Item 

3360-001-853 by $6 million. Recommend reduction of $6 
million from the PVEA for energy conservation and dem­
onstration projects in the three higher education segments 
because the proposal is premature. 

2. School Bus Purchase and Demonstration. Withhold recom­
mendation on $100 million from the PVEA for demonstra­
tions of various engine technologies and fuel types in school 
buses pending the Legislature's review of alternative pro­
posals for use of these funds. 

3. Energy Technology Export Program. Reduce Item 3360-
001-465 by $250,000. Recommend reduction of $250,000 from 
the ERP A for a consultant contract for training and technical 
assistance for energy companies because the proposal is 
premature. Further recommend adoption of supplemental 
report language requiring an evaluation of the program. 

4. Point-oj-Purchase Materials Jor Builders. Reduce Item 
3360-001-465 by $150,000. Recommend reduction of $150,000 
from the ERP A for a consultant contract to develop mate­

. rials for homebuilders because the proposal lacks detail. 
5. Continuous Appropriation Authority. Recommend the Local 

Government Geothermal Resources Revolving Subaccount 
(Item 3360-101-497) be subject foannual approval through 
the budget process. 

Analysis 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission is 

a five-member, full-time body that is responsible for siting major electric 
power plants, forecasting energy supplies and demands, developing 
energy conservation measures; and conducting' a program of research 
and development· involving energy supply, consumption, conservation 
and power plant siting technology. 

The commission has 400.5 personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE. BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes expenditures totaling $160.8 million from various 

state funds, Petroleum Violation Escrow Account . (PVEA) funds and 
reimbursements for support of the Energy CommissioJ,1 in 1988-89. This is 
an increase of $49.3 million, or 44 percent, over estimated current-year 
expenditures. Table 1 shows the Energy Commission's budget for the 
prior, current and budget years. , 

Table 1 
California .Energy Commission 

Budget Summary . 
1986-87 through 1988-8~ 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years 
Actual Est. Prop. Actual 

Program 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 
Regulatory and planning .......... 138.6 . 182.3 184.4 $18,951 
Energy resources conservation ... 43.8 61.6 73.5 9,020 
Development ...................... 54.4 51.9 55.1 11,573 
Policy, management and adminis-

tration ......................... 107.0 104.7 101.3 7,670 

Totals·; ............................. 343.8 400.5 414.3 $47,214 
Funding Sources 
Energy Resources Programs Account . ............................ $34,645 
Energy Conservation Assistance Account ........................ 3,881 
Energy Technologies Research, Development and Demonstra-

tion Account . ................................................. 3,788 
Local Government Geothermal Resources Revolving Subac-

count .............................................. ; ........... 2,329 
Petroleum Violation Escrow Account .. .......................... 34,000 

Local Jurisdiction Energy Assistance Account ................ -28,999 
Clean Fuels Account . ........................................... -5,000 

Motor Vehicle Account ........................................... 90 
Federal Trust Funds .............................................. 2,372 
Reimbursements . .................................................. 108 

a Not a meaningful figure. 

Expenditures 
Percent 
Change 

Est. Prop. From 
1987-88 1988-89 1987-88 
$17,245 $14,491 -16.0% 
69,545 22,050 -68.3 
18,088 117,138 547.6 

'. 6,641 7,146 7.6 
$111,519 $160,825 . 44.2% 

$31,253 $30,271 -3.1% 
5,266 

3,344 1,846 -44.8 

2,282 5,300 132.3 
39,485 116,490 195.0 
28,104 50 -99.8 
4,825 470 -90.3 

91 93 2.2 
2,027 889 -56.1 

108 150 38.9 

Comparison Adjusted for Pass-Through Funds. The comparison of 
the commission's budget request with its estimated current-year eXpen­
ditures is distorted by PVEA funding proposals. The commission's total 
1988-89 expenditures include $106 million in PVEA funds that will be 
used for programs. administered by other state agencies. The major 
portion of this funding consists of $100 million that would be used to buy 
school buses in cooperation with the Department of Education and the 
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Department of the California Highway Patrol. Federal law requires these 
funds to flow through the commission's budget because the commission 
is the agency that oversees California's State Energy Conservation Plan. 

If, for comparative purposes, the commission's expenditures are ad­
justed to exclude PVEA pass-through funds, the budget request would be 
$54.8 million. This is $14.7 million, or 21 percent, below the adjusted 
estimate of current-year expenditures of $69.5 million (current year 
spending includes $42 million in pass-through funds). This reduction is 
primarily due to decreases in PVEA funds for commission programs 
(-$29 million), which is partially offset by increases in grant and loan 
programs ($12.5 million), pro rata charges ($957,000) and employee 
compensation ($760,000). . 

Significant Budget Changes. Table 2 summarizes· the changes in the 
commission's proposed budget for 1988-89, by funding source. 

Table 2 
California Energy Commission 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... .. 
Baseline Adjustments 
Redirect contracts ......................... . 

Increase in equipment .................. . 
Increase in operating expense .......... . 
Increase in pro rata aSsessment ........ . 
Deletion of one.time Local Jurisdiction. 
Deletion of one-time PVEA program .. . 
Increase to employee compensation ... . 
Increased reimbursements .............. . 
Other adjustments ...................... . 

Program Changes 
Regulatory and Planning Program 

Decrease in power plant siting contract. 
Increase in demand forecasting ........ . 

Conservation Program 
PVEA program administration ......... . 
Funding change for PYs in SECP pro-

gram ................................... . 
Funding change for contracts .......... . 
One-time funding for Chapter 341/81 .. . 
Increase in buildings standards ......... . 
Increase in energy conservation loans to 

schools, hospitals and localgovem-
.ments .................................. . 

PVEA schools and hospitals grants .... : : 
PVEA higher eduCation energy loans .. . 
Schools and hospitals loans development 

·program ............................... . 
Increase in geothermal grants .......... . 

Energy 
Resources 
Programs 
Account 
$31,253 

Other 
Funds a 

and 
Reim­

bursements 
$38,754 

Federal 
Funds 
$2,027 

PVEA Totals 
$39,485 . $11l,519 

-1,548 
2f1T 
245 
957 

-28,054 
-38,595 -38,595 

90 

-BOO 

4,500 
6,000 

760 
115 
244 

-2,108 
<JJ.Y1 

90 

-250 
-5 

-250 
210 

5,0Q0 
4,500 
6,000 

-1,138 
3,018 
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Deletion of one-time clean fuels pro-
gram ................................... . -4,355 -4,355 

DeCrease in energy technologies ad-
vancement program .................. . -1,844 -1,844 

100,000 100,000 
5,900 5,900 

School Bus demonstration program .... . 
Alternative fuels demonstration ........ . 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ......... . $30,271 $13,175 $889 $116,490 $160,825 

-$982 -$25,579 -$1,138 $77,005 $49,306 
Change from 1987,88 

Amount ......... ' ......................... . 
, Percent. ................................. . -3.1% -66.0% -56.1% 195.0% 44.2% 

• Energy Conservation Assistance Account; Energy Technologies Research, Development and Demon­
stration Account; Local Government Geothermal Resources Revolving Subaccount; Local Jurisdic­
tion Energy Assistance Account; Clean Fuels Account; and Motor Vehicle Acco\ffit. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Petroleum Violation Escrow Account Proposals 
The budget proposes expenditures of $147'.3 million from the PVEA by 

various state agencies. The Energy Commission's budget contains the 
largest portion of this amount, $116.4 million. The remaining $30.9 million 
is in the budgets of the Department of Transportation ($20.9 million) and 
the Department of Economic Opportunity ($10 million). We discuss 
those proposals in our analyses of the budget requests for those agencies. 

The commission's PVEA budget request consists of the following: 
• $100 million for a program to demonstrate the performance of 

various engine technologies and fuel types in approximately 1,300 
school buses in school districts around the state. 

• $6 million for energy conservation and demonstration programs to be 
divided equally among the three segments of public higher educa­
tion. 

• $5.9 million for a comprehensive alternative fuels (other than 
methanol) demonstration and evaluation program. , 

• $4.5 million for energy conservation matching grants to public and 
nonprofit schools and hospitals. 

The Budget Bill includes language (provision 1 of Item 3360-001-853) 
that makes these appropriations, available for three years. 

We recommend approval of (1) ,the $5.9 million requested for a 
comprehensive evaluation of alternative fuels because of the need to find 
remedies for significant air pollution problems and the state's policy to 
diversify away from petroleum dependency, and (2) the $4.5 million 
requested to continue an existing program of energy conservation grants 
because the commission indicates that it has a backlog of about $6.5 
million in unfunded grant requests that promise significant energy cost 
savings. We, discuss the remaining two proposals below. ' 

Conservation Projects in Higher Education Systems 
We recommend a reduction of $6 million from the PVEA for energy 

conservation and demonstration projects in the three higher education 
segments because the proposals are premature. {Reduce Item 3360-011-
853 by $6 million.} 

The budget requests a total of $6 million from the PVEA' for energy 
conservation and demonstration projects at the University of California 
($2 million), California State University ($2 million), and California 
Community Colleges ($2 million). These funds are proposed to (1) 
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complete energy usage analyses, (2) prepare and implement operations 
and maintenance 'standards, . (3) train facilities operators 'in efficient 
energy practices, and (4)" undertake energy efficiency demonstration 
projects. The proposed exPenditures would be made under the State 
Energy Conservation Plan (SECP). , 

Chapter 1343, Statutes of 1986, appropriated .$12 million ($4 million per 
segment) for these same projects. However, these funds will not be 
available to the systems until late in the current year (March 1988) 
because disbursement. of funds must still be approved by the commission. 

The budget request does not document the need for additional funds, 
nor does it' identify the demonstration projects proposed to be under-
taken by the educational segments. ,., 

Given the existing funds available to the educational segments for this 
purpose and the la:ck of justification for any increase in funds, we 
recommend a reduction of $6 million from the' PVEA because the 
proposal is premature. 

School Bus Purchase and, Demonstration Proposal 
.we withhold recommendation on $100 million from the PVEA for a 

program to demonstrate the performance of various engine technolo­
gies and/ueUypesin school buses pending the Legislature's review of 
alternative. uses of these funds. 

The budget requests $100 million' from the PVEA to· demonstrate the 
performance of various engine technologies and fuel types in about 1,300 
school buses that would. be purchas~d f?r unspec~ed school districts; The 
buses would comply'with safety cntena of the HighwaY'Patrol, and the 
commission would consult with the Department of Education in imple­
menting the program. ThestatedobjectivEl of the program is "to enable 
school districts to upgrade their fleets in a costceffective, environmentally 
sound manner." The proposed demonstration consists' of three parts: 

• Test and evaluate selected engine technologies and fuel types in 
school rustrict buses. 

• Expand the tests to a wider range of geographic andcHrnactic ar~as. 
• Make buses available on a statewide basis for performance evalua­

tion. 
Proposal laqks specifiCity.' The., adriliitistration's bus demonstration 

proposal is not supported by a specific plan. For example, the proposal 
does pot specify (1) how this program builds 'on other demonstration 
progiamsproposed,by the ,commission or currently underway, (2) how 
the 1,300 buses would be allocated among the state's school districts, and 
(3) how this proposal relates to existing state programs that provide 
transportation funds to school districts. 

Legislative redirection of these funds last year. The administration 
proposed ,this same bus demonstration program in the.1987-88 budget. 
During budget hearings, the Legislature removed all· PVEA funds from 
the commission's budget request. The Legislature's proposal for use of 
these PV~A funds was included in SB 283 (Rosellthal). This bill proposes 
to use the bus demonstration funds for low income energy assistance and 
weatherization projects. Additionally, AB 35 (Katz), proposes expendi­
ture of $20 miUion in PVEA funds on a similar bus replacement program. 

'I 
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Both bills are still in committee waiting final legislative, consideration. 
Several other proposals for use of the PVEA funds also have ;been 
introduced. Altogether, the proposals exceed the $147.5 million in PVEA 
funds available for appropriation. We therefore withhold recommenda­
tion on $100 million for a bus engine and fqel technology demonstration 
program to allow the Legislature to examine alternative proposals for use 
of the funds consistent with legislative priorities. , 

Consultant Contract Proposals 
The budget requests a total of $5 million, a reduction 'of $1.5 million (24 

percent) from the estimated current-year level, for contract assistance 
for the commission in 1988-89. This amount consists of $4.9 million from 
the Energy Resources Program Account (ERPA) and $100,000 from the 
Geothermal Resources Development Account. ' 

Based on our evaluation of each of the commission's 53 consultant 
contract proposals, we recommend that 51 of them be funded in the 

. amount requested-$4.6 million. We find, however, that the remaining 
two contract proposals, totaling $400,000, ate not justified. Our evaluation 
of these two proposals follows. . 
Energy Technology Export Program. 

We recommend a reduction of $250,(}()() from the ERPA for a 
consultant contract to provide training and technical assistance for 
energy companies participating in the commission ~ Energy Technol­
ogy Export Program (ETEP) because, it is premature. (Reduce Item 
33~O;..OOl-465 by $25O,(}()().) Further, we recommend that the Legislature 
adopt supplemental report language requiring the Energy Commission 
to evaluate the ETEP, and develop a strategy and detailed workplan for 
the future development of the program. . , 

The budget requests $250,000 from the ERP A for a consultant contract 
to provide training and technical assi,stance to participants in its Energy 
Technology Export Program. This program was established to provide 
assistance to California energy companies desiring to export their prod­
ucts and services. The proposed consultant contract would (1) establish 
an energy t,echriology training project for prospective energy technology 
exporters and for personnel from developing countries, (2) provide 
technical assistance to California energy firms and (3) .promotethe sale 
of energy technolog~es and services to foreign governments. The com­
mission indicates that similar contracts will be proposed in future years. 

Further consultant contracts premature. The Legislature has appro­
priated a total of $840,000 in past budgets for consultant contracts for this 
program" which began in 1986 .. These contracts provided funds for the 
following activities: " 

• $190,000 in 1985-86 to (a) evaluate export opportunities and compile 
related information for energy firms and (b) develop an action plan 
for California state government outlining long-term initiatives. 

• $425,000 in 1986-87 for (a) . pilot technical assistance programs for 
small energy businesses and (b) pilot training programs for the 
operation and maintenance of energy technology products installed 
in other countries. 

• $225,000 in 1987~88for continuation of the 1986-87 contract. 
In addition to these expenditures, the commission has allocated about 
three personnel-years of its own staff to the Energy Technology 
ExpoJit Program. 

11-77312 
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Our analysis of the "action plan," and other documents developed as 
part of the first contract (the only contract completed to date), indicates 
that the plan neither develops an overall strategy for the ETEP, nor 
provides guidance for the commission regarding how it can coordinat~ its 
efforts with other existing sources of export assistance. The second 
contract, which was funded in 1986-87, proposed pilot projects, but 
included no criteria to provide for their evaluation .. Moreover, the 
commission has never performed a formal evaluation to determine the 
overall effectiveness of the ETEP, nor has it developed any criteria by 
which the success of the ETEP can be evaluated. We therefore recom­
mend a reduction of $250,000 from the ERP A because expansion of this 
program is premature. 

Export program needs review. As discussed above, a significant 
amount of funds has been provided for ETEP consultant contracts. The 
lack of ongoing evaluation and detailed strategies and workplans makes 
it very difficult to evaluate the commission's budget proposals for this 
program. We therefore recommend that the Legislature adopt the 
following supplemental report language requiring the commission to 
perform a program evaluation and to develop a plan for the ETEP: 

The Energy Commission shall report to the Chairpersons of the fiscal 
committees, appropriate policy committees and the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee, no later than December 1, 1988, on the results of 
an evaluation of its Energy Technology Export Program. The evalua­
tion shall include the following: (1) an analysis of all assistance effoTts­
including the results of that assistance to date-to assist California 
energy companies, (2) an identification of the methods used by ETEP 
personnel to coordinate assistance available from all other sources, (3) 
an evaluation of problems with existing private sector, state, federal, 
and international agency programs that require the commission to 
provide training, and technical/ financial assistance for energy compa­
mes, (4) an evaluation of currently authorized contracts and how they 
relate to the ETEP's goals, (5) a detailed operational plan for future 
years, including identification of specific measures for future program 
evalu.ations, pro forma budgets, and detailed workplans for commission 
personnel and use of contracts, and (6) an evaluation of the feasibility 
of imposing user fees to offset the costs of this program. 

Point-of-Purchase Materials for Builders 
We recommend a reduction of $150,000 from the ERPA for a 

consultant contract to develop ''point-ol-purchase'' home energy effi­
ciency materials, because the proposal lacks detail. (Reduce Item 
3360-001-465 by $150,000.) 

The budget requests $150,000 from the ERP A for a consultant contract 
to develop "point-of-purchase" materials for homebuilders. The stated 
objective is to develop materials that homebuilders could provide to 
prospective buyers when viewing model homes. These materials would 
contain information " ... that can be used by all homebuilders to explain 
the benefits of their energy efficient design to the potential home-buying 
customer." 

This proposal does not identify a need for this particular information or 
show how buyers of new houses would be benefited by it, particularly 
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since all new construction in California must meet current energy 
efficiency standards. We therefore recommend deletion of funding for 
this proposal. . 

Geothermal Resources Development Account Proposals 

Continuous Appropriation Authority 

We·· recommend the Local Government Geothermal Resources Re­
volving Subaccount (Item 3360-101-497) be subject to annual approval 
through the budget process. 

The Geothermal Resources Development Account (GRDA) receives 
revenue from geothermal developments on federal lands. Thirty percent 
of the GRDA funds are transferred to the Local Government Geothermal 
Resources Revolving Subaccount (LGGRRS) wi~hin the GRDA. These 
funds are available to the commission to provide grants to local govern­
ments. The commission must submit to the Legislature by April! of each 
year a list of local government projects for which the commission intends 
to provide grants from the LGGRRS. The budget proposes to spend $5.3 
million from this account in 1988-89. 

Although these funds are available to the commission through a 
continuous appropriation authority, the practice in recent years has been 
to appropriate these funds in the Budget Act. This year, however, the 
administration has chosen to omit the funds from the Budget Bill. Our 
analysis indicates that this account does not meet the· criteria for 
continuous appropriations provided by Ch 323/83. Chapter 323 provides 
that the use of continuous appropriations is appropriate if "undue 
programmatic, administrative, or legal problems" would result from 
annual appropriation in the Budget Act. We don't believe such problems 
would occur in this case. This account supports activities that are part of 
the ongoing operation of the department and, as such, should be subject 
to annual legislative review and control. Consequently, we recommend 
that the LGGRRS be subject to annual approval through the budget 
process. 

Reversion (Item 3360-495) 

We recommend approval. 
Chapter 890, Statutes of 1986, appropriated $35 million from the PVEA 

(subject to the approval of the u.S. Department of Energy) for various 
transportation projects. The Department of Energy disapproved $5.4 
million of that appropriation. The budget proposes to appropriate $5.4 
million from the PVEA to the Department of Transportation for similar 
projects (please see Item 2660 for an analysis of this proposal). Our 
review indicates that the reversion is appropriate because it would enable 
the Legislature to fund additional projects which are consistent with its 
priorities. 
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Resources Agency 
CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Item 3380 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 32 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ........................................................... ; ...................... . 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $141,000 (-2.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3380-OO1-OO1-Support 
Ch 1319/87-Landfill cleanup and maintenance 

Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STA YEMENT 

Fund 
General 
Solid Waste Disposal Site 

Cleanup and Maintenance 
Account, General 

$5,475,000 
5,616,000 
4,181,000 

None 

Amount 
$4,505,000 

970,000 

$5,475,000 

The California Waste Management Board is responsible for (1) ensur~ 
ing .that nonhazardous wastes are disposed of and managed in a safe and 
environmentally sound manner and (2) encouraging the adoption of 
environmentally, economically, and technically sound alternative waste 
disposal practices, such as recycling and waste-to-energy conversion; 

The board's regulatory responsibilities include (1) setting minimum 
standards for waste handling and facility operation, (2) conducting 
oversight inspections of landfills, (3) reviewing permits issued by local 
enforcement agencies (LEAs), (4) investigating closed or abandoned 
landfill sites, and (5) approving county solid waste management plans. 

With the enactment of Ch 1319/87 (AB 2448), the board also is 
responsible for (1) approving landfill closure and postclosure mainte­
nance plans and operator financing to carry out the plans, (2) making 
loan guarantees to landfill operators requiring financial assistance to 
correct problems that threaten public health, (3) providing grants to 
cities, counties and regional water quality control boards for programs 
that ensure the safe operation, closure and maintenance of landfills. 

Under existing law, local government has the primary responsibility for 
solid waste management, enforcement, and associated planning. There. 
are approximately 1,000 solid waste facilities and 120 LEAs in the state. 

The board is located in Sacramento and has 70.6 personnel-years in the 
current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget requests a total of $5.5 million for support of the California 

Waste Management Board in 1988-89. This amount is $141,000, or 2.5 
percent, less than estimated current-year expenditures. The decrease is 
the net result of (1) a reduction of $1 million in federal Petroleum 
Violation Escrow Account funds provided in the current year for a study 
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of the environmental impacts of waste-to-energy projects and (2) 
proposed increases in state funds of $849,000. 

The largest increase in state funds ($595,000 and 13.5 personnel-years) 
is for the implementation of Ch 1319/87, the Solid Waste Disposal Site 
Hazard Reduction Act. Total 1988-89 expenditures for the program will 
be $970,000 compared with $375,000 that the board estimates it will spend 
to begin implementation during the current year. Chapter 1319 appro­
priates these funds to the board from a new special account. 

Table 1 
California Waste Management Board 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Percent 
Personnel-Years Expenditures Change 

Actual Est. Proposed Actual 
Program 
Monitoring and enforcement ..... 
Disposal site cleanup and mainte-

nance ........................ .. 
Resource conservation and recov-

ery ........................... .. 
Administration (distributed) .... .. 

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

Funding Sources 

1986-87 
35.3 

18.1 
11.4 
64.8 

1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 
31.4 34.2 $2,592 

5.5 19.0 

20.9 20.9 1,589 
12.8 12.8 (1,090) 

70.6 86.9 $4,181 

General Fund................. .... ................. .... .......... . $4,155 
Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup and Maintenance Account. 
Petroleum Violation Escrow Account .. ........................ .. 
Reimbursements. . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 26 

Table 2 
California Waste Management Board 

Proposed Budget Changes 
1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures ............................ . 
Workload and Administrative Adjustments: 

Employee compensation increases and other 
administrative adjustments ................. . 

Facilities operation .......................... .. 
Program Changes: 

Implementation of Ch 1319/87, Solid Waste 
Disposal Site Hazard Reduction Act ...... . 

Local Enforcement Agency Assessments ... . 
Deletion of one-time waste-to-energy re-

search ....................................... . 
1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) .............. . 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount ....................................... . 
Percent ........................................ . 

General 
Fund 
$4,228 

87 
50 

140 

$4,505 

$277 
6.6% 

Solid Waste 
Disposal 
Account" 

$375 

595 

$970 

$595 
158.7% 

Est. Proposed From 
1987-88 1988-89 1987-88 
$2,572 $2,791 8.5% 

375 970 158.7 

2,669 1,714 -35.8 
(1,030) (1,234) 19.8 
$5,616 $5,475 -2.5% 

$4,228 
375 

1,000 
13 

$4,505 6.6% 
970 158.7 

Other 
$1,013 

-1,000 c 

-$1,013 
-100% 

-,-100.0 
-100.0 

Total 
$5,616 

74 
50 

595 
140 

-1,000 
$5,475 

-$141 
-2.5% 

• Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup and Maintenance Account, General Fund. 
b Reimbursements. 
C Petroleum Violation Escrow Account, Federal Trust Fund. 
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CALIFORNIA WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD-Continued 
Table 1 summarizes the staffing and expenditures for the board from 

1986-87 through 1988-89. It shows that the board proposes to increase its 
staff by 16.3 personnel-years in 1988-89. Table 2 shows the proposed 
budget changes, by funding source, for the board in 1988-89. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
Our analysis indicates that the budget request for the California Waste 

Management Board in 1988-89 appears reasonable and is consistent with 
the board's statutory mandates, including the new mandates in Ch 
1319/87. 

New Landfill Hazard Reduction Program. Chapter 1319, Statutes of 
1987, initiated a new program to prevent the hazards associated with 
improperly closed or abandoned landfills and to ensure that adequate 
funding is available to correct landfill problems that threaten public 
health. The act requires landfill owners to plan for, and demonstrate their 
ability to pay for, proper landfill closure and postclosure maintenance. 
The act also creates a new statewide waste disposal fee to be paid by all 
landfill owners/operators, starting January 1, 1989. The fee will be set at 
a rate (about 50 cents per ton of garbage) that will generate approxi­
mately $20 million annually. This money will be used by the board in two 
ways. First, the board will make grants to cities, counties and regional 
water quality control boards for programs to collect household hazardous 
wastes and for waste control and enforcement programs. Second, the 
board will guarantee loans to landfill operators who require financial 
assistance to correct existing landfill health and safety problems. 

The board plans to accomplish the following tasks by July 1, 1989: 
• Develop emergency regulations governing the adoption of closure 

and postclosure maintenance plans, 
• Promulgate final regulations governing landfill owners' financial 

responsibility for closure and postclosure maintenance, 
• Adopt uniform standards governing landfill closure and postclosure 

maintenance, 
• Adopt criteria and regulations governing loan guarantees to assist 

landfill owners to correct health and safety violations or to imple­
ment closure or postclosure plans, and 

• Adopt criteria and regulations governing grants to cities and counties 
for household hazardous waste collection programs. 

The act appropriates $2 million from the General Fund to the new 
Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup and Maintenance Account as a start-up 
loan for the program. The board estimates that it will spend $375,000 in 
the current year and $970,000 in 1988-89 for program costs. Thus, $655,000 
will remain from the original General Fund loan to cover program costs 
during the first eight months of 1989-90. After March 1, 1990, the board 
expects to be able to repay the General Fund loan and fund ongoing 
program costs with revenue from the new disposal fee. 
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Resources Agency 

AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Item 3400 from the General 
Fund and special funds Budget p. R 37 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

$68,109,000 
81,684,000 
77,871,000 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $13,575,000 (-17 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

2,327,000 
1,739,000 

Item-Description 
34OO-OO1-OO1-Support 
34OO-OO1~upport 

Fund 
General 
Motor Vehicle Account, State 

Transportation 

Amount 
$6,746,000 
40,380,000 

34OO-OO1-115-8upport 
34OO-OO1-140-San Joaquin Valley modeling 

study 
34OO-OO1-420-Inspection and maintenance pro­

gram 
34OO-OO1-434-Toxic hot spots 

34OO-OO1~generation 

34OO-OO1-890-Support 
3400-1(jl~ubventions to air pollution con­

trol districts 
Ch 1390/85-Grant administration 
Ch 1219/87-Toxic air contaminant study 

Air Pollution Control 
Environmental License Plate 

Vehicle Inspection 

Air Toxics Inventory and As­
sessment Account, General 

Energy Resources Programs 
Account, General 

Federal Trust 
Motor Vehicle Account, State 

Transportation 
Offshore Energy Assistance 
General 
Motor Vehicle Account, State 

Transportation 
Environmental License Plate 

2,389,000 
300,000 

2,059,000 

1,107,000 

190,000 

5,035,000 
7,511,000 

53,000 
10,000 
90,000 

50,000 
2,189,000 Reimbursements 

Total $68,109,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Toxic Hot Spots Program Implementation. Withhold recom­

mendation on $1,107,000 requested for implementation of 
Ch 1252/87, pending receipt and analysis of detailed work­
load estimates. 

2. San Joaquin Valley Study. Recommend the Legislature 
adopt Budget Bill language requiring the commitment of at 
least $4 million from other study participants prior to 
expenditure of state funds. 

3. Hazardous Waste Management Support. Withhold recom­
mendation on $187,000 in reimbursements from the Depart­
ment of Health Services, pending additional workload infor-
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mation in conformance with our recroJJlmendation in Item 
4260. 

4. Emergency Toxic Release Data Management. Withhold 323 
recommendation on $122,000 in reimbursemen,ts from the 
Office' of Emergency Services, pending identification of the 
source of these funds in conformance with ourrecommen­
dation in Item 0690. 

5. Solvents Control Program. Reduce Item 3400-001-001 by 324 
$32,000 and Item 3400-001-044 by $145,000 and eliminate 2.8 
PYs. Recommend reduction because· there is not sufficient 
workload for all of the requested personnel. 

6. Hazardous Materials Information Management Program. 324 
Withhold recommendation on $323,000 requested by the 
Environmental Affairs Agency for development of a data 
management system, pending receipt of a report from the 
agency in· March. ' , 

7. Marine Fisheries Mitigation Program. Reduce .Item 3400- 325 
001~890 by $2,150,00(). Recommend reduction because' the 
policy issues raised by the proposal are better addressed in 
pending legislation and because the proposal lacks basic 
information. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Air Resources Board (ARB) is responsible for achieving and 

maintaining satisfactory air quality in California. The board establishes 
ambient air quality standards for certain pollutants, regulates vehicle 
emissions, identifies and <controls toxic air pollutants, administers"air 
pollution research .sru.dies, develops and implements the State Implemenc 
tation Plan for the attainment. and maintenance of' federal air quality 
standards, and oversees the regulation of stationary sources of pollution 
by local air pollution control districts. 

The board consists of a full-time chairperson and eight part-time 
members, all of whom are' appointed by the Governor and serve at his 
pleasure. The chairperson of the board also serves as the'Govetnor's 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs and, as such, has an advisory and 
coordinating role in the environmental area. 

The board has 604 personnel~years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes total expenditu~es of $68.1 ~illion for the Ai~ 
Resources Board in 1988789, a decrease of $13.6 million, or 17· percent, 
below estimat~d current-year. expenditures. This decrease primarily is 
due to a one-time expenditure of $17 .4. million in the ,current year,by the 
Environmental Affairs Agency (which is included in the ARB budget) for 
grants to local governments under the Coastal Resources and Energy 
Assistance Act(Ch 1390/85). Excluding this'special expenditure, total 
proposed. spending. is $3.8 million, or 6 percent, more than estimated 
current-y~ar spending. ,., " 

Table 1 summarizes the staffing and expendiPIres for the board from 
1986-87 through 1988-89. It shows th,at the budget propps'es to increase the 
board's staff by 67 personnel-years. 
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Table 1 
Air Resolirces Board 

(Including Environmental Affairs Agency) 
Budget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years Expenditures 
Actual Est. Prop. Actual Est. Prop. 

PrograT(ls: 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 
Air Pollution Control Program 

Technical support............... 88.6 
Stationary source................ 71.3 
Mobile source.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 127.5 
Compliance ..................... 41.5 
Research. . . .. .. .. . . .. . . .. .. . . .. .. 47.9 
Moiutoring and laboratory...... .115.4 
General support: 

Distributed to programs...... 109.5 
Undistributed ..... ;; . . . . .. . . . . 0.2 

Environmental Affairs Program. . 8.0 
Totals.. . . .. . . .. . .. . . .. .. . . .. . . . .. . . ·609.9 
Funding Sources 

90.7 
81.0 

121.7 
43.0 
45.5 

111.7 

99.7 
1.0 
9.9 

604.2 

105.0 
101.8 
131.5 
49.4 
44.8 

124.5 

99.7 
1.0 

13.7 
671.4 

General Fund ..................................................... . 
Motor Vehicle Account State Transportation Fund ............ . 
Air Pollution Control Fund ..................................... . 
California Environmental License Plate Fund ................. . 
Vehicle Inspection Fund .. ................................. : ..... . 
Air Toxies Inventory and Assessment Account General Fund .. 

$9,138 
12,882 
10,543 
3,679 

11,544 
11,463 

(7,163) 
5 

18,617 
$77,871 

$5,746 
46,048 
2,347 
1,200 

708 

$9,346 
13,791 
13,213 
4,011 

11,493 
10,966 

(7,232) 
22 

18,842 
$81;684 

$5,942 
46,131 
2,361 
1,510 
1,742 

Energy Resources Programs Account Genera/Fund ...... :..... 183 185 
Federal funds .. ..................... ', . . . .. . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2, 792' 2, 798 
Offshore Energy Assistance Fund..... ........................... 17,975 6,917 
Local Coastal Program Improvement Fund...................... 10,500 

$10,503 
15,292 
12,515 
4,532 
9,013 

12,465 

(7,334) 
22 

3,767 
$68,109 

, $6,756 
47,981 
2,389 '. 

350 
2,059 
1,107 

190 
5,035 

53 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 

12.4% 
10.9 

-5.3 
13.0 

-21.6 
13.7 

-1.4 

-80.0 
-16.6% 

13.7% 
4.0 
1.2 

"-76.8 
18.2 

2.7 
79.9 

-99.2 

Reimbursements.......................................... ...... ... 872 3,598 2,189 -39.2 

Table 2 shows the proposed budget changes, by funding source, for the 
board in 1988-89. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of all workload and administrative adjust­

ments shown in Table 2, as well as the following proposed budget changes 
which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: 

• $150,000 and 1.9 personnel-years (PYs) to implement Ch 1219/87, 
which requires the ARB to study the need for increased monitoring 
of toxic air contaminants and to adopt appropriate guidelines for 
local districts to do so. 

• $701,000 and 9.7 PYs to maintain the acid deposition monitoring 
network established under the Kapiloff Acid DepOSItion Act. 

• $590,000 and 7.3 PYs to assess the results of the acid deposition 
program. 

• $328,000 and 4.5 PYs to implement the second year of the' Environ­
mental Assistance Program to audit enforcement flctivitiesof air 
pollution control districts and to develop a self-audit program for 

, industry. 
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Table 2 

Air Resources Board 
(Including the Environmental Affairs Agency) 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) Federal 

Air Funds 
Motor Pollution Other and 

General Vehicle Control Special Reimburse-
Fund Account Fund Funds ments Total 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... $5,942 $46,131 $2,361 $20,854 $6,396 $81,684 
Workload and Administrative 

Adjustments: 
Deletion of one-time expenditures ... -750 -348 -17,614 -1,988 -20,700 
Expiring program-acid deposition ... -2,172 -BOO -1,200 -4,172 
Price! employee compensation ........ 136 782 38 60 1,016 
Miscellaneous .......................... 40 -47 -89 36 -60 

Program Changes: 
Implement Ch 1219!87-local toxics 

monitoring .......................... 10 90 50 150 
Maintain acid deposition monitoring 

program ............................. lOB 532 61 . 701 
Assessment of acid deposition pro-

gram research results ............... 27 123 440 590 
Continue San Joaquin Valley model-

ing study ............................ 750 250 1,000 
Continue to implement environmen-

tal assistance program .. , ........... 56 256 16 328 
Intensify efforts to reduce solvent 

emissions ............................ 66 302 4 372 
Evaluate emissions from clean fuels .. 23 364 3B7 
Expand vehicle testing capability ..... 179 304 4B3 
Increase consumer awareness of smog 

warranty coverage .................. 363 363 
Compile emergency toxic release data 

and evaluate need for prevention 
program ............................. 49 224 122 395 

Increase research on indoor air qual-
ity .................................... 91 412 503 

Begin research on health effects of 
long-term exposure to air pollution. 66 302 36B 

Expand particulate monitoring net-
work ................................. 37 . 170 140 347 

Expand Kern County monitoring net-
work ................................. 18 B4 251 353 

Provide modeling support for hazard-
ous waste management ............. 187 187 

Evaluate rural! small urban district 
programs ............................ 23 104 7 134 

Increase support for the Toxics Scien-
tific Review Panel .................. 100 100 

Implement Ch 1252!87-Toxics "Hot 
Spots" Act ........................... 1,107 1,107 

Develop hazardous materials informa-
tion management system ........... 104 58 161 323 

Establish mitigation program for fish-
eries ................................. 2,150 ~ 

19BB-B9 Expenditures (Proposed) ., ..... $6,756 $47,981 $2,389 $3,759 $7,224 $68,109 
Changes from 1987-88: 

Amount .............................. $814 $1,850 $28 -$17,095 $82B -$13,575 
Percent .............................. 13.7% 4.0% 1.2% -82.0% 12.9% -16.6% 
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• $387,000 and 5.8 PYs to assist in evaluating emissions from vehicles 
and stationary sources using "clean" fuels, such as methanol. 

• $483,000 and 4 PY s to expand the capacity for testing vehicle 
emissions at the ARB's Haagen-Smit Laboratory in EI Monte. 

• $363,000 and 3.9 PY s to increase consumer assistance by mediating 
emission warranty disagreements with manufacturers, and to begin 
smog checks of heavy-duty diesel vehicles. . 

• $347,000 and 2.5 PY s to expand the existing monitoring network for 
small particulates, known as "PM-lO." 

• $353,000 and 1 PY to expand the monitoring capability in Kern 
County to include upper air measurements in order to better 
characterize the ozone problem in the lower San Joaquin Valley. 

• $134,000 and 1.9 PY s to begin evaluations of the effectiveness of small 
urban and rural air pollution control districts' programs. 

• $100,000 in reimbursements and 1.9 PYs to provide staff assistance to 
the Toxics Scientific Review Panel for the Department of Food and 
Agriculture. 

Toxic Hot Spots Implementation 
We withhold recommendation on $1,107,000 from the Air Toxics 

Inventory and Assessment Account, General Fund, requested to imple­
ment the requirements of Ch 1252/87 (AB 2588), the Toxic Hot Spots 
Information and Assessment Act of 1987, pending receipt and analysis 
of detailed. workload estimates. . 

The budget requests $1.1 million in anticipated fee revenues from the 
Air Toxies Inventory and Assessment Account in the General Fund for 
20.3 PYs of additional staff in order to implement Ch 1252{87 (AB 2588). 
Chapter 1252 was enacted to provide more information on the amounts 
and types of toxic air emissions by public and private facilities of all sizes 
that use hazardous substances, and to identify any toxic "hot spots"­
geographic areas where those emissions may expose people nearby to 
higher-than-normal health risks. 

ARB's Role. The statute requires the ARB to establish guidelines by 
May 1989 for reports to air pollution control districts by facilities that emit 
specified hazardous substances. In addition, the ARB is required to (1) 
develop, on or before July 1989, a system to compile and make available 
all the data collected under the program, (2) provide, by March 1990, 
data on emissions from mobile sources and "area sources," (for example, 
field burning), and (3) use any relevant data from this program to 
characterize or develop control measures for toxic air contaminants 
under Ch 1047{83, in order to reduce their emissions. The ARB also will 
provide technical assistance to districts on request. 

Districts'Role. Under Ch 1252/87, air pollution control districts will 
receive inventory reports of hazardous substances emissions from facili­
ties beginning August 1989, and will rank the facilities in terms of health 
risk. The highest priority facilities must prepare a health risk assessment 
by May 1991. The districts will prepare annual reports on the number, 
type, and hazard posed by emissions by July 1991, and the Department of 
Health Services will review the health risk assessments by November 
1991. 

Specific Workload Estimates Needed. The· ARB has not provided 
sufficient workload data to justify the requested level of staffing for the 
program in 1988-89. The board's proposal identifies only its general areas 
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of responsibility under Ch 1252/87 and the number of staff that would be 
assigned to each area. It does not include, however, specific workload 
estimates nor does it relate the proposed activities to the individual tasks 
and deadlines required by the legislation. Without specific workload 
estimates that relate to the statutory requirements of Ch 1252/87, it is not 
possible to evaluate the ARB's budget proposal. Accordingly, we withhold 
recommendation on $1,107,000 requested for the Toxic Hot Spots pro­
gram, pending receipt and analysis of detailed workload estimates. 

San Joaquin Valley Study 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language in 

Item 3400-001-001, similar to language adopted last year, requiring 
assurances of at least $4 million of funding from other project 
participants before state funds can be spent, in order to assure that the 
study is adequately funded to achieve its goals. 

The budget requests $1 million ($750,000 MVA and $250,000 ELPF) in 
1988-89 as the state's contribution to continue the San Joaquin Valley Data 
Collection and Modeling Study. The requested amount is the same as the 

. amount the board received in the current year to begin the study. The 
ARB estimates the study's total cost at approximately $30 million over five 
years. The study design includes an intensive short-term data collection 
and evaluation effort, and a longer-term modeling effort to provide 
information needed to control ozone pollution in the lower San Joaquin 
Valley. 

Local air pollution control districts and industry requested the study in 
order to reevaluate nitrogen oxide (NOx) control measures required by 
the ARB. Because of the origin of the project and its size and scope, most 
of the funding was to come from the other participants. In order to make 
this funding arrangement explicit, the Legislature adopted language in 
the 1987-88 Budget Act (1) requiring letters from the other project 
participants verifying the commitment of funds for 1987-88, and (2) 
limiting the state's contribution to 30 percent of total study costs. 

Nonstate Funding Falls Short. In 1987-88, the amount received from 
participants was $2.3 million, which fell $2.1 million short of the amount 
anticipated in the project workplan. In 1988-89, the ARB indicates that a 
total of $5 million to $6 million is needed to avoid having the project fall 
further behind schedule. The 1988 Budget Bill again contains language to 
limit the state's expenditures, but does not include the language adopted 
in the current year to require funding commitments from the other 
participants before state funds can be spent. 

While the $1 million requested by the ARB for 1988-89 could maintain 
some monitoring work and technical studies, without $4 million to $5 
million additional funds, the information that can be gathered from the 
study will be only marginally useful. 

Nonstate Funding Not Yet Committed for 1988-89. The board's budget 
request indicates that funds are being sought from eight counties, the 
EPA, industry, and other interested parties. The ARB indicates that the 
project participants and their level of funding may differ from year to 
year through the life of the project. At this point, however, there is no 
assurance that any outside funding will be available in the budget year. 

Conclusion. Because the amount of funds needed in 1988-89 to keep the 
study from falling further behind schedule is well beyond what the 
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budget requests, we believe that there should be a requirement for the 
commitment of enough funds to carry out an adequate study before state 
monies are spent. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature 
adopt the following Budget Bill language in Item 3400-001-001, which 
differs from language in the 1987 Budget Act by requiring a minimum 
commitment of at least $4 million from other participants before state 
funds are spent: 

Of the amount appr<;>priated in this item, $1 million ($750,000 trans­
ferred from Item 3400-001-044 and $250,000 transferred from Item 
3400-001-140) is for a San Joaquin Valley Data Collection and Modeling 
Study, and is not available for expenditure until the Executive Officer 
of the Air Resources Board certifies to the Department of Finance that 
a total of at least $4 million in nons tate funding has been committed. 

Hazardous Waste Management Support 
We withhold recommendation on $187,000 in reimbursements for two 

positions to assist the Department of Health Services (DHS) in 
analyzing air quality impacts of hazardous waste facilities, pending 
receipt of information from DHS to justify the request. 

The budget includes $187,000 in reimbursements from the Department 
of Health Services (DHS) for two positions to assist DHS in analyzing air 
quality impacts of hazardous waste facilities and sites. In our analysis of 
the DHS budget (please see Item 4260) we withhold recommendation on 
this request because there currently is insufficient information to justify 
the proposed work by the ARB. Consequently, we withhold recommen­
dation on the correspon9ing ARB budget request for $187,000 in reim­
bursements from DHS for two positions, pending receipt of supporting 
information from DHS. 

No Funds For Emergency Release Data Management 
We withhold recommendation on $122,000 in reimbursements to 

manage a data system for new reports of emergency releases of 
hazardous substances, pending receipt of information from the Office 
of Emergency Services (OES) concerning how it intends to fund 
implementation of the federal Title III of the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act of 1986. 

The budget requests $395,000 ($49,000 General Fund, $224,000 Motor 
Vehicle Account, and $122,000 in reimbursements) and 3.9 PYs to (1) 
determine if there is a need for developing a prevention program for 
emergency releases of toxic air pollutants and (2) compile data resulting 
from federal reporting requirements. The budget request includes 
$123,000 and 2 PY s to evaluate emergency toxic release data collected by 
local governments and $150,000 to contract with air pollution control 
districts to inspect emergency release control systems at a sample of 
facilities. Both proposals are intended to determine if there is a need to 
develop a control program to prevent emergency releases of hazardous 
substances. In addition, the budget requests $122,000 in reimbursements 
from the OES for 1.9 PYs to store and integrate data made available 
under Title III of the federal Superfund Amendments and Reauthoriza­
tion Act of 1986 (SARA). 

In our analysis of the OES budget (please see Item 0690), we withhold 
recommendation on funds to implement SARA because there currently is 
no statutory authority to collect the fees that would provide these funds 
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to OES. Correspondingly, we withhold recommendation on the ARB's 
request for $122,000 in reimbursements and 1.9 PYs, pending resolution of 
the funding issue in the OES budget. . 
Solvents Control Program Overstaffed 

We recommend a reduction of $177,000 and 2.8 PYs ($32,000 General 
Fund and $145,000 Motor Vehicle Account) requested for developing 
solvent emissions control measures because there is insufficient work­
load to justify the positions. (Reduce Item 3400-001-001 by $32,000, 4nd 
Item 3400-001-044 by $145,000.) 

The ARB requests $372,000 and 5.8 PYs to intensify its research into the 
uses of products containing solvents and to develop control measures to 
limit emissions from solvents. Solvent emissions originate from a wide 
variety of sources, such as automotive refinishing operations, hairsprays 
and adhesive products. The ARB proposes to evaluate and develop 
control measures for four categories of sources of solvent emissions 
annually, starting in 1988-89. The ARB anticipates that at least five years 
will be needed to develop control measures for a significant proportion of 
solvent emissions. 

According to ARB staff, each source category of solvent emissions 
requires 1.5 PY s to collect data and develop control measures for adoption 
by air pollution control districts. Based on this estimate, 6 PYs should be 
sufficient to evaluate four emission categories in 1988-89. The ARB 
currently has 3 PYs of staff already allocated to the solvents control 
program, so that only 3 PYs of new staff will be needed in 1988-89. 
Consequently, the budget is requesting 2.8 PYs more than are necessary 
for the proposed program activities. Accordingly, we recommend a 
reduction of $177,000 ($32,000 from the General Fund and $145,000 from 
the Motor Vehicle Account) to delete 2.8 PYs requested for the solvent 
emissions control program. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS AGENCY 
The budget requests $3.8 million for support of the Environmental 

Affairs Agency (EAA) in 1988-89. Because the EAA is not authorized by 
statute, the agency's budget is included within the budget of the ARB. 
This requested amount primarily consists of $412,000 from the General 
Fund, $230,000 from the MV A, $2.2 million from the state's share of 
federal offshore oil revenues, and $922,000 in reimbursements. The 
1988-89 budget represents a decrease of $15 million, or 80 percent, from 
estimated current-year expenditures, primarily due to the one-time 
expenditure of $17.3 million in 1987-88 for grants to local governments 
under the Coastal Resources and Energy Assistance Act (Ch 1390/85). 
Excluding this one-time expenditure, the budget request for the EM 
represents a net increase of $2.2 million, or 41 percent, over estimated 
current-year expenditures. 

The proposed increase primarily consists of (1) $2.2 million for the first 
year of a three-year program to assist fishermen who have been adversely 
affected by offshore oil and gas development and (2) an increase of 
$159,000 in reimbursements to continue and expand development of a 
data management system for hazardous substance information. 
Hazardous Material Information Management Report Expected 

We withhold recommendation on $323,000 and 5.2 PYs requested to 
continue evaluation of a data management system for hazardous 
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materials information, pending receipt of a report identifying the data 
management options that the agency will evaluate in 1988-89. 

The budget requests $323,000 and 5.2 PY s for the EAA to continue work 
begun in the current year which evaluates the potential for coordinating 
hazardous material data collected by state and local agencies. The EAA 
submitted a study to the Legislature as required under Ch 1559/85 (AB 
2184), evaluating the need for changes in the way the state collects and 
maintains information regarding hazardous materials. We subsequently 
reviewed that report pursuant to the legislation. (Please see our report 
87-14, A Review of the State's Plan to Integrate Hazardous Materials 
Databases. ) 

As a result of our analysis of the agency's report, we recommended that 
the EAA provide additional information to the Legislature by March 15, 
1988 concerning (1) the status of the program and (2) the data 
management options that the EAA will evaluate in its Feasibility Study 
Report (FSR), expected in September 1988. The agency indicates that it 
expects to provide this information by the requested date. The additional 
information will provide a better basis for evaluating the EAA's budget 
request for the program. Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on 
the EAA's request for $323,000 and 5.2 PYs to evaluate the feasibility of 
implementing a data management system, pending receipt of additional 
information from the agency expected in March. 

Local Marine Fisherhts Mitigation. Proposal 

We recommend deletion of $2,IS0,OOO in federal funds requested to 
develop and implement a program to assist fUlhermen affected by 
offshore oil development, because (1) the policy issues raised by the 
proposal are better addressed in pending legislation and (2) the 
proposal lacks basic information. We further recommend incorporat­
ing requirements for specific program goals, objectives and workplans 
in any legislation establishing the program. (Reduce Item 3400-001-890 
by $2,ISO,OOO.) 

The budget requests $2,150,000 froni the state's share of federal offshore 
oil revenues (under section 8 (g) of the federal Outer Continental Shelf 
Lands Act) to implement a multifaceted program to assist fishermen 
whose activities have been adversely affected by offshore oil and gas 
development off the southern and central California coast. The agency is 
proposing a three-year program with a total cost of $6 million. The 
proposed program has seven elements, six of which are proposed for 
funding in 1988-89 as follows: 

• Area, Gear, and Technology Development Grants ............. $I,095,OOO 
Grants of up to $10,000 each to qualified fishermen to develop new 

fishing areaS and gear, or use gear in an experimental manner. The 
Secretary of Environmental Affairs would award grants at the 
recommendation of a new Fisheries Program Committee. 

• Vessel and Gear Staging and Repair Service .......................... $SOO'OOO 
Provides funds to the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC) to lease 

dock space and develop facilities for vessel and gear repair and for 
vessel staging prior to fishing. Fees would cover maintenance of the 
facilities. . 
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• Vessel Safety, Survey and Survival Equipment Grants ....... $138,000 

Grants to qualified fishermen for vessel safety equipment surveys, 
and purchase of safety and survival equipment necessary to extend 
fishing range. 

• Debris Cleanup Fund .............. i ..................................... ~ ................ $l00,OOO 
Provides funds to the State Lands Commission (SLC) to identify 

and remove oil and gas development debris that damages fishing 
gear. 

• Marketing Assistance Program .................................................... $200,000 
. . Provides funds to the Department of Food and Agriculture (DFA) 
to establish a marketing program for underutilized species of fish and 
shellfish. ' I 

• Fisheries Development ,Corporation. 
. Establishes an industry-supported corporation to continue to assist 

the fishing industry. No funds requested in 1988-89. . 
• Program Administration .................................... · ........................... $117,000 

Funds EAA administrative costs and expenses of members of the 
Fisheries Program Committee .. ' 

Should State Funds Pay to Mitigate Impacts of Offshore Oil Develop­
ment? The proposal raises a basic policy issue.' Should the state use its 
funds to mitigate adverse effects on the fishing industry caused by the 
exploration and development operations6f oil companies in federal 
offshore waters? There is no federal requirement that the state use 
section 8(g) revenue for mitigation or any other specific purpose. 
Consequently, these funds are interchangeable with the General Fund, 
and their use should. be. weighed against other General Fund priorities. 

Proposal Lacks Basic . Information. The EAA has not provided the 
Legislature with a well developed program proposal to evaluate. The. 
proposal fails to provide specific or quantified descriptions of the adverse 
impacts on the fishing industry that it seeks to mitigate. Furthermore, the 
EAA has not provided specific plans· or goals for its programs. For 
example, the proposal for the Area, Gear and Technology Development 
Grant Program does 110t identify the new. fishing' areas to be developed. 
or the types of gear to be developed or tested. Nor has the EAA evaluated 
the information gained from an existing experimental gear program 
administered by the State Coastal Conservancy, or provided any justifi­
cation for establishing its own fisheries research . and development 
program when asirililar program already exists. The EAA proposal for the 
Debris Cleanup Fund does not identify the hazards posed by debris in 
fishing grounds, or include an estimate fromthe State Lands Commission 
of the cgst of removing debris hazards. Finally, the EAA has not provided 
criteria for determining the priority of awarding grants for vessel safety 
surveys and. survival equipment. 

Legislation Pending To Establish The Fisheries Mitigation Program. 
The Legislature is currently considering legislation, AB 2605 (Seastrand), 
which would establish this program. Tn acting on this bill, the Legislature 
will- have the opportunity to decide the policy andfuiiding questions 
raised by theEAA's budget proposal.' . . 

Conclusion. The fisheries mitigation proposal rIDses policy issues that 
are best addressed in pending legislation. Accordingly, we recommend 
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deletion of the budget request for $2,150,000 to establish a program to 
mitigate the impact of offshore oil and gas development on the fishing 
industry because the program's policy implications and funding should be 
considered together in legislation. If the Legislature determines to 
establish such a program, then we recommend that the Legislature also 
require the administering agency to (1) prepare a workplan for any area, 
gear and technology grants,or loans based on specific research and 
development needs, (~) .prepare a workplan for debris hazard removal, 
and (3) develop criteria to determfue the priority for awarding vessel 
safety survey and survival equipment grants. 

AIR· RESOURCES BOARD-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 3400-301 from the Air 
Pollution Control Fund Budget p: R 49 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$101,000 
101,000 

Haagen-Smit Laboratory-modifications .. 
We recommend approval of $101,000 requested in 1988-89 underltern 

3400-301-115 for preliminary plans and working drawings. We further 
recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language 
that recog"iz(!!s a .reduced estimated future cost for the project to 
eliminate an excessive amount budgeted for construction contingencies. 
(Future savings: $140,000). . 

The budget requests $101,000 from the Ai~ Pollution Control Fund for 
preliminary plans and working drawings for modifications to the Haagen­
Smit Laboratoryiri EI Monte. The estimated future cost for the m()difi­
cations is $1,033,000 .. The proposed project consists of three parts: 

(1) Enclosure of a breezeway area-to provide a controlled tempera­
. ture environment for cars awaiting manufacturers' emissions 

testing; 
(2) Conversion of a storage area to a new laboratory to test fuel 

vaporization from engines and automobile fuel tanks, and; 
(3) Installation· of acid-resistant lab benches, fume hoods and miscel-. 

laneous fixtures in the Atmospheric Testing Laboratory. 
Theproppse. d project. scope appear~ reasonable and consi~tent with the 

legislatively' established purposes of the board's testing programs .. The. 
amount proposed for preliminary plans and working drawings appears to 
be justified. Accordingly, we recommend approval of$101,000 requested 
for preliminary plaJls and working drawings. 

The estimated future construction costs, however, include $140,000 
more for construction contingencies than allowed by the State Adminis­
trative Manual for renovation projects (7 percent of the construction 
contract amount). The. estimated future cost of the project, therefore, 
should be reduced from $1,033,000 to $893,000. We recommend that the 
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Legislature recognize this reduction in supplemental report language 
describing the scope and cost elements of this project. 

Resources Agency 

COLORADO RIVER BOARD 

Item 3460 from the General 
Fund and the Environmental 
License Plate Fund Budget p. R 49 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $45,000 (+5.9 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3460'()()l'()()l-Support 
3460.()()1·140-Salinity Control 
Reimbursements 

Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund. 
General 
Environmental License Plate 

$802,000 
757,000 
652,000 

None 

Amount 
$258,000 

11,000 
533,000 

$802,000 

The Colorado River Board is responsible forprotecqng the state's 
interest in Ule water and power resources of the Colorado River. This is 
accomplished through the· analysis of engineering, legal,·· and economic 
factors involving Colorado River resources, through negotiations and 
administrative action, and occasionally through litigation. The board 
develops a unified positiof1. on pending issues reflecting the views of those 
California agencies which have established water rights on the Colorado 
River. 

The board consists of 10 members appointed by the Governor. Six 
members are appointed from the following agencies with entitlements to 
Colorado River Water: Palo Verde Irrigation District, Imperial Irrigation 
District, Coachella Valley Water District, Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California, San Diego County Water Authority, and the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power. The other board members are 
the Directors of the Departments of Water Resources and Fish and 
Game, and two public representatives. 

The six water agencies listed above support approximately two-thirds 
of the board's budget and the state provides the remainder. The board 
has 10.9 personnel-years. . 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The total 1988-89 budget proposed for the board from all sources is 

$802,000, an increase of $45,000, or 5.9 percent, over the current year. This 
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increase primarily reflects· salary and wage adjustments, including full­
year .funding for a new position authorized during the current year. The 
amount requested consists of $269,000 (34 percent) in state funds and 
$533,000 (p6 percent) in reimbursements from . the six water agencies. 
The state funds consist of $258,000 from the General Fund and $11,000 
from the Environmental License Plate. Fund. 

ANALYSIS AND. RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
Our analysis indicates that the budget request for the board is 

reasonable. 

Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

Item 3480 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 51 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ $123,425,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ............................................................................ 110,929,000 
Actual 1986-87 ......................................... ~......................................... 21,980,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary increases) 
$12,496,000 (+ 11.3 percent) 

Total recommended reduction..................................................... None 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3480-OO1-OO1-Support 
3480-OO1'()35-Surface mining and reclamation 

program 
3480-OO1.Q42...-Cal Tech seismograph network 

3480-OO1-141-Support 
3480-OO1-144-Cal Tech seismograph network 
3480-OO1-398-Support 

3480-OO1-433--Support 
3480-OO1-890-Support 
3480-101-433-Local assistance 
Ch 1290/86-Beverage container recycling 

Ch 1112/87-Seisrnic Hazard Mapping Program 
Ch 1290/86-Redemption bonuses and recy­

cling incentives 
Reimbursements 

Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
General 
Surface Mining and Reclama­

tion Account,General 
State Highway Account, State 

Transportation 
Soil Conservation 
California Water 
Strong-Motion Instrumentation 

Program 
Methane Gas Hazard Reduction 
Federal Trust 
Methane Gas Hazard Reduction 
California Beverage Container 

Recycling 
Insurance Fund 
Redemption Bonus Account 

The Department of Conservation consists of four divisions: 

Amount 
$15,025;000 

1,930,000 

12,000 

1,056,000 
12,000 

3,032,000 

50,000 
599,000 
350,000 

80,557,000 

100,000 
20,000,000 

702,000 
$123,425,000 
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• The Division of Mines and Geology functions as the state's geologic 

agent under the direction of the State Geologist. . 
• The Division of Oil and Gas regulates the development, operation, 

maintenance, and abandonment of oil, gas, and geothermal wells. 
• The Division of Administration provides the policy direction and 

administrative services required to meet the department's program 
objectives. The open-space subventiori program (Williamson Act), 
soils resource protection unit, and farmland mapping and monitoring 
program also are part of this division. 

• The Division of Recycling administers the beverage container recy­
cling program which promotes the recycling of soft drink and beer 
containers. 

The department has 445 personnel-years in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. The department proposes expenditure of 

$123 million in 1988-89, an increase of $12.5 million, or 11 percent, over 

Table 1 
Department of Conservation 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years Expenditures 
Actual Est. Prop. Actual Est. Prop. 

Programs 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 
Geological hazards and mineral 

resources conservation .. . . . . . 122.6 
Oil, gas, and geothermal protec-

tion............................ 112.5 
Land resource protection......... 7.7 
Container recycling and litter re-

duction. . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . 26.9 
Administration (distributed to 

other programs) .............. 41.5 
Totals................. ........... 314.7 

Funding Sources 

139.1 

116.3 
11.3 

106.5 

71.5 
444.7 

146.8 

118.1 
13.2 

106.5 

71.5 
456:1 

General Fund . ................................................... . 
California Beverage Container Recycling Fund (CBCRF) ..... . 
Redemption Bonus Accoun~ CBCRF ............................ . 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Account ..................... . 
Strong-Motion Instrumentation Program Fund . ................ . 
Soil Conservation Fund .......................................... . 
Farmlands Mapping Account ................................... . 
California Water Fund .. ....................................... .. 
State Highway Accoun~ State Transportation Fund ........... . 
Methane Gas Hazards Reduction Account . ..................... . 
Insurance Fund .................................................. . 
Federal Trust Fund .............................................. . 
Reimbursements . ................................................. . 

$10,182 $10,990 $12,125 

7,422 8,345 9,367 
. 704 986 1,376 

3,672 90,608 100,557 

(2,851) (4,775) (4,887) 
$21,980 $110,929 $123,425 

$12,581 $14,338 $15,025 
3,672 70,608 80,557 

20,()(}{) 20,()(}{) 
1,576 1,759 1,930 
2,531 2,262 3,032 

1,056 
433 7()() 
12 12 12 
12 12 12 

4()() 

1()() 
625 653 702 
538 585 599 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 

10.3% 

12.2 
39.6 

11.0 

2.3 
11.3% 

4.8% 
14.1 

9.7 
34.0 

b 

-1()().0 

7.5 
2.4 

a Excludes expenditures for farmlands mapping in: 1986-87 ($539,000). Instead, these are reflected in Land 
Resource Protection in order to place program expenditure figures for all three years on a 
comparable basis. 

b Not a meaningful figure. 



Item 3480 RESOURCES / 331 

estimated current-year expenditures. The bulk of this increase, $10 
million, is due to the full-year operation of the beverage container 
recycling program in 1988-89, compared with only 10 months in the 
current year. Proposed expenditures in 1988-89 primarily consist of: (1) 
$15 million from the General Fund, (2) $6.5 million from various special 
funds and (3) $101 million from beverage container recycling fees. 

Table 1 shows the department's expenditures and sources of funds for 
the past, current, and budget years. It also shows that the department's 
staff will increase by 11.4 personnel-years in 1988-89. 

Proposed Budget Changes 

Table 2 summarizes by funding source the changes in the department's 
budget proposed for 1988-89. 

Table 2 
Department of Conservation 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) 

Other 
General Recycling State 
Fund Funds Funds Other" Totals 

1987-88 Expenditures (revised) .............. $14,338 $90,608 $4,745 $1,238 $110,929 
Proposed Changes: 

Workload and Administrative 
Adjushnents 
Delete one-time costs ................... -409 -701 .-137 -1,247 
Fund transfer ............................ 9,500 9,500 
Miscellaneous ............................ -8.9 89 
Employee compensation ................ 199 94 49 13 355 
Rent increase ............................ 176 25 57 3 261 
Price increase ............................ 99 39 11 141 
Pro rata ................................... 330 36 366 

Subtotals, Workload and Administrative Ad-
jushnents ................................. (-$32) ($9,949) (-$431) (-$110) ($9,376) 

Budget Change Proposals ................. 
Earthquake insurance study ............ $100 $100 
EIR preparation, Kern County oil drill-
ing ......................................... $589 589 
Oil and gas engineer overtime .......... 40 40 
Mines and geology program increases .. 84 $173 297 
Strong motion program ................. 1,116 1,116 
Methane gas reduction program ........ 400 400 
Open space subvention study ........... 90 90 
Soil conservation plan ................... 528 528 

Subtotals, Budget Change Proposals ......... ($719) (-) ($2,228) ($173) ($3,120) 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ........... $15,025 $100,557 $6,542 $1,301 $123,425 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount ..................................... $687 $9,949 $1,797 $63 $12,496 
Percent ...................................... 5% 11.0% 37.9% 5% 11.3% 

" Federal funds and reimbursements 

Some of the more significant budget change proposals shown in Table 
2, are the following: 
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• An increase of $1.1 million from the Strong-Motion Instrumentation 

Fund to expedite the installation of earthquake motion recorders 
pursuant to Ch 783/87. 

• An increase of $528,000 and 2.4 personnel-years from the Soil 
Conservation Fund to implement the department's soil conservation 
plan pursuant to Ch 1308/87. 

• An increase of $400,000 to· administer the methane gas hazardous 
reduction grant program established by Chapter 1322/87. 

Status Report: Beverage Cantainer Recycling Program 

As of October 1, 1987, consumers could redeem soft drink and beer 
bottles and cans for their penny "redemption value", under the beverage 
container recycling program established by Ch 1290/86. Beverage dis­
tributors pay the department a penny for each redeemable container 
they sell. These fee revenues, in turn, are continuously appropriated to 
the department to support the recycling program. 

Recycling Fund Revenues. Since the inception of the program, the 
department has received approximately $32 million in redemption value 
revenues from beverage distributors. As of January 30, 1988 the depart­
ment had only been billed by recyclers for roughly $15 million of this 
amount. 

Recycling Rates. The act establishes an 80 percent recycling goal for 
beverage containers. If the recycling rate for a beverage container type 
(aluminum, glass, or plastic) does not reach at least 65 percent, its 
redemption value will increase to 2 cents in January 1990 and to 3 cents 
in January 1993. Before the recycling program commenced, recycling 
rates were roughly 50-55 percent for aluminum; 15-20 percent for glass; 
and 1-2 percent for plastic. The program's initial impact on recycling 
rates should be addressed in the department's first program report in 
February . 

. Almost 3,000 Recycling Centers Open. The act requires that a certified 
recycling center must be open by January 1, 1988 and located within a 
half-mile radius of each supermarket. The department expects all· but 
about 130 of the roughly 3,000 required recycling centers to be open by 
mid-February 1988. 

Recycling Incentives and Grants. From the redemption value reve­
nues collected from beverage distributors, the department pays recyclers 
the penny-per-container redemption values and retains enough funds to 
pay its administrative costs (including repaying during the current year 
a General Fund loan of $9.5 million for start~up costs). The act requires 
any unclaimed recycling revenue (from containers that are not recycled) 
to be used to fund various recycling incentive and grant programs. These 
include redemption bonuses, convenience incentive payments,. and 
grants for community conservation corps and recycling education pro­
grams. 

Redemption Bonuses. The act designates 60 percent of the unclaimed 
revenue for redemption bonuses. The redemption bonus is an extra 
amount, on top of the penny redemption value, paid. to encourage the 
recycling of beverage containers. The department did not set a bonus 
amount initially in order to establish an adequate reserve in the fund, but 
it expects to establish a redemption bonus amount in March. 
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Grant Programs. The act earmarks 20 percent of, the unclaimed 
revenues for grants to community conservation corps and local conser­
vation groups for litter abatement activities. The department expects to 
aWllI'd $3 million in grants by April 1988. 

Convenience Inctmtive Payments. The act earmarks 20 percent of the 
unclaimed revenues for convenience incentive payments. These pay­
ments are made to ,recycling centers as an incentive to reach a target 
number of recycled containers. As of January 27, 1988,. $3 million in 
convenience incentive payments were available to operating recycling 
centers. These centers are eligible to receive a maximum of $310 for each 
month they redeem at least 10,000 containers. 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION 

Item 3540 from the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 65 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ $291,515,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ...................................................................... :..... 330,336,000 
Actual 1986-87 ..................................... ~ ... ;......................................... 270,850,000 

'Requested decrease (excluding amount 
'for salary increases) $38,821,000 (-11.7 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ............................ ~ .................. : ... .. 
Recommendation pending ....... , ................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
354O-OO1-OO1-Primary Support 
354O-OO6-OO1-Emergency fire suppression 
3540-001-140--Forest practices, vegetation man-

agement 
3540-001-300-Board of Forestry, registration of 

foresters 
354O-OO1-890-Support 
354O-OO1-928-California Forest Improvement 

Program 
354O-OO1-940--Watershed mapping, soil erosion 

studies 
354O-OO1-965-Administration of timber harvest 

tax 
3540-011-928-Transfer to General Fund for cost 

of state forest system 
Transfer of expenditure authority from the De­

partments .of Corrections and Youth Au­
thority 

Reimbursements 
Total 

. General 
General 

Fund 

Environmental license Plate 

Professional Foresters Registra­
tion 

Federal Trust 
Forest Resources Improvement 

Renewable Resources Invest­
ment 

Timber Tax 

Forest Resources Improvement 

840,000 
1,417,000 

Amount 
$203,949,000 

7,288,000 
3,884,000 

117,000 

5,125,000 
3,413,000 

753,000 

24,000 

(1,594,000) 

8,601,000 

58,361,000 
$291,515,000 
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Conservation Camps Water Systems. Reduce Item 3540-001':' 
001by'$539,000. Recommend reduction because the depart­
ment has not established the need for additional staff to 
monitor and maintain_conservation camps'water supply. 

2. Camps Program Expansion. Reduce Transfers by $202,(}()(). 
Recommend reduction because some additional staff will not 

_. be needed in budget year due to delays in camp expansion 
projects. . 

3. Telecommunications Equipment Replacement. Withhold 
recommendation on $1,417,000 requested to augment tele­
communications equipment and maintenance budget, pend­
ing receipt and analysis of the department's proposed mul­
tiyear telecommunications system plan. 

4. California Rare Conifers. Reduce Item 3540-001"-140 by 
$99,000. Recommend reduction because the tree species the 
department intends to study are common elsewhere and are 
not on state or federal lists of threatened species. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Analysis 
page 

338 

339 

339 

340 

.. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDFFP) 
provides fire protection services directly or through contracts for approx­
imately 35.7 million acres of timber, range, and. brushland owned 
privately or by the state or local agencies. In addition,. CDFFP provides 
fire protection to approximately 3.7 million acres .of federal land under 
contracts with the U.S. Forest Service; the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM); and other federal agencies. It also contracts with 30 counties to 
provide local fire protection and paramedic services in 52 areas for which 
local governments are responsible. 

In addition, the department (1) operates 43 conservation camps, 5 
training centers, and 2 fire centers, (2) regulates timber harvesting on 
private forestland, (3) provides advisory and financial assistance to 
landowners for forest and range management, (4) regulates and conducts 
controlled burning ofbrushlands, (5) manages seven state forests, and (6)· 
operates three tree nurseries. 

The nine-member Board of Forestry provides policy guidance . to the 
department. It establishes forest practice rules and designates wh~ch 
wildhmds are state responsibility lands for fire protection purposes. The 
members of the board are appointed by the Governor. The department 
has 4,182 personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget requests $292 million from the General Fund, various other 
state funds, federal funds, and reimbursements for support of the CDFFP 
in 1988-89. This is a decrease of $39 million, or 12 percent, from estimateq. 
current-year expenditures. Table 1 shows the department's expendi4tres 
arid staffing levels by program, and funding sources for the past, current, -
and budget years. 
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Table 1 '. 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years Expenditures 
Actual Est Prop. Actual . Est.. Prop. 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 

Program 
Wildland fire protection and 

prevention-operations ....... 2,058.0 2,022.9 1,971.0 
Cooperative fire protection. : •.. 922.8 1,013.0· 964.3 
Conservation camps ............. 504.7 583.7 .637.9· 
Emergency fire suppression .... 
Forest practice regulation .. ' .... 67:6 67.7 67.7 
Other resource management 

programs ...................... 150.1 161.3 165.0 
Administration (distributed to 

other programs) .............. 291.9 333.0 352.9 
Totals ........................... 3,995.1 4,18L6 4,158.8 

Funding Sources 
General Fund . .................................................. . 

. Environmental License Plate Fund ...................... : .... . 
Professional Foresters Registration Fund ..................... . 
Forest Resources Improvement Fund ......................... . 
Renewable Resources Incestment Fund ....................... . 
Timber Tax Fund . ............................................. . 
Federol Funds ................................................. . 
Transfers from Departments of Corrections and the Youth 

Authority .................................................... . 
Reimbursements ............................................... . 

a Not applicable 

$129,834 $130,793 $135,996 
69,923 81,485 77,446 
35,512 43,323 45,067 
14,799 52,288 9,288 
4,972 5,574 5,660 

15,810 16,873 18,058 

(20,183) . (21,755) (22,843) 
$270,850 

$202,231 
3,270 

lOB 
3,320 

614" 
23 

5,073 

$330,336 

$219,418 
4,008 

115 
2,446 

632 
23 

30,071 

10,440 
53,211' 63,133 

$291,515 

$211,237 
3,884 

117 
3,413 

753 
24 

5,125 

8,601 
58,361 

Percent 
. Change 

From 
1987-88 

4.0% 
-5.0 

4.0 
-82.2 

1.5 

7.0 

5.0 
-11.8% 

. -3.7% 
-3.1 

1.7 
39.5 

.' 19.1 
4.3 

-83.0 

-17.6 
-7.6 . 

A direct comparison of year-to-year expenditures in the budget is 
misleading because expenditures in 1987-88 include emergency costs that 
are $43 million more than the amount regularly budgeted for emergency 
fire suppression. This year's emergency costs have been especially large 
due to the extensive fire siege that occurred in late summer ,and early fall.. 
The excess emergency costs consist of (1) $25 million ·in additional 
expenditure authority for federal funds provided under Section 28 of the 
1987 Budget Act to fight fires on federal lands, (2) $10, million allocated 
to CDFFP by the Director of Finance from the Disaster Response­
Emergency Operations Account and included in General Fund expendi­
tures, and (3) a deficiency authorization of $S million. Proposed 1988-89 
expenditures do not include any similar funding, although the depart­
ment traditionally incurs excess em~rgency firefighting costs each year 
which require a substantial deficiency appropriation or·other.increase in 
spending authority . 

The budget also includes another change that distorts a direct year-to­
year comparison of spending. For 1988-89, the budget shows a reduction 
of $2.2 million in reimbursements from local governments to the depart­
ment for providing local fire protection services. This reduction does not 
reflect any change in the resources devoted to this program, but rather 
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is an accounting procedure to correct for past over-budgeting of these 
reimbursements. 

If the $2.2 million reduction for overbudgeted reimbursements and the 
$43 million of excess fire suppression funding are excluded from the 
1987-88 budget, the department's total expenditures will increase by $6.5 
million, or 2.3 percent, in 1988-89. The components of this net increase 
consist of: 

• $7.2 million for program augmentations outside the department's 
base budget, 

• $4.7 million for administrative adjustments such as the full-year' cost 
of 1987-88 salary increases; and 

• deletjons of additional one-time expenditures in 1987-88 totaling $5.5 
million. 

Reimbursements and Transfers 
The budget indicates that the department expects to receive a total of 

$67 million in reimbursements and expenditure transfers during 1988-89. 
Table 2 lists the major sources of these reimbursements and transfers. The 
largest amount, $55 million, comes from local governments that receive 
fire protection and paramedic services from CDFFP on -a contractual 
basis. 

The department negotiates two types of contracts with local govern­
ments. Under Schedule A contracts, local governments reimburse the 
state for the full cost of year-round fire protection. Under Amador Plan 
contracts, local governments reimburse the state for only the incremental 
costs of using CDFFP employees and equipment to provide local fire 
protection during the winter (nonfire season). 

The department also receives reimbursements from (1) various federal 
agencies for fire protection services on federal lands, (2) the California 
Department of Corrections (CDC) and the California Youth Authority 
(CYA) for equipment used at conservation camps, (3) the California 
Conservation· Corps (CCC) _ for supervising _ and training corpsmembers 
in firefighting, and (4) CDFFP personnel for housing, food, and other 
services. -

In addition, the budget proposes to authorize the Director of Finance 
to transfer $8.6 million of General Fund expenditure authority from the 
CDC and the CYA to CDFFP for the support of newly activated 
conservation camps. Language authorizing these transfers appears in 
Items 5240-001-001 and 5460-001-001. 

Table 2 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Budgeted Reimbursements and Transfers 

1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Program and Source of Funds 
Local fire protection services ........................................................ . 
Transfer of expenditure authority from eDe and CY A ........................... .. 
eee supervision and training of.corpsmembers .................................... . 
Employee Payments- for services ................................................... .. 
Miscellaneous .......................... _ ......... ~ ......................... ; ........... . 

Total ......... _ ....................................................................... . 

$55,078 
8,601 
1,353 
1,090 

840 
$66,962 
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Proposed Budget Changes for 1988-89 

Table 3 summarizes proposed budget changes for 1988-89, by funding 
source. 

Table 3 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
Proposed 19~9 Budget Changes. By Fund 

(dollars in thousands) 
Reimburs· 

General Special Federal mentsand 
Fund Fund8 Funds Transfers Totals 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ........... $219,418 $7,224 $30,071 $73,573 $330,286 
Baseline Adjustments 

Full-year cost of employee compensa-
tion increases and other administra-
tive adjustments ..... , ................. 3,851 -165 54 -22 3,718 

Transfer operating costs of new conser-
vation camps to CDFFP ............... 4,827 -3,787 1,040 

Current-year excess emergency fire sup-
pression costs .......................... -18,000 -25,000 -43,000 

Delete initial attack forces augmenta-
tion ..................................... -2,590 -2,590 

Delete other one-time costs ............. -228 -246 -2,425 -2,899 
Delete excess spending authority for 

Schedule A program ................... -2,243 -2,243 
Subtotals, Baseline Adjustments ....... (-$12,140) (-$411) (-$24,946) (-$8,477) (-$45,974) 

Program changes 
Conservation camp expansions .......... $1,866 $1,866 
Upgrade telecommunications equip-

ment .................................... $1,417 1,417 
Mobile equipment replacement ......... 1,234 1,234 
Reforestation grants ...................... $1,000 1,000 
Conservation camps new wells .......... 134 134 
Conservation camps maintenance per-

sonnel .................................. 539 539 
Increase. special repairs & deferred 

maintenance ........................... 451 451 
Aircraft safety equipment ............... 184 184 
Urban forestry ........................... 154 154 
Tree disease research .................... 125 125 
Gene conservation for rare conifers ..... ~ 99 

Subtotals, Program Changes ........... .. ($3,959) ($1,378) ($1,866) ($7,203) 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) .......... $211,237 $8,191 $5,125 $66,962 $291,515 
Change from 1987-88 

Amount ................................... -$8,181 $967 -$24,946 -$6,611 -$38,771 
Percent. .................................. -3.7% 13.4% -83.0% -9.0% ,...11.7% 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of all baseline adjustments and the following 

significant program changes shown in Table 3, which are not discussed 
elsewhere in this analysis: 

• $1.2 million from the General Fund to supplement the department's 
$4.9 million current-year budget for scheduled replacement and 
maintenance of mobile equipment, such as firetrucks and bulldozers. 
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• $1 million from the Forest Resources Improvement Fund to augment 

the department's current-year budget of $1.4 million for California 
Forest Improvement Program (CFIP) reforestation grants . 

• $451,000 from the General Fund to add to the department's $900,000 
current-year budget for special repairs and deferred maintenance of 
facilities. 

Conservation Camps Water Systems 
We recommend a reduction of $539,000 and eight positions because 

the department has not established the need for additional personnel to 
monitor and maintain conservation camps water supply systems. 
(Reduce Item 3540-001-001 by $539,000.) 

The CDFFP operates 45 conservation camps that house inmates, youth 
wards or members of the California Conservation Corps. Thirty-five of 
these camps have their own water supply systems that the department 
operates. Currently, surface flows provide the source of water for 12 of 
these camps. Water supply systems that use surface sources (such as 
streams) are more likely to become contaminated than are systems 
drawing water from underground aquifers. Because of this potential 
problem, and to comply with state and federal regulations, surface 
systems must be monitored on a daily basis. Surface systems also are more 
difficult and expensive to properly maintain than are most systems using 
wells. 

To avoid these problems, the department proposes to convert four of 
its 12 surface source water systems in 1988-89 by connecting them to new 
wells bored into underground aquifers. The department requests approx­
imately $134,000 to accomplish this work and we recommend aprroval of 
that request. The CDFFP intends to connect four additiona surface 
systems to wells in 1989-90, so that only four surface systems would remain 
in 1990-91. 

The department also requests an additional $539,000 for eight new 
positions (7 PYs) to monitor all of its camps' water systems on a daily 
basis. About 40 percent of the new staffs time would be devoted to 
monitoring surface supply systems, while 60 percent of their time would 
be devoted to monitoring well systems. The department's proposal states 
that daily monitoring of all of its water systems is required to comply with 
state and federal regulations governing operation of community water 
supply systems. 

Our analysis indicates that the department does not: need additional 
staff to conduct daily monitoring for the following reasons: 

1. Daily Monitoring Is Not Required for Wells. According to staff at 
the Water Management Division of the U.s. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) and at the Public Water Supply Systems Division of the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS), only monthly tests of 
bacteria levels are required to comply with regulations governing small 
community water supply systems drawing water from underground 
sources. Federal regulations do require daily testing of chlorine concen­
tration when chlorine is added to drinking water to kill bacteria. 
However, neither federal nor state regulations require chlorine to be 
added to small community water supply systems that deliver water 
originating from an underground source. Furthermore, staff at EPA 
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maintain that adding chlorine may actually degrade the quality of water 
coming from underground aquifers. 

2. Chlorine Monitoring Is Simple and Quick. If chlorine is added to 
water, testing the chemical's concentration is a simple and quick 
procedure, much like testing the chlorine concentration in a swimming 
pool. Staff at EPA and DRS estimate that the procedure takes no more 
than five minutes to conduct. 

3. Impractical to Add Staff for Monitoring Surface Systems Only. By 
the end of 1988-89, only eight camps will have surface water systems, and 
these camps are scattered throughout the state. The monitoring and 
maintenance workload identified by the department for the water 
systems at these camps is 2.2 personnel-years or roughly 0.3 personnel­
years per camp. Clearly, hiring additional staff to perform the monitoring 
at the eight camps would not be practical since the new staff would spend 
as much as half of each workday traveling between camps. Instead, the·· 
department should provide adequate training to the existing staff at these 
camps, so that they can properly monitor water quality and maintain the 
systems until they are connected to wells in the future. 

Therefore, for the reasons cited above, we recommend a reduction of 
$539,000 to eliminate eight new positions requested for monitoring and 
maintenance of water systems at conservation camps. 

Camps Program Expansion 
We recommend a reduction of $202,000 in scheduled transfers from 

the Department of Youth Authority because personnel costs for 3.4 PYs 
will not be needed in 1988-89 due to delays in completing camp 
expansion projects. (Reduce transfers by $202,000.) 

The CDFFP, in conjunction with the Department of the Youth 
Authority, operat~s eight conservation camps 3:nd two trai~~ng centers 
for Youth Authonty wards. The CDFFP prOVIdes superVlSlon for the 
wards. Traditionally, the Youth Authority pays for first-year operating 
costs of the camps and centers, including the CDFFP's supervisory 
expenses. Thereafter, CDFFP's costs are covered by a direct General 
Fund appropriation. In 1988-89, the budget proposes to transfer $1.9 
million in expenditure authority from the Youth Authority to CDFFP for 
the operation of one new camp dormitory and expanded operations at 
three additional camps. 

Our analysis indicates that the Preston Fire Training Center and the 
Los Robles and Ventura conservation camps will become operational up 
to three months later than anticipated in the Governor's Budget. By 
incorporating the most recent estimates of the camps' activation dates, 
and by following CDFFP's procedure of filling positions two months prior. 
to scheduled activation, we calculate that transfers from the Youth 
Authority to CDFFP, as well as proposed General Fund appropriations to 
the Youth Authority (please see Item 5460 for our corresponding 
recommendation), should be reduced by $202,000. 

Telecommunications Equipment Replacement 
We withhold recommendation on $1,417,000 requested from the 

General Fund to augment the department's telecommunications equip­
ment replacement budget, pending receipt and analysis of the depart­
ment's . proposed multiyear telecommunications system replacement 
and maintenance plan. 
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The budget requests an increase of $1.4 million from the General Fund 

to begin a multiyear effort to correct deficiencies, improve maintenance 
and replace specified portions of the department's telecommunications 
system. This $1.4 million· augmentation would bring the department's 
annual spending for telecommunications to a total of about $2.4 million. 
The department indicates that the $970,000 it currently budgets for 
annual maintenance of its telecommunications network is not sufficient 
for two reasons: (1) CDFFP's maintenance budget has not been in­
creased sufficiently to offset actual cost increases for replacement 
equipment and for contracted telecommunications maintenance work 
and (2) CDFFP's current equipment must be upgraded to (a) add 
tactical radio channels and (b) improve CDFFP's ability to coordinate 
communications with cooperating agencies, including the U.S. Forest 
Service (USFS) and local fire departments. 

The CDFFP expects to complete a.detailedmultiyear plan for 
telecommunications maintenance and replacement by late February 
1988. This plan should describe how CDFFP intends to maintain and 
upgrade its telecommunications system,as well as coordinate its commu­
nications operations with other agencies and departments, including the 
USFS, local fire departments, and the California Highway Patrol. The 
department's budget change proposal, however, indicates only that it 
intends to replace three pieces of existing telecommunications equip­
ment and slightly improve the capability of its microwave system. The 
proposal does not address the compatibility of this equipment with the 
telecommunications system that will result from the multiyear plan. Nor 
does it address compatibility with the equipment of other fire and safety 
agencies. . 

Until the department completes its detailed multiyear telecommuni­
cations plan and describes how its current proposal fits within that plan, 
the Legislature h;ls no basis to evaluate the department's overall tele­
communiCation needs or to determine whether the budget proposal is 
consistent with those needs. Consequently, we withhold recommenda. 
tion on the request, pending receipt and analysis of the department's 
multiyear telecommunications plan. 

California Rare Conifers 
We recommend a reduction of $99,000 from the Environmental 

License Plate Fund (ELPF) to study and preserve. the genetic material 
of six spec(es of conifers that are rare in California, because the tree 
species the department intends to study are common elsewhere and are 
not on either state or federal lists of threatened species. (Reduce Item 
3540-001-140 by $99,000.) 

The budget requests $99,000 to collect seeds from six species of trees 
and to conduct testing to determine if the California populations of these 
trees are genetically distinct from populations of the same species existing 
elsewhere. The six species are: Pacific Silver Fir, Subalpine Fir, Engel­
mann Spruce, Sitka Spruce, Alaska Yellow Cedar, and Western Red 
Cedar. 

The department indicates that, since the stands of these conifers found 
in California are on the fringe of their natural range, they are likely to be 
genetically distinct from· other populations. According to the department, 
if the California trees are genetically different, these trees might provide 
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a source of disease-resistant genetic material for other states if the 
primary stands of these trees are attacked by disease. 

None of the six tree species is on either state or federal lists of 
threatened species. Instead of being threatened, all six of these trees 
species are coIilmon throughout the Western U.S. and Canada, and 
several are planted as ornamentals in areas throughout the U.S. where 
climatic conditions are similar to those in the trees' primary ranges in the 
Pacific Northwest. Consequently, we believe it is extremely unlikely that 
any of the six species will ever be threatened with extinction. Addition­
ally, existing law requires money from the ELPF to be used only for 
projects "which have a clearly defined benefit to the people of the State 
of California." The department has not identified any such benefit that 
would result from conducting this project. Furthermore, if this project 
did produce disease-resistant genetic material, and this material was used 
to prevent the spread of disease in the primary stands of these trees, the 
residents of other states would be the primary beneficiaries of this 
project. Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $99,000 requested 
from the ELPF for this project. 

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION­
CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Items 3540-301 and 3540-490 
from various funds Budget p. R 75 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommended reduction .............................................................. . 
Change in funding source .............. : .......... ; .................................. . 

$1,701,000 
1,075,000 

461,000 
165,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Forest Resources Improv~me!1t Furid-~c.quisitions. Recom­

mend enactment of legISlation authonzmg use of Forest 
Resources Improvement Fund for acquisition of lands for 
state forest system. 

2. Mountain Home State Forest-Acquisition (Miller Par­
cel). Delete $165,000 in Item 3540-301-928(2) from the 
Forest Resources Improvement Fund (FRIF) and instead 
fund in Item 3540-301-036(4) in the same amount from the 
Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO). Recommend 
financing acquisition of the Miller parcel at Mountain Home 
State Forest with a loan ·from the SAFCO to be repaid from 
the FRIF upon enactment of legislation authorizing the use 
ofFRIF to acquire state forest lands. 

3. Boggs Mountain/Mountain Home State Forests-Acquisi~ 
tion. Reduce Items 3540-301-928 (1) and (3) by $98,000 and 
$363,000 respectively. Recommend deletion of acquisition 
funds for parcels at Boggs Mountain and Mountain Home 
State Forests because the department has not substantiated 

Analysis 
page 

343 

343 

344 
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DEPARTMENT O.FFORESTRY AND FIREPROTECTION--
CAPITAL OUTLAY-Continued 

the neecl.for immediate purchase of the parcels. 
4. Lonoak Helitack Base, Monterey·County. Withhold recom- 345 

mendation· on reappropriation of prior funds pending re-
ceipt of information addressing plans to relocate the helitack 

, base and status of property acquisition. 
ANALYSIS AND. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Thebudget in~iudes $1,701,000 for capital outlay for the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection. This amount consists of $1,075,000 from the 
Spe(;!ial Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO)and $626,000 from the 
Forest Resources Improvement Fund (FRIF). Table 1 shows the amounts 
requested for· each project, by funding source, and our recommendations. 
In addition, the budget requests reappropriation of $75,000 from the 
General Fund for, the Lonoak Helitack Base in Monterey County. 

Table 1 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
Items 3540-301-036 and 3540-301-928 

(dollars in thousands) 

Project 
Pilot Hill-acquisition .............................. . 
Opportunity acquisitions ........................... . 
Minor capital outlay .............................. .. 
Boggs Mountain-acquisition ...................... . 
MountainHome (Miller parcel) ................... . 
Mpuntain Home (State Lands parcel) ............ . 
. .TQ.tals ............................................. . 

• Forest Resources Improvement Fund. 
b Analyst recommends funding from SAFCO. 

Budget Bill Amount 
SAFCO FRIFa 

$68 
20 

987 

$1,075 

98 
165 
363 . 

$626 

Projects Financed from the Special.Account for Capital Outlay 

Analyst's 
Recommend-

ation 
$68 
20 

987 

$1,240 

W~ recommend approval of $1,075,000 requested under Item 3540-301-
036 for thre~ projects. 

Pilot Hill Forest. Fire Station. The 'budget requests $68,000 in Item 
3540-301-036(1) for the .. acquisiti~n of approximately ~.3a~r~s in. El 
Dorado County, compnsmg the SIte of the department s eXisting PIlot 
Hill forest fire station. The current owner of the site does not wish to 
renew the state's lease which terminates en July 31, 1989. Acquisition of 
the site is warranted in order to protect the state's investment in facilities 
and to continue fire protection services in the surrounding area .. 

Opportunity Purchas~s. The budget proposes $20,000 in Item 3540c301-
036(2) for "opportunity purchases." This request would allow the depart­
ment to acquiI:e s~all parcels that may become available on short notice 
and where failure' by the state to act quickly could result in the loss of 
unusually attractive acquisition opportunities. The amount proposed is 
reasonable. and consistent with amounts approved by the Legislature in 
the past for this purpose. .' . . ' . 

Minor Capital Outlay. The budget requests $987,000 in Item 3540-301-
036(3) for minor capital outlay projects (construction projects costing 
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$200,000 or less) in 1988-89. This amount will fund fourteen proposed 
projects, ranging in cost from $6,000 to install an exhaust venting system 
in an automobile repair shop at Deadwood Conservation Camp in 
Siskiyou County to $199,000 to replace a 50-year old apparatus building at 
the San Mateo-Santa Cruz Ranger Unit Headquarters. The various 
projects are justified and the estimated costs are reasonable. Consequent-
ly,. we recommend approval. , 

Unauthorized Use, of the Forest Resources Improvement Fund (FRIF) 
We recommend that, the Legislature enact legislation authorizing use 

of FRIF monies for the acquisition of lands for the state forest system. 
"The budget requests $626,000 in Item 3540-301-928 fromFRIF to 

acquire three parcels of land for the department's state forest system. 
Use of FRIF is Questionable. The department believes that these 

acquisitions qualify for FRIF funding. Our analysis indicates, however, 
that the ,use of FRIF for acquisition of land for the state forest system is 
not consistent with the . legislatively designated. uses of that fund. Public 
Resources, Code Section 4799.13 restrictsFRIF expenditures to the 
following' purposes: 

• Forest improvement programs as defined in Chapter 1, Part 2.5, 
. Division 4 of the Public Resources Code (loans and technical 

. assistance for forest resource improvements on privately-owned 
lands), 

• urban forestry programs, 
• wood energy programs, and. . , .. 
• reimbursements to the General Fund for the costs of operation of the 

state forest system. 
Although existing law does not designate the acquisition of land for the 

state forest system as' a permissible use of FRIF monies, we believe it 
should. The principal sources of income for FRIF are receipts. from the 
sale of forest products from the state forests. Under existing law, 
operation of the state forests is funded from FRIF, via a transfer from 
FRIF to the General Fund to reimburse state forest operating costs. The 
use of FRIF monies to. acquire lands that serve. state forest purposes and 
which may be the source of future receipts to FRIF is a logical extension 
of the underlying principle (state forests should. be self-supporting 
enterprises) involved in reimbursing the General Fund for state forest 
support costs. " . . 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature enact legislation 
authorizing the use of FRIF monies for the acquisition of lands for state 
forests contingent on appropriations for that purpose in the annual 
Budget Bill. 

Mountain Home State Forest-MiII~r Parcel. 
We recommend deletion of$l65,OOO requested in Item 3540-301~928(2) 

for the Miller parcel acquisition at Mountain Home State Forest and 
addition of the same amount for that acquisition from the Special 
Account for Capital Outlay Item 3540-301-036(4). We further recom­
mend adoption of Budget Bill language in Item 3540-301-036 making 
this appropriation a loan from SAFCO to be repaid from FRIF upon 
enactment of legislation which authorizes the use of FRIF for state 
for(!st acquisitions. 

12-77312 
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Item 3540 

The department requests $165,000 from FRIF under Item 3540-301-
928(2) to acquire a 21-acre private in-holding in the Mountain Home 
State Forest (Tulare County) known as the Miller parcel. The acquisition 
is needed to (1) prevent development of the land which would be 
incompatible with management of the surrounding state forest and (2) 
protect a small, but ecologically significant, grove of giant sequoias. Since 
existing law does not authorize use of FRIF monies for the acquisition of 
lands for state forests, we recommend deletion of the $165,000 requested 
for this acquisition in Item 3540-301-928(2) and instead that the acquisi­
tion be financed in Item 3540-301-036 as a loan from the Special Account 
for Capital Outlay. 

To accomplish this, we recommend the following Budget Bill language 
under Item 3540-301-036: 

1. Any amouilts encumbered under category (4) of this item of 
appropriation for acquisition of the Miller parcel for the Mountain 
Home State Forest shall be regarded as a loan from the Special 
Account for Capital Outlay to the Forest Resources Improvement 
Fund, to be repaid, with interest calculated from the date(s) of 
encumbrance at the rate earned by the Pooled Money Investment 
Account, upon the effective date of legislation authorizing use of the 
Forest Resources Improvement Fund for the purpose of acquiring 
lands for the state forest system. 

The department's management plan for Mountain Home State Forest 
calls for preserving giant sequoia trees exceeding 16 feet in diameter and 
logging smaller trees. In order to assure the preservation of the giant 
sequoia trees on the proposed property for acquisition, the Legislature 
may wish to include Budget Bill language to that effect. 

Boggs Mountain/Mountain Home State Forests-Acquisitions 
We recommend the deletion of $461,000 requested under Item 3540-

301-928 for two state forest acquisitions. 
The balance of monies requested by the department for capital outlay 

from FRIF are for the following acquisitions: 
• $98,000 in Item 3540-301-928 (1) for a 40-acre parcel adjacent to Boggs 

Mountain State Forest in Lake County, and 
• $363,000 in Item 3540-301-928(3) for a 40-acre in-holding at Mountain 

Home State Forest presently owned by the State Lands Commission. 
Current ownership for the parcels proposed for acquisition does not 

appear to present significant or urgent problems for management of the 
state forests. There should be no danger of incompatible development on 
the parcel owned by the State Lands Commission. Until (1) the 
Legislature enacts legislation authorizing the use of FRIF monies for state 
forest acquisitions and (2) the department substantiates the need for this 
acquisition, the department can enter iilto an agreement with the State 
Lands Commission providing for management of the parcel by the 
department. The department already has similar agreements with the 
commission for other commission lands located in state forests. 

The Boggs Mountain parcel borders the state forest and is not an 
in-holding. The department has not substantiated how private owrtership 
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of this parcel presents any more of a problem for forest management than 
private ownership of other parcels on the boundary of Boggs Mountain. 
Moreover, since this proposal constitutes an expansion of the state forest, 
rather than consolidation of in-holdings, the Legislature may wish to 
consider the proposal in the context of the larger policy question of 
whether existing state forests should be enlarged. 

In view of the above, we recommend the deletion of $461,000 
requested in Item 3540-301-928 for these acquisitions. 

Reappropriation-Lonoak Helitack Base, Monterey County 

We withhold recommendation on Item 3540-490 pending clarifica­
tion of (1) the need for a new location for the proposed helitack base, 
(2) the authority for this change, (3) implications for future COfI8tnu:­
tion Coats and (4) the status of aite acquisition efforts and prospects for 
resolution of acquisition problema. 

The 1986 Budget Act appropriated $15,000 from the General Fund for 
preliminary plans and working drawings for the Lonoak helitack base­
a new base in southern Monterey County for helicopter fire fighting 
operations. For the second consecutive y~ the budget requests reap­
propriation of these funds. The department has not submitted any 
written justification for this proposal to the Legislature. . 

It is our understanding that work on preliminary plans and working 
drawings has been suspended .during 1986-87 and 1987-88 pending the 
resolution of problems experienced by the department in acquiring or 
leasing a site for the helitack base. At the time this analysis was written, 
however, it was not clear what the precise problems in securing a site are 
or how and when they will be resolved. Thus, it is not clear when work 
on preJiminary plans and working drawings can realistically proceed. 

It is also our understanding that the department intends to use the 
reappropriation to design·a helitack base for a site in San Benito County 
instead of the site approved by the Legislature in Monterey County. At 
the time this analysis was written, it was not clear what authority, if any, 
the department would have for this change in location. 

We withhold recommendation on the reappropriation in Item 3540-490 
pending review of information clarifying. (1) the need for a change in the 
location of the base, (2) the authority for this change, (3) the implications 
for future construction costs, and (4) the status of site acquisition efforts 
and prospects for resolution of acquisition problems. 

Supplemental Report Language 
For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 

fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language which defines 
the scope and cost elements of each of the projects approved under the 
above items. . 
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Resources Agency 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION 

Item 3560 

Item 3560 from the General 
Fund and other funds . Budget p. R 76 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... $16,290,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ........................................................................... 14,957,000 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. 16,046,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $1,330,000 (+8.9 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................. . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3560-001'()()I~upport 
3560-001-140-Support 
3560-001-890-Support 
Reimbursements 

Total 

Fund 
General 
Environmental License Plate 
Federal Trust 

None 

Amount 
$14,328,000 

250,000 
HJO,OOO 

1,612,000 
$16,290,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. ARCO Litigation. Recommend the Attorney General and 349 
the commission's counsel report at hearings on the state's 
prospects in the ARCO litigation. 

2. Offshore Oil Study. Recommend the commission report at 350 
hearings on the specific goals of its propo~ed offshore oil 
study and the relationship of the study to the state's ARCO 
case defense. . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The State Lands Commission is composed of the State Controller, the 

Lieutenant Governor, and the Director of Finance. It is responsible for 
the management of sovereign and statutory lands which the state has 
received from the federal government. These lands total more thail four 
million acres and include tide and submerged lands, swamp and overflow 
lands, the beds of navigable waterways, and vacant state school lands. The 
commission: 

• Leases land under its control for the extraction of oil, gas, geo-
thermal, and mineral resources. . 

• Exercises economic control over the oil and gas development of the 
tidelands granted to the City of Long Beach. 

• Determines boundaries and ownership of tide and submerged lands. 
• Oversees other land management operations, including appraisals, 

surface leases, and timber operations; and maintains records con­
cerning state lands. 

• Administers tideland trusts granted by the Legislature to local 
governments. 
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The commission's headquarters is in Sacramento. Oil, gas, and other 
mineral operations are directed from an office in Long Beach. The 
commission has 241 personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes expenditures of $16.3 million for support of the 

State Lands Commission in 1988-89. This is an increase of $1.3 million, or 
9 percent, Over estimated current-year expenditures. The increase is due 
almost entirely to three budget change proposals (discussed below). 

The proposed General Fund appropriation of $14.3 million will not 
have any net effect on the General Fund This is because. under existing 
law and provisions in the Budget Bill, the entire General Fund amount 
appropriated to the commission will be offset by the transfer to the 
General Fund of tidelands oil revenues ($12.3 million) and state school 
lands revenue ($2 million). The commission's cost, therefore. actually is 
at the expense of the Special Account for Capital Outlay and the State 
Teachers' Retirement Fund, which otherwise would receive these reve­
nues. The transfer from tidelands oil revenues covers the cost of 
overseeing oil and gas operations on state lands and the commission's 
general activities. The transfer from school lands revenues covers the cost 
of managing those properties. 

Table 1 summarizes expenditures and sources of funds for the State 
Lands Commission from 1986-87 through 1988-89. The table shows that 
the budget does not propose any change in the commission's staff. 

Table 1 
Sta1e Lands Commission 

Budget Summary 
1!11581 Through , __ 

(dollars in thousands) 

Pemnmel-YIlrIa ErpenJiIrm!s 
ActuoI Est. Prop. 

i Progmm: 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 
I Emadive development 

Slate leases...................... 63.5 
Lcmg Beach operaIicIm ••••.•••. :J1.9 

Land management and comerva-
, tioo •••.•••••• ,....... ••••• ••••• 116.2 

Administratioo (cIistributed)...... 46.4 

65.5 
39.1 

88.9 
~.8 

65.5 
39.1 

88.9 
~.8 

Totals. .. ... ..... .......... ..... 2M.O 241.3 241.3 
Funding Sourees 
Ceneml Fund ... ................................................. . 

I EmJirrmllllmllll Liamse PIIIJe Fund ............................. . 
I FetIemI TRISt Fund .............................................. . 
! lleimbanemenu. ................................................. . 

a Not a meaningful &gore 

ActuoI Est. Prop. 
1986-87 1!lff1-88 1988-89 

$5,7fil $5,340 $5,32lj 
3,516 3,119 3,563 

6,768 6,498 7,401 
(2,916) (2,911) (3,m4) 

$16,0(6 $14,!1i1 $16,290 

114,WIi 113,86# 114,328 
25IJ 

148 IfXJ 
1/8) !H5 1,612 

Pen:enl 
Clumge 
From 

1987-88 

-0.3% 
14.2 

13.9 
2.6 

8.9% 

3.3% 

-32.4 
70.6 

Table 2 summarizes the commission's proposed budget changes for 
1988-89. by fwiding source. . 
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Table 2 

State Lands Commission 
Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 

(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ..................... . 
Proposed Changes: 
Workload and administrative adjustments 

Deletion of one-time projects ..................... . 
Employee compensation ........................... . 
Price increase ...................................... . 
Other ............................................... . 

Subtotals, workload and administrative adjust-
ments ............................................ . 

Budget Change Proposals 
Increase Department of Justice 

contract for antitrust litigation .................. . 
Enforcement rental contracts ..................... . 
School lands appraisal .............................. . 
San Joaquin River study ........................... . 
Bolsa Cruca ocean entrance study ................. . 
Washington D.C. consultant contract ............. . 

Subtotals, budget change proposals ............. . 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ................... . 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount. ............................................ . 
Percent ............................................. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Tidelands Oil Revenues 

General 
Fund 

$13,864 

$261 
52 
41 

($354) 

$55 

30 

25 
($110) 

$14,328 

$464 
3.3% 

Other 
$1,093 

-$98 
9 
9 

(-$80) 

$376 

278 

250 
45 

($949) 

$1,962 

$869 
79.5% 

Item 3560 

Totals 
$14,957 

.-$98 
270 

61 
41 

($274) 

$376 
55 

276 
30 

250 
70 

($1,059) 

$16,290 

$1,333 
8.9% 

The commission generates significant state revenue from the develop­
ment and extraction of oil, gas, geothermal energy, and other minerals on 
state lands. Most of this revenue is from oil production on state tide and 
submerged lands along the coast of southern California. 

Long Beach Oil Production. The largest portion of the state's oil 
revenue comes from tidelands granted to the City of Long Beach. The 
city oversees the day-to-day operations of the consortium of oil companies 
that produce oil under the acronym of THUMS. The state receives the 
net profits from the sale of the oil after operating expenses, taxes, 
investments, and distributions to the oil companies and the city are 
deducted. In order to protect the state's substantial financial interest at 
Long Beach, the commission has the authority' to approve development 
and operating plans and budgets associated with the oil production there. 

Royalty Production. In addition, the state has leased tidelands for oil 
production at Huntington Beach and along the Ventura and Santa 
Barbara coast. On these statewide leases, the lessees pay a royalty to the 
state, based on the value of the oil produced. 

Revenue Estimate for 1988-89. The budget estimates that the state will 
receive $250 million in tidelands oil and gas revenue in thecUl-rent year 
and $195 million in 1988-89. The commission indicates· that these esti­
mates are based on the price of oil in August 1987, $15.75 per barrel at 
Long Beach and $12.50 per barrel at Santa Barbara, respectively. Since 



Item 3560 RESOURCES / 349 

August, however, there has been a decline in oil prices. As of January 30, 
1988, oil prices were $11.40 per barrel at Long Beach and $8.00 per barrel 
at Santa Barbara. If these current oil prices continue through 1988-89, 
then estimated tidelands oil revenue would be reduced to roughly $200 
million in the current year and $115 million in the budget year. These 
estimates represent a total reduction of $130 million over the two-year 
period, compared with estimates in the Governor's budget. Of course, oil 
prices in today's market . are difficult to predict. The State Lands 
Commission indicates that it will update its tidelands oil revenue 
estimates prior to budget hearings. 

We discuss the allocation of tidelands oil and gas revenues in our 
analysis of Control Section 11.50 of the Budget Bill. 

School Lands Revenues 
The commission estimates that it will receive about $5.9 million in 

geothermal revenues and land rentals in 1988-89 from "state school 
lands"-lands that were granted by the federal government to the state 
in 1853 to help support public education. Essentially all revenues from 
school lands, net the commission's cost to manage the lands, are deposited 
into the State Teachers' Retirement Fund (STRF). The budget for 
1988-89 proposes to deposit $2.1 million of this revenue in the General 
Fuild to covet the commission's cost of managing the state school lands. 
The remaining $3.8 million will be deposited in the STRF. 

AReO Brings $793 Million Lawsuit Against The State 
We recommend that the Attorney General and the commission's 

counsel report at hearings on the state's prospects in the ARGO 
litigation. 

On September 30,1987, the Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCO) filed 
a $793 million lawsuit against the state. The lawsuit seeks to have the 
court require the State L~nds Commission to approve development of 
five ARCO-owned oil and gas leases on state tidelands located off the 
Santa Barbara coast at Coal Oil Point (near the University of California's 
Santa Barbara campus and the community of Isla Vista). Alternatively, 
ARCO's claim alleges damages of $793 million, the amount ARCO 
estimates to be the present worth of its leasehold interests, if the 
development is permanently blocked. The suit also claims damages of 
$2.7 million, increasing at the rate of roughly $55,000 per day, resulting 
from delay in the development of the five leases. 

Background. ARCO's proposed development plan for the five leases 
included the construction of three drilling platforms, pipelines to the 
shore, and onshore oil and gas processing facilities. The five leases were 
originally issued in the 1940s and 1960s. In 1975, the commission approved 
exploratory drilling on the leases, and ARCO confirmed a major new 
discovery in 1982. In 1981, ARCO entered into an agreement with Santa 
Barbara County and the commission under which ARCO installed 
seafloor structures to prevent air pollution from natural oil seeps in order 
to receive the "emission reduction credits" necessary to develop its 
anticipated oil discovery. 

Studies have estimated that between 200 million to 300 million barrels 
of oil and 200 billion to 500 billion cubic· feet of natural gas can be 
recovered from these five . leases. The environmental impact report for 
ARCO's development project estimates that state royalties from these 
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leases would be about $150 million per year at peak production, with the 
price of oil at $10 per barrel. 

Commission Denial. On 'May 27, 1987,' the State Lands Commissibn 
denied ARCO's development plan for the five leases. Prior to rendering 
its decision, the commission held several public' hearings on the project 
and "also reviewed an extensive environmental impact report.' The 
commission's denial was based primarily on three findings: (1) the 
"aesthetic degradation" of the area near the leases' due to oil develop­
ment (2) the threat posed by a major oil spill, and (3) the protection of 
unique marine habitat for environmental,.comniercial fishing, and scien-
tific purposes. . 

The commission's denial, however, was not unequivocal. Itinvited 
ARCO to submit another plan using alternative development techniques 
such as "development from alternative sites," that wo~d correct for the 
adverse environmental impacts the commission raised in its denial. In, 
addition, the commission dir.ected its staff to develop a feasibility plan, 
within six months, for a comprehensive study of the overall environmen­
tal effects of oil and gas development in all federal and state waters off 
the California coast. 

State's Prospects in the ARCO Litigation. The pending ARCO lawsuit 
raises complex legal issues and represents a potentially major state fiscal 
liability (in addition to the foregone state revenue if the leases. remain 
undeveloped) . 

The ARCO case, centers around ARCO's contention that, under the 
lease agreements, the SLC must allow it to produce the oil and gas it has 
found in a technically and economically feasible manner. If the commis­
sion does not allow development, then this denial constitutes a taking of 
ARCO's leasehold interests which would require the State, to 'pay 
damages. Because of the major fiscal and policy issues raised by the 
commission's decision and the ARCO lawsuit, the appropriate commit­
tees of the Legislature should be kept informed of the state's prospects in 
the suit, the potential for a settlement, the probable length of time 
required for litigation and the Legislature's options for resolving the 
dispute. Accordingly, we recommend that the Attorney General and the 
commission's counsel report at hearings on the state's prospects in the 
ARCO case and the Legislature's options. Because of the nature of the 
information in the report, the committee may wish to receive testimony 
in' executive session. 

Goals of Potential Offshore Oil Study Should Be Clarified 
We recommend that the State Lands Commission.report on the 

specific goals of the study Cited in the commission ~ denial of the ARCO 
development plan and how the study relates to the.state~ legal defense 
in the ARCO suit. ' 

Concurrent with' its denial of ARCO's development plan, the SLC 
directed its staff to undertake a comprehensive study of the ov.erall 
environmental effects of oil and gas development in federal and, state 
waters off the California coast. As described earlier, the,study's purpose 
would be to identify approaches for minimizing adverse environmental, 
economic, and social impacts of further offshore oil development. In the 
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current year, the commission has redirected some of its staff to formulate 
the study. The budget; however, does not provide any funding to carry 
out the study in 1988-89. . . 

The commission's findings in the ARCO decision were primarily 
site-specific. The study, as proposed, is a much broader overview of the 
environmental impacts of offshore oil drilling along the entire California 
coast. Consequently, it is difficult to see how the study would help to 

. resolv~ such site speqific issues as the "aesthetic degradation" finding of 
the commission in its AReO denial. Consequently, we. recommend that 
the State Lands Commission report at hearings on the specific goals of the 
study cited in its decision to deny ARCO's developqlent plan and how 
these goals relate to the state's legal defense in the ARCO lawsuit. 

STATE LANDS COMMISSION-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 3560-301 from the General 
Fund, Special Account .for 
Capital Outlay Budget p. R 82 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND R.ECOMMENDATIONS 
L Santa Barbara field office. Withhold recommendation on 

$121,000· requested for a modular building for the Santa 
Barbara field office pending outcome of State Lands Com-
mission negotiations with University of California for use of 
an existing building. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Statewide Hazard Removal Program 

We recommend approval. 

$684,000 
563,000 
121,000 

Analysis 
page 

352 

The budget includes $563,000 in Item 3560-301-036(1) to remove 
abandoned structures located on state tidelands. These structures consti­
tute hazards to the public and potential liabilities to the state. In October 
1986, the State Lands Commission submitted a coastal hazards inventory 
to the Legislature which identified 403 hazards and an estimated cost of 
$15 million for removing the hazards. The Legislature appropriated 
$314,000 in the 1987 Budget Act for removal of six hazards evaluated by 
the commission as extreme risks. 

The 1988-89 request would remove two of the three remaining extreme 
hazards: (1) three sheet-pile groins on the coast east of Santa Barbara and 
(2) six abandoned oil-drilling piers near the University of California, 
Santa Barbara campus. The budget does not request funds for removal of 
the third remaining extreme hazard, located at Las Tunas Beach in Los 
Angeles County, because of pending litigation regarding financial respon­
sibility for removing that hazard. The commission's plan is to request 
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funds to address haza..ds judged to constitute moderate risks in 1989-90 
and 1990-91, and to address low risk hazards over a five-year period 
beginning in 1991-92. 

The projects and amounts proposed for 1988-89 appear to be justified. 

Santa Barbara Field Office 
We withhold recommendation on $121,000 requested in Item 3560-

301-036(2) for purchase of a modular buildingfor the Santa Barbara 
field office pending the outcome of the commission's negotiations with 
the University of California for use of an existing building. 

The budget proposes $121,000 as a minor capital outlay project for the 
purchase and installation ofa modular building to house the commission's 
Santa Barbara field office. The modular building would be installed on a 
site that would be leased for a nominal fee from the University of 
California, Santa Barbara. The commission leased office space in the 
Santa Barbara area from the Atlantic Richfield Company (ARCO) until 
January 1, 1988, when ARCO terminated the lease. The commission now 
is leasing another facility in Santa Barbara on a temporary basis. 

At the time this analysis was written, the commission had not provided 
the Legislature with a full cost estimate for the building installation work 
proposed in the budget. Moreover, according to thecoInmission, there is 
a high probability that this minor capital outlay request will be with­
drawn. The commission is currently holding discussions with the univer­
sity regarding the possibility of using an existing building on the Santa 
Barbara campus. Use of that building would require minor modifications 
at a cost substantially less than· the amount proposed in the budget. 
Pending the outcome of these discussions, and receipt of a complete cost 
estimate for the modular building, we withhold recommendation on 
$121,000 requested under Item 3560-301-036 (2). 

Supplemental Report Language 
For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 

fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language which defines 
the scope and cost elements of each of the projects approved under this 
it~m. 
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Resources Agency 

SEISMIC SAFETY COMMISSION 

Item 3580 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 83 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987-88 .............................................. ; ............................ . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary increases) 
$43,000 (+4.8 percent) 

Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. Recommend that the commission report, prior to budget 

hearings, on (a) workload needs for implementing the 
earthquake hazard mitigation program established by Ch 
250/86, (b) how the commission plans to meet those needs 
and (c) the relative priority of a new mitigation program 
proposed in budget. Withhold recommendation on one 
position and $75,000 pending review of this information. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$943,000 
900,000 

1,619,000 

75,000 

Analysis 
page 

354 

The Seismic Safety Commission was established to improve earthquake 
safety in California. It does this by providing a consistent policy frame­
work for earthquake-related programs and coordinating the administra­
tion of these programs throughout state government. The 17 -member 
commission performs policy studies, reviews programs and conducts 
hearings on earthquake safety. The commission advises the Legislature 
and the Governor on legislative proposals, the state budget and grant 
proposals related to seismic safety. 

The commission has nine personnel-years in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget requests $943,000 from the General Fund for support of the 

Seismic Safety Commission in 1988-89. This amount is $43,000, or 4.8 
percent, more than estimated· current year expenditures. The budget 
proposes 12 personnel-years in the budget year. 

Table 1 shows the changes in the commission's budget. 
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Table 1 

Seismic Safety Commission 
1988-89 Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) 

General 
Fund 

1987-88 (Est.) ........................................ .. $800 
Proposed Changes: 
1. Significant Program Changes 

a. Provide additional technical assistance to local 
agencies for mitigation of potentially hazardous 
buildings.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . 75 

b. Prepare a seismic research plan and monitor 
ongoing seismic research ....................... 67 

c. Disseminate information to public regarding 
earthquake safety. ......... ...................... 72 

d. Earthquake Emergency Investigation Account 
(Ch 1492/86) ................................... . 

. e. Prior year balances 'available from hazardous 
building investigation program (Ch 250/86) 
and Earthquake Hazard Reduction Act (<;;h 
1491/85) ......................................... -86 

2. Workload and Administrative Adjustments 
a. Salary and benefit increases and miscellaneous 

adjustments. . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . 15 
1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) .................... $943 
Change From 1987-88 

Itern 3580 

Natural 
Disaster 

Assistance 
Fund Total 

$100 $900 

75 

67 

72 

-100 -100 

-86 

15 
$943 

Amount............................................. $143 -$100 $43 
Percent. . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . 18% -100% 4.8% 

We recommend approval of the changes with the exception of the 
proposal for additional assistance to local agencies for mitigation of 
potentially hazardous building conditions. 
Mitigation of Potentially Hazardous Buildings 

We recommend that, prior to budget hearings, the commission report 
to the fiscal subcommittees on (1) the existing workload involved in 
implementing the hazard mitigation program authorized by the 
Legislature in Ch 250/86, (2) how the commission plans to meet that 
workload need and (3) the relative priority of the new hazard 
mitigation program proposed in the budget. Pending our review of this 
information, we withhold recommendation on one position and $75,000 
requested under Item 3580-001-001 for technical assistance to local 
agencies for mitigation of hazardous building conditions. 

The budget requests $75,000 from the General Fund for support of a 
new senior engineer position to provide technical assistance to local 
agencies interested in mitigating hazardous building conditions other 
than hazards inherent in unreinforced masonry construction. Chapter 
250, Statutes of 1986 (SB 547), requires cities and counties to identify 
potentially hazardous buildings, establish mitigation programs, and re­
port to the commission by January 1, 1990 on its findings and proposed 
programs. The legislation required the commission to prepare an advi­
sory report for local agencies by September 1987 which would include 
criteria and procedures to guide the agencies in carrying out the intent 
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of the legislation. Finally, Chapter 250 requires the commission to report 
annually to the Legislature on the filing of mitigation programs by local 
jurisdictions. 

ChaRter 250 defines potentially hazardous buildings as those meeting 
the following two conditions: (1) structures constructed prior to the 
adoption of local building codes requiring earthquake resistant designs 
and (2) buildings of unreinforced masonry wall construction. The 
budget, by proposing a new position to advise local agencies on other 
potential earthquake hazards (such as under-reinforced concrete build­
ings and structures built on unstable soils), essentially is broadening the 
definition of hazards to be addressed by the commission in its contacts 
with local agencies. While this may be a desirable step, the budget 
proposal raises questions about the priority of these other potential 
hazards relative to the two conditions established in statute. 

The Legislature, in enacting Ch 250/86, already has assigned priority to 
unreinforced masonry construction. The Legislature appropriated 
$150,000 in Chapter 250 for necessary start-up costs and expressed its 
intent that ongoing state costs for the unreinforced masonry mitigation 
program be provided through the annual budget process. The Governor's 
1987-88 Budget requested $50,000 and no additional staff for implemen­
tation of Chapter 250. This level is continued in the budget year. 
Moreover, according to the commission's 1988-89 justification, the com­
mission's existing staff is unable to carry out the workload associated with 
the program mandated by the Legislature in Chapter 250. This raises a 
question as to why the commission is requesting staff for a new program 
instead of requesting staff to carry out the program already mandated by 
law. 

In view of the above, we recommend that, prior to budget hearings, the 
commission report to the fiscal subcommittees on (1) the workload needs 
associated with implementation of Ch 250/86, (2) how the commission 
plans to meet those needs and (3) the relative priority of the program 
proposed in the budget. Pending our review of this additional informa­
tion, we withhold recommendation on $75,000 requested in Item 3580-
001-001 for a new earthquake hazard mitigation program. 

Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 

Item 3600 from the General 
Fund and various special 
funds . Budget p. R 85 

Requested 1988-89 ............................................................................ $118,946,000 
Estimated 1987-88 ................................................... "....................... 107,729,000 
Actual 1986-87 ............. ~..................................................................... 103,244,000 

Requested increase (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $11,217,000 (+10.4 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Total recommended increase .............................. " ..................... .. 
Recommended funding shift ........................................................ . 
Recommendation pending ................................... " ..................... .. 

1,009,000 
508,000 

1,520,000 
113,000 
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1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description Fund 
3600-001-OO1-Support, nongame species and General 

Amount 
$8,867,000 

environmental protection programs, main-
tenance and operation of ecological 
reserves and wildlife areas 

3600-011-OO1-Transfer to the Fish and Game General 
Preservation Fund for cost of free fishing 
licenses 

3600-001-140-Support, nongame species and Environmental License Plate 
environmental protection programs, main-
tenance and operation of ecolOgical 
reserves and wildlife areas 

3600-001-200-Support Fish and Game Preservation 
3600"()1l-200-Partial repayment of General Fish and Game Preservation 

Fund loan 
-Interest expense 
-Transfer of principal 

3600-OO1-890-Support Federal Trust 
3600-001-940-Salmon restoration projects Renewable Resources Invest-

ment 
Ch 1325/87 -Fisheries restoration Fisheries Restoration Account, 

Fish and Game Preservation 

(ll,OOO) 

12,448,000 

67,734,000 

160,000 
(490,000) 

15,742,000 
750,000 

3,000,000 

Reimbursements 

Total 

10,245,000 

$1l8,946,OOO 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Funding for Department Activities. Recommend as follows: 360 
a. Reduce Item 3600-001-140 by $925,000 and increase Item 

3600-001-200 by the same amount. Recommend fund shift 
to support the department's activities according to its cost 
allocation findings. 

b. Adoption of s~pplemental .report langua~e directing the 
DFG to continue to audIt employee time records to 
ensure accuracy of cost allocation data. 

c. Adoption of supplemental report language directing the 
department to submit a report by November 1, 1988, 
which will ensure consistent application of the cost allo­
cation methodology to all departmental programs. 

2. Loan Repayment. Add Item 3600-012-200 in the amount of 363 
$1,750,000. Recommend repayment of a General Fund loan 
made to the Fish and Game Preservation Fund by Chapter 
170, Statutes of 1986. 

3. Natural Diversity Data Base. Reduce Item 3600-001-140 by 363 
$595,000 and increase Item 3600-001-890 by $315,000 and 
reimbursements by $280,000. Recommend reduction be-
cause the costs of the data base should be shared by its users. 

4. Public Information Program. Reduce Item 3600-001-200 by 364 
$475,000. Recommend reduction because department has 
not established the need to expand its public information 
program. 

5. Wildlife Research. Reduce Item 3600-001-140 by $284,000. 365 
Recommend reduction to comply with provisions of the 1987 
Budget Act which require the department to seek alterna-
tive funding for the program. 
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6. Hatchery Personnel. Withhold recommendation on $113,000 366 
and 3.8 personnel-years requested from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund for increasing hatchery personnel, pend-
ing receipt and review of a hatchery evaluation study due 
April 1, 1988. 

7. Shellfish Monitoring. Augment Item 3600-001-200 by 366 
$508,000. Recommend augmentation to correspond to a 
funding shift recommended in Item 4260-001-001. 

8. One-time Costs. Reduce Item 3600-001-200 by $250,000. 367 
Recommend reduction because funds appropriated for re­
search on the effects of seismic testing on fish populations in 
1987-88 are not needed again in 1988-89. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) administers programs and 

enforces laws pertaining to the fish and wildlife resources of the state. 
The Fish and Game Commission, which is composed of five members 

appointed by the Governor, sets policies to guide the department in its 
activities, and regulates the sport taking of fish· and game under a 
delegation of authority from the Legislature, pursuant to the Constitu­
tion. Although the Legislature has granted authority to the commission to 
regulate the sport taking of fish and game, it generally has reserved for 
itself the authority to regulate the commercial taking of fish and game. 

The department currently manages approximately 160 ecological 
reserves, wildlife management areas, habitat conservation areas, and 
interior and coastal wetlands throughout the state. 

The department has 1,518 personnel-years in the current year. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes total expenditures of $118.9 million from all 

sources for support of DFG in 1988-89. This is an increase of $11.2 million, 
Tallie 1 

Department of Fish and Game 
Budget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Percent 
Personnel-Years EXT!!.nditures Change 

Actual Est. Prop. Actual Est. Prop. From 
Program 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1987-88 
Enforcement ...................... 353.6 360.3 368.8 $23,906 $24,983 $26,141 4.6% 
Licensing .......................... 55.1 44.0 44.0 2,840 2,327 3,029 30.2 
Wildlife management ............. 185.0 182.4 185.4 16,482 17,682 19,008 7.5 
Nongame heritage ................. 43.1 43.8 41.6 6,680 7,860 8,89,2 13.1 
Inland fisheries .................... 250.6 249.5 257.3 17,587 19,253 19,72t 2.4 
Anadromous fisheries ............. 198.4 197.6 224.3 19,806 17,614 23,728 34.7 
Marine resources .................. 115.4 110.3 112.7 7,171 8,165 8,327 2.0 
Environmental services ........... 82.1 77.1 77.1 8,772 9,845 10,100 2.6 
Adniinistration (costs distributed 

tc other programs) ........... 243.0 252.7 256.9 (15,462) (16,399) (18,799) 14.6 
Totals ............................ 1,526.3 1,517.7 1,568.1 $103,244 $107,729 $118,946 10.4% 
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Funding Sources 
Fish and Game Preservation Fund (FGPF) .................... . 
Fisheries Restoration Accoun~ FGPF. ........ ................... . 
General Fund . ................................................... . 
Environmental License Plate Fund ............................. . 
Renewable Ilesources Investment Program Fund ...... . , ........ . 
Federal funds . ... : ......... ' ... ,. ................................... . 

Federal offshore oil revenues a ..•..••••.•.....•....•••........ 

Reimbursements .. , .... -: ... .' ...................................... . 

$54,097 
4,457 
9,675 

10,196 
862 

16,522 
(2,~OO) 
7,435 .' 

$63,170 
822 

8,941 
11,973 

737 
14,$43 

7,543 

Item 3600 

$67,883 
3,000 
8,878 

12,448 
750 

15,742 

10,245 

7.5% 
265.0 
-0.7 

4.0 
1.8 
8.2 

35.8 

a Funds from the state's share of federal offshore oil revenues pursuant to Section 8(g) .of the Outer 
Continental Shelf Lands Act.d 

or 10 percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The depart­
ment's proposed expenditure plan would be.financed by $90 million from 
state funds requested in the Budget Bill, $10.2 million in reimbursements, 
$15.7 million in federalfunds, and $3 million appropriated in Ch 1325/87 
for fisheries resources restoration. 

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

Proposed Budget Changes for 1988-89:· 
. ,Table 2 summarizes, by funding. source, the changes proposed in the 
department's budget for 1988-89. As shown in Table 2, the proposed $11.2 
million net increase in expenditures results primarily from the following: 

• An increase of $3.6 million in reimbursements from the Department 
of Water Resources and federal funds from the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation for mitigation activities and facilities to reduce fisheries 
losses resulting from water development projects. 

• An increase of $2.2 million in expenditures for fisheries restoration 
projects from funds apPropriated by Ch 1325/87. 

• Various other program changes totaling approximately $5.6 million. 

Table 2 
Department of Fish and Game 
Prop~sed Budget Changes 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) .... 
Baseline and administrative 

adjustments: 

1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Fish & Environ· 
Game mental 
Preser· License 
votion General- Plate 
Fund Fund Fund 

$63,170 $8,941 - $11,973 

Delete one-time cost............. -779 -77 -925 
Full-year costs of 1987-88 salary 

and benefit increases .......... . 
Operating expense adjustment .. 
Fisheries restoration (Ch 
. ·1325/87) ....................... . 

618 
487 

Miscellaneous adjustments....... -530 

95 110 
182 162 

-263 

Other 
State 

Funds" 
$1,559 

7 
6 

2,178 

Subtotals, Baseline adjustments (-$204) ($200) (-$916) ($2,191) 

Federal Reimburse-
Funds ments Totals 

$14,543 $7;543 $107,729 

-i,781 

246 50 1,126 
114 61 1,012 

2,178 
334 -35 -494 

($694) ($76) ($2,041) 
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Program changes 
Mitigation programs for water 

development projects ..... ~ .... 
EXpand public information pro-

gram ........................... . 
EXpand tule elk, bighorn sheep, 

and mountain lion 'manage-
ment programs ................ . 

Reduce white bass program ..... . 
SpeciaJ repairs and equipment. .. 
Automate Licensing and Reve-

nue Branch .................... . 
Fund shifts for wildlife programs 

and temporary help ........... , 
Environmental and .' wildlife 

grants to public agencies .... ;. 
Staff and operate enforcement 

vessels ......................... . 
Increase operating expenses for 

Natural Diversity Data Base ... 
EXpand special enforcement 

units ...................... ~ .... . 
Augment in-lieu payments for 

wildlife areas .................. . 
Increase hatchery personnel .... . 
Establish scientific assistant pro-

gram ........................... . 
Reduce habitat improvement on 

ecological reserves and federal 
lands ........................... . 

. Miscellaneous changes ......... :. 
Subtotals, Program changes ... . 

1988-89 EXpenditures (propose:!) .. 
Change from 1987-88: 

AIIlount ........................... . 
Percent ..............•............ 

$475 

475 
-$390 

713 

508 

658 

$1,569 

339 57 

295 222 

184 31 

255 
113 

90 3 

-400 
812 36 

'($4,917) (-$263) ($1,391) 

$67,883 $8,878 $12,448 

$4,713 -$63 $475 
7.5% -0.7% 4.0% 
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$945 . $2,641 $3,586 

475 

475 
-390 

-, 713 

508 

-633 '..,.25 

1,569 

396 

517 

215 

255 
113 

29 28 150 

-400 
164 -18 . 994 ----

(-) .' ($505) ($2,626) ($9,176) 

$3,750 $15,742 $10,245 $118,946 

$2,191 $1,199 $2,702 $11,217 
140.5% 8.2% 35.8% 

• Fisheries Restoration Account, Fish and Game Preservation Fund, and Renewable Resources Invest­
ment Program Fund 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of the following significant proposed changes 

shown in Table 2, which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis:. 
• An increase of $3.6 million from reimbursements and federal funds 

for environmental mitigation programs in the Klamath, Trinity, San 
Joaquin, and Sacramento Rivers, Suisun Marsh, and the Delta, related 
to water development projects. 

• Increases totaling $475,000 from the Fish and Game Preservation 
Fund, (FGPF) to expand management programs for tuleelk 
($250,000), mountain lions ($100,000), and bighorn sheep ($125,000). 

• A reduction of $390,000 from the General Fund because of a change 
in activities from eradication to monitoring in the white bass 
program. • 

• Increases of $713,000 from the FGPF for special repairs and equip­
ment. 

• An incre~e of $508,000 from the FGPF to automate the activities of 
,the department's Licensing and Revenue Branch. 
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• A shift of $658,000 ($633,000 from federal funds and $25,000 from 

reimbursements) to the FGPF to reflect changes in the department's 
temporary help needs and funding of its wildlife areas. 

• A total of $1.6 million from the Environmental License Plate Fund 
(ELPF) for environmental and wildlife grants to nine local public 
agencies and nonprofit organizations. 

• An increase of $396,000 ($339,000 from the FGPF and $57,000 from 
the General Fund) to staff and operate new enforcement vessels. 

Who Should Pay for Department's Activities? 
We recommend a reduction of $925,000 from the Environmental 

License Plate Fund and a corresponding increase in the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund to fund the DFG's activities according to its cost 
allocation findings. (Reduce Item 3600-001-140 by $925,000 and increase 
Item 3600-001-200 by a corresponding amount.) 

We further recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental 
report language directing the department to continue to audit em­
ployee time records used as part of the cost allocation methodology. 

We also recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 
language requiring the department to submit a report which will 
provide the Legislature with the information necessary to revise the 
department's 1989-90 budget using in all cases the department's tradi­
tional funding policy. 

Backgrou",d. The Fish and Game Code establishes a funding policy for 
the department under which activities that primarily benefit game 
species generally are paid from the FGPF, and activities that primarily 
benefit nongame species generally are financed from other sources such 
as the GeneralFund or Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF). For 
the past several years, the department has requested· additional funds 
from the General Fund and ELPF because it believed that its level of 
nongame activities exceeded .its funding from nongame sources.AI­
though the Legislature granted these requests, the Legislature has 
expressed concern over the lastthree years about the department's lack 
of a consistent and comprehensive cost allocation system and whether the 
department is properly implementing its funding policy. 

In 1985, the Legislature directed the department and the Department 
of Finance to report on the allocation of costs within the DFG, and the 
basis for the existing funding arrangement. The report, which was 
submitted in January 1986,.identified several serious fiscal and adminis­
trative problems at the DFG, which had resulted in DFG funding some 
of its activities inappropriately. 

In order to address the problems and provide the Legislature with the 
information it requested, the department developed a new cost allocation 
methodology during 1986 and 1987. Using this methodology, employees 
report time speJlt in various activities (such as disease control) and the 
species that benefit (such as deer). The department then allocates costs 
based on the. species that benefit from the activity. (There are some 
exceptions to this approach which we discuss later in this section.) The 
cost allocation methodology should enable the department to (1) deter­
mine the level of funding required from each source to support its 
current level of activities, and (2) ensure, thereafter, that its actual 
expenditures from each fund correspond to the budgeted levels. The cost 
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allocation methodology is a significant improvement over the depart­
ment's earlier system for determining the department's actual expendi­
ture by fund source. 

Results of Cost Allocation Methodology. The department tested the 
cost allocation methodology to compare its actual expenditures by fund 
for 1986-87 with how costs should have been allocated based on the 
employee time reports. Table 3 provides a summary of the comparison. 

Table 3 
Department of Fish and Game 

Cost Allocation System 
Comparison of 1986-87 Expenditures and Activities 

(dollars in thousands) 

Funding Sources 
Fish and Game Preservation Fund (FGPF) ........... . 
Fisheries Restoration Account, FGPF .................. . 
General Fund .......................................... .. 
Environmental License Plate Fund .................... . 
Renewable Resources Investment Program Fund ..... . 
Federal funds ............................................ . 
Reimbursements .............................. ; .......... . 

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

Spending 
Allocation 
Based On 

Time Reports 
$55,022 

4,457 
11,043 
8,080 

685 
16,522 
7,435 

$103,244 

Actual 
Expenditures 

$54,097 
4,457 
9,675 

10,196 
862 

16,522 
7,435 

$103,244 

Difference 
(actual mi­
nus alloca-

tion based on 
time reports) 

-$925 

-1,368 
2,116 

177 

As shown in Table 3, in four cases, fund expenditures did not match the 
level of related activities appropriately paid from the fund. Specifically, 
the ELPF and the Renewable Resources Investment Fund (RRIF) paid 
for some activities which should have been funded from either the 
General Fund or the FGPF (the appropriate source depends on the 
specific activity). 

The misallocation between the ELPF and the General Fund is not 
nearly as important as the misallocation between the nongame sources 
and the FGPF. This is because the General Fund and ELPF can both be 
used for nongame activities, and therefore are essentially interchange­
able for funding the department's programs. In contrast, however, the 
use of nongame monies (such as ELPF) to fund activities that should be 
funded from the FGPF is in direct conflict with the department's 
traditional game/nongame funding policy. 

Given that the ELPF and General Fund are essentially interchange­
able funding sources for nongame activities, the main conclusion from the 
test is that in 1986-87 the department inappropriately spent $925,000 from 
the ELPF on activities that the FGPF should have funded. 

Issue 1: Funding Shift Needed to Appropriately Fund DFG's Activ­
ities. During hearings on the 1986 and 1987 Budget Bills, the department 
assured the Legislature that it would propose changes for 1988-89 so as to 
fund its programs based on the results of the cost allocation methodology. 
Despite this assurance, the department's 1988-89 funding request contin­
ues to be based on past actual expenditures by fund, rather than on the 
results of its cost allocation methodology. Moreover, the department does 
not appear to be proposing any program changes to shift $925,000 of its 
game-related activities to nongame-related activities that the ELPF can 
appropriately fund. 
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Our review indicates that the cost allocation methodology represents 

the best information available at this time and is sufficiently well 
developed to justify a revision to the department's budget in 1988-89. 
Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of $925,000 from the ELPF and 
a corresponding increase from the FGPF to fund the department's 
activities based on the results of the department's own cost allocation 
findings. 

Issue 2: Additional Audits of Employee Records Needed. The accu­
racy of the cost allocation system depends largely on the accuracy of 
employee time records. The department has conducted one audit of 
employee's time records to determine their accuracy. The audit showed 
that the information from employee time records was coded inaccurately 
about 23 percent of the time. However, according to the department, 
only 3.5 percent of the inaccuracies were fiscally significant. Consequent­
ly, the model results for 1986-87 still appear fairly accurate overall. 
Nevertheless, the error rate may increase without the feedback provided 
by periodic audits. The department, however, has not conducted a 
second audit, and appears to have assigned further work in this area a low 
priority. . 

Continued confidence in the employee time records is critical in 
determining whether the department's funding scheme is consistent with 
its activities. Accordingly, we recommend the adoption of the following 
supplemental report language requiring the department to continue to 
audit its employee time reports: 

The Department of Fish and Game shall audit, at least twice a year, a 
sample of its employee's time sheets in order to evaluate the accuracy 
of information used in the cost allocation system. The department shall 
report its findings to the fiscal committees at the' conclusion of each 
audit. 
Issue 3: Cost Allocation Methodology Should Be Applied Consistently 

Based on Employee Time Records. Our review indicates that there were 
several programs where the cost allocation methodology used a prede­
termined funding formula rather than its more precise approach based 
on the specific species that benefit from each activity. (For example, the 
cost allocation model funds the ongoing costs of salmon and steelhead 
habitat enhancement activities (which benefit game species) from the 
ELPF and RRIF (which are nongame funding sources).) 

The department indicates that it used this formula approach in cases 
where (1 ) prior legislative decisions have departed from the traditional 
funding policy, or (2) simplification was necessary. 

While the Legislature has departed in the past from the traditional 
game/nongame funding policy in certain cases, the Legislature more 
recently has directed the department to review its funding arrangement 
in accordance with the traditional game/nongame funding policy. 

Given that the department now collects time reports on all its activities 
and the species which benefit, it has the capability to determine how all 
of its activities should be funded based on its traditional game/nongame 
funding policy, rather than using predetermined formulas. In order to 
ensure proper funding allocations in 1989-90, we recommend that the 
Legislature adopt the following supplemental report language: 
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It is the intent of the Legislature that the department apply its cost 
allocation methodology consistently based on employee time records, 
rather than using predetermined formulas to determine costs. In order 
to ensure proper funding allocations in 1989-90, the department shall 
identify (1) all activities where its cost allocation methodology cur­
rently uses a predetermined formula, (2) the formula currently used 
and the costs actually charged to each fund for each activity in 1987-88, 
and (3) the way the activity should be funded based on the identifi­
cation of species that benefit from the activity in employee time 
records. The department shall submit this information to the Legisla­
ture by November 1, 1988. 

Loan Repayment Due 
We recommend the addition of a new item to the Budget Bill 

appropriating $1,750,OOOfrom the Fish and Game Preservation Fund to 
repay an outstanding General Fund loan. (Add Item 3600-012-200 in 
the amount of $1, 750,000.) 

Chapter 170, Statutes of 1986, (the Omnibus Deficiency Bill of 1986), 
provided a loan of $1,455,000 from the General Fund to the FGPF in 
1985-86 to cover the costs of overtime payments required by the federal 
Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA). In making the loan, the Legislature 
adopted language requiring the department to repay the General Fund 
from th~ FGPF, with interest calculated at the rate received by the 
Pooled Money Investment Account (PMIA). The budget does not 
provide for any repayment of this loan. 

No Need to Delay Repayment. While the Legislature did not specify 
when the department must repay the loan, we see no reason to delay the 
repayment. Based on the Governor's Budget, the FGPF can afford to 
repay the loan in the budget year. Further, repayment of the loan in 
1988-89 will make available General Fund monies which can be used by 
the Legislature to achieve its priorities. 

In order to repay the loan principal and interest in 1988-89, we estimate 
that the ·1988 Budget Bill should appropriate approximately $1,750,000 
from the FGPF for transfer to the General Fund (the exact amount will 
depend on the precise PMIA interest rate). This would leave a reserve of 
approximately $5.4 million available for general purposes in the FGPF. 
This amount is equal to 9.2 percent of proposed general-purpose expen­
ditures from the FGPF, and represents an adequate reserve for contin­
gencies and employee compensation increases for the budget year. 

Accordingly, to provide for the loan repayment, we recommend the 
addition of the following item to the Budget Bill: 

3600-012-200-For transfer by the State Controller from the Fish and 
Game Preservation Fund to the General Fund, an amount sufficient to 
pay principal and interest of the loan provided in Section 1 (a) of 
Chapter 170, Statutes of 1986 ...................................................... ($1,750,000) 

Natural Diversity Data Base Users Undercharged 
We recommend a reduction of $595,000 from the Environmental 

License Plate Fund, and a corresponding increase in reimbursements 
. and federal funds for the operation and maintenance of the Natural 

Diversity Data Base because the costs of the data base should be shared 
by its users. (Reduce Item 3600-001-140 by $595,000 and increase Item 
3600-001-890 by $315,000 and reimbursements by $280,000.) 
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The budget requests a total of $1,396,000 to operate and maintain the 

Natural Diversity Data Base. This amount consists of $944,000 from the 
Environmental License Plate Fund (ELPF), $295,000 from state tax 
checkoff funds for rare and endangered species in the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund, $83,000 in federal funds, and $74,000 in reimburse­
ments. 

Current law requires the DFG to operate and maintain a computerized 
inventory of the locations of the state's rarest plant and animal resources. 
The inventory, called the Natural Diversity Data Base (NDDB), consists 
of detailed information on the location, biology, and condition of rare 
plants and animals and on unique natural areas in the state. Departmen­
tal and contract staff are responsible for locating, identifying, and 
evaluating the plants and animals, putting this information into the 
NDDB, and periodically updating the information. The information is 
used by almost 100 different state, federal, local, and private organizations 
for a wide range of activities, reports, and studies. 

The Fish and Game Code requires the department to ensure cost­
sharing by all who use the NDDB, and to develop a fee structure to 
recover the actual costs of using the data management system. Under its 
current fee structure, the budget estimates that the department will 
receive a total of $156,000 in 1988-89 from all other federal, state, local and 
private users of the data base. This is approximately 14 percent of the 
costs of operating and maintaining the NDDB. 

Our analysis indicates that the fees charged by the department to other 
organizations for use of the NDDB are not sufficient to recover the users' 
share of the actual costs of operating and maintaining the data base. This 
is because the department has set the fees at a level to recover only the 
cost of retrieving information from the data base. However, the cost of 
"using" the system rightly includes the cost of maintaining and operating 
the data base. . 

According to information provided by the department on the use of the 
NDDB in 1986-87, approximately 65 percent of the use of the NDDB was 
by organizations other than the DFG. Accordingly, organizations other. 
than DFG should pay 65 percent, or approximately $751,000 of the costs 
of operating and maintaining the data base. (In our calculations we 
amortized over five years the costs of computer equipment proposed to 
be purchased in 1988-89). This amount is $595,000 more than DFG has 
budgeted from outside sources. Consequently, state support of the data 
base should be reduced by $595,000 with the amount instead being 
apportioned among the other users. To accomplish this funding shift, we 
recommend a reduction of $595,000 from the ELPF, and an increase of 
$315,000 in federal funds and $280,000 in reimbursements. 

Public Information Program 
We recommend deletion of $475,000 from the Fish and Game Preser­

vation Fund (FGPF) requested to expand a public information pro­
gram because the department has not provided information to justify 
its request. (Reduce Item 3600-001-200 by $475,000.) 

The budget requests a total of $1.1 million from the FGPF ($1 million) 
and reimbursements ($100,000) for the department's public information 
program. This is an increase of $475,000, or 43 percent, over estimated 
current-year expenditures of $624,000 for this purpose. Currently, the 
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department provides the public with fishing and hunting regulations, 
access maps and information on where to fish and hunt, wildlife species 
identification guides, and newsletters. 

The department indicates that in recent years it has found a high 
incidence of people fishing and hunting without a license, apparently 
due, in part, to "a lack of awareness of what the license fee monies are 
used for, and why a person should buy a license." In addition, the 
department indicates. that it has received increasing numbers of com­
plaints from fishermen and hunters regarding (1) the lack of places to 
fish and hunt, and (2) the lack of information on fishing and hunting 
regulations. 

In an attempt to address these problems, the department proposes to 
expand its public information program in 1988-89. The department 
requests an additional $362,000 to develop, print, and distribute 6 million 
brochures on fishing and hunting access, opportunities, and maps. These 
brochures would be available at the places where licenses are sold. The 
department also requests an additional $113,000 to evaluate the effective­
ness of the increased public information program by conducting several 
surveys. 

Our review indicates that the department's proposal has the following 
problems: 

• No Information on the Problems. The department has not provided 
any documentation of complaints from fishermen and hunters 
regarding the lack of information on hunting and fishing access or 
regulations. This information is critical in determining the magni­
tude and cause of any problem. 

• No Information on· How Program Will Address Problems. The 
department has not provided any information which (1) demon­
strates that the high rate of illegal fishing and hunting is actually due 
to a lack of knowledge and could be addressed by the public 
information program, and (2) explains how the proposed program 
differs from its existing public information activities. 

• Insufficient Justification for Proposed Activity Level. The depart­
ment has not provided sufficient detail to justify the number of 
brochures it proposes to produce, the number of surveys it proposes 
to conduct, or the dollar amount requested. 

Without this information, the Legislature has no basis to determine 
whether (1) the defined problems actually exist, (2) the expansion of the 
public information program would be effective in addressing theprob­
lems ifthey do exist, and (3) the amount requested is sufficient to address 
the problems. Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $475,000 
requested from the FGPF to expand the DFG's public information 
program. Should the department submit a revised proposal that provides 
specific justification, we will examine it and advise the Legislature 
accordingly. 

Wildlife Research 
We recommend a reduction of $284,000 requested from the Environ­

mental License Plate Fund (ELPF) for wildlife research in order to 
comply with provisions of the 1987 Budget Act. (Reduce Item 3600-001-
140 by $284,000.) 

The budget includes $284,000 from the Environmental License Plate 
Fund (ELPF) for wildlife research. The department received the ELPF 
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monies for nongame research in the 1987 Budget Act when it proposed to 
use $284,000 from the ELPF to replace an anticipated decline in federal 
funds. However; during hearings on the proposal, the Legislature ex­
pressed concern over (1) the need to backfill for federal budget 
reductions, and (2) the appropriateness of using the ELPF for the 
proposed activities which included both game and nongame species. 

As a result, although the Legislature approved the $284,000 for the 
current year, it also adopted language in the 1987 Budget Act requiring 
that (1) the monies only be used for nongame research, and (2) the 
department seek funding for wildlife research from sources other than 
the ELPF in future budget requests. The department, however, is 
proposing to continue funding the research from the ELPF. 

In order to comply with provisions of the 1987 Budget Act, we 
recommend a reduction of $284,000 from· the ELPF. If the department 
desires continued funding for these activities, it should identify alterna­
tive sources to pay for the work. 
Hatchery Personnel Increase Premature 

We withhold recommendation on $113,000 and 3.8 personnel-years 
requested from the Fish and Game Preservation Fund (FGPF) for 
increasing hatchery personnel, pending receipt and review of a hatch­
ery evaluation study which is due on April 1, 1988. 

The budget proposes an increase of $113,000 from the FGPF and 3.8 
personnel-years to address increased workload at the department's fish 
hatcheries. In the past, the department has addressed increases in 
workload by requiring personnel to work. overtime and providing 
compensatory time off (eTO) for the overtime worked. The department 
indicates, however, that it has experienced problems with staff morale 
and excessive eTO accumulation as a result of this policy. 

In the 1987 Budget Bill, the Legislature took two actions to address 
workload problems at the hatcheries. First, the Legislature provided 
$222,000 from the FGPF for the department to pay hatchery employees 
in cash, rather than eTO, for overtime worked. 

Second; the Legislature adopted Budget Bill language requiring the 
department to contract with an independent third party to evaluate the 
cost-effectiveness of its hatcheries. The Legislature specifically directed 
that the study evaluate whether it is more cost-effective to (1) pay cash 
for overtime worked, (2) provide eTO for overtime, or (3) hire 
additional personnel, rather than requiring overtime. Our review of the 
specific workplan. for this study indicates that the contractor also will 
conduct a workload analysis of each of the department's hatcheries. The 
study is due to the Legislature by AI>ril 1, 1988. . 

The hatchery evaluation study will provide the Legislature with the 
information it needs to determine the most cost-effective means of 
operating and staffing the hatcheries and whether any additional re­
sources are needed. Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on 
$113,000 and 3.8 personnel-years for hatchery operations, pending receipt 
and review of the hatchery evaluation study required by the 1987 Budget 
Act. 
Shellfish Monitoring 

We recommend an increase of $508,000 from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund in order to more appropriately /und shellfish 
monitoring activities (Increase Item 3600-001-200 by $508,(00). 
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The Department of Health Services (Item 4260-001-001) requests a 
total of $513,000 from the General Fund to (1) monitor sh~llfish for 
Paralytic Shellfish Poison (PSP) to prevent the sport-harvesting of 
shellfish during high levels of PSP and (2) certify water quality in areas 
where shellfish are harvested conunercially. 

In our analysis of the Department of Health Services' budget, we 
recommend a reduction of $508,000 from the General Fund and a 
corresponding increase in reimbursements from the Department of Fish 
and Game, because these activities primarily benefit people who fish and 
commercial shellfish producers, and therefore should be paid from the 
FGPF. Accordingly, we recommend a corresponding increase of $508,000 
from the FGPF for DFG to contract with DHS for these activities. 

Funding for One-Time Cost Should be Eliminated 
We recommend a technical reduction· of $250,000 from the Fish and 

Game Preservation Fund (FGPF) because the funds provided for 
research on the effects of seismic testing on fish populations in 1987-88 
are not neede(r again in 1988-89. (Reduce Item 3600-001-200 by 
$250,000.) 

The department received $250,000 from the FGPFin the 1987 Budget 
Act for one-time research on the effects of seismic testing on fish 
populations, as authorized by Ch 1390/85. Accordingly, in constructing its 
budget for 1988-89, the department should have deleted these funds. 

Our analysis indicates, however, that the department did not delete the 
funds from its budget-year request. Consequently, we recommend the 
deletion of the $250,000 to correct for this oversight. 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 3600-301 from the Fish and 
Game Preservation Fund and 
the Federal Trust Fund Budget p. R 109 

Requested 1988~89 ........................................................................... . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommended reduction .............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

$3,217,000 
2,198,000 

346,000 
673,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Minor Capital Outlay. Reduce Item 3600-301-200(1) by 369 
$200,000. Recommend deletion of $200,000 for a project on 
the Sacramento River that (a) is only a partial solution and 
is inappropriately budgeted under minor capital outlay and 
(h) should include nonstate funding. 

2. Land Acquisition, Development and Enhancement. Re- 370 
duce Item 3600-301-200(9) by $100,000. Recommend dele-
tion of funds for acquisition, development and enhancement 
of endangered species habitat because project is not defined. 
Further recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemen-
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tal report language directing the department to develop a 
plan for effective protection of endangered species habitat. 

3. Merced River Salmon Rearing Facility. Reduce Item 3600- 371 
301-200(4) by $46,000. Recommend deletion of $46;000 re­
quested in Item 3600-301-200 (4)-as well as offsetting reim­
bursements in Item 3600-301-200 (5)-for preliminary plans 
and working drawings for improvements to Merced River 
Salmon Rearing Facility because the department has not 
shown that support budget savings are adequate to justify 
thelroject. (Future savings: $542,000.) 

4. Ma River Hatchery. Withhold recommendation on 371 
$673,OOO-consisting of $337,000 in Item 3600-301-200(3) and 
$336,000 in Item 3600-301-890(2)-requested for fish diver-
sion weir at Mad River Hatchery pending review of (a) 
project feasibility study, (b) preliminary plans and (c) 
analysis of project's implications for hatchery operating 
costs. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The budget requests $3,217,000, for the Department ofFish and Game's 

capital outlay program in 1988-89. The request consists of $2,254,000 from 
the Fish and Game Preservation Fund (Item 3600-301-2(0) ,$600,000 from 
federal funds (Item 3600-301-890), and $363,000 in reimbursements. Table 
1 shows the amounts requested for each project by funding source and 
our recommendations. 

Table 1 
Deportment of Fish and Game 
1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 

Items 3600-301-200 and 36Q0.301-890 
(dollars in thousands) 

Budget Bill Amount 

Project: 
Hot Creek Hatchery· construction ............. . 
Mad River Hatchery - fish weir ................. . 
Merced River salmon rearing facility - prelimi-

nary plans and working drawings ........... . 
Suisun Marsh - interpretive facility .............. . 
Budget schematics ............................... . 
Land acquisition, development, enhancement -

Endangered species tax checkoff program .. 
Minor construction projects ..................... . 

Subtotals ..................................... . 
Less reimbursements .......................... . 

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

Fish & 
Game 

Preservation 
Fund 

$916 
337 

46 
317 
50 

100 
851 

$2,617 
-363 

$2,254 

Federal 
Trust 
Fund 

$336 

264 
$600 

$600 

Analyst's 
Reimburse- Recommen-

ments dation 

($46) 
(317) 

($363) 

($363) 

$916 
Pending 

317 
50 

915 
$2,198 
-317 

$1,881 
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A. Projects for Which We Recommend Approval 
Suisun Marsh Interpretive Facility 

We recommend approval. 

RESOURCES / 369 

The budget includes $317,000 in Item 3600-301-200(6) from the Fish 
and Game Preservation Fund (FGPF) for construction of an interpretive 
display in the vicinity of Hill Slough in the Suisun Marsh in Solano 
Count)'. The amount from the FGPF is offset by reimbursements 
available under the provisions of Ch 1571 /82. 

The proposed project includes construction of a public access road and 
parking lot. The interpretive display . will provide the public with 
information about the natural resources of the Suisun Marsh and will 
fulfill a specific requirement of legislation. 

Minor Construction Projects-Federal Trust Fund 
We recommend approval. 
The budget includes $264,000 in Item 3600-301-890(1) from the Federal 

Trust Fund for construction of bird exclosure systems at the Moccasin 
Creek Fish Hatchery (Tuolumne County) and the Fillmore Fish Hatch­
ery (Ventura County). The state is providing a required 25 percent 
match to the federal funds ($88,000 from the Fish and Game Preservation 
Fund) in Item 3600-301-200 (1) . 
B. Projects for Which We Recommend Deletion or Reductions 
Minor Capital Outlay-Fish and Game Preservation Fund 

We recommend deletion of $200,000 in Item 3600-301-200(1) for a 
project on the Sacramento. River that (1) is only a partial solution and 
is inappropriately budgeted under minor· capital outlay and (2) 
should include nonstate funding. We recommend approval of $651,000 
in the item for eight other minor projects. 

Minor Capital Outlay Project is Really Major. The budget includes 
$851,000 in Item 3600-301-200(1) for nine minor capital outlay projects, 
including $200,000 for upgrading a fish screen located at the confluence 
ofthe Sacramento. River and the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District's water 
diversion canal in Glenn County. The purpose of the existing fish screen 
is to prevent young salmon in the river (known as salmon fry) from 
swimming up the canal and being killed in the irrigation system's pumps. 
The effectiveness of the existing screen, however, is limited and dimin­
ishing with time. The department estimates that between five million 
and fifteen million salmon fry are lost at this one diversion point each 
year. The department proposes replacing the screen with a newly 
developed type of screen, known as "wedge wire," which is more 
effective at preventing the passage of small fish than the existing type of 
screen. 

It is clear that the department needs to correct this problem and 
reduce salmon fry losses. The proposal in the budget, however, isonly a 
partial solution which, by itself, will be relatively ineffective. The 
department's request will only provide for the replacement of one fourth 
of the existing screen. The department's supporting documentation for 
this request states that the rest of the screen will be replaced "as funding 
becomes available." 

If replacement of the existing·fish diversion screen is warranted, there 
is no point in carrying out the work in piecemeal fashion. From the 
standpoint of fiscal control and accountability, budgeting this work as if it 
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were a series of separate minor capital outlay projects is clearly inappro­
priate. Accordingly, we recommend that (1) the Legislature delete the 
$200,000 requested for this project under minor capital outlay and (2) the 
department resubmit the entire project as a major capital outlay request 
with appropriate substantiation of the estimated costs. 

We further recommend that the department seek partial funding of 
the projeCt from the Glenn-Colusa Irrigation District as mitigation for the 
losses caused to public fisheries by the district's diversion intake. There is 
ample precedent for private parties to contribute to Fish and Game 
projects to mitigate effects of their activities on fishery resources. 

Other Projects. We recommend approval of the balance of funds 
requested in Item 3600-301-200(1) for eight minor capital outlay projects 
($651,000). These projects range in cost from $27,000 for expansion of an 
employee residence at the Fillmore Hatchery in Ventura County to 
$160,000 for an equipment storage building and garage at the Fish Springs 
Hatchery in lnyo County. 

Land Acquisition, Development, Enhancement-Endangered Species Tax 
Check-off Program 

We recommend deletion of $100,000 in Item 3600-301-200(9) because 
the department has not identified what properties would be purchased. 
We further recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 
language directing the department to develop a strategic plan for 
effective protection of habitat lands for endangered species. 

The budget proposes spending $100,000 in Item 3600-301-200(9) for 
"land acquisition, development and enhancement." According to the 
department, these funds would be spent to protect habitat for endan­
gered, threatened and rare fish, wildlife and plant species. The depart­
ment proposes funding this activity from voluntary contributions made 
by taxpayers through a "check-off' provision on state income tax forms. 
These contributions are deposited in a special account in the Fish and 
Game Preservation Fund and are available for appropriation by the 
Legislature for conservation of endangered, rare or threatened species. 

According to the department, the $100,000 requested in this item 
would be available for the acquisition, development or enhancement of 
lands as opportunities arise. Thus,not only can the department not 
identify specific parcels of land to be acquired or developed, it cannot 
specify the types of habitat or the species that would be protected. 

Our analysis indicates that! contingency budgeting for this purpose is 
unnecessary. Property of the type considered under this proposal is 
currently financed by funds budgeted under the Wildlife Conservation 
Board. If an "opportunity" purchase becomes available and the depart­
ment believes it is essential to purchase the property, then the depart­
ment should request the board to include the property in its priority list 
of acquisitions. If the board concurs with the department's assessment of 
the property's priority, it can readily allocate the necessary funds. 
Consequently, we recommend deletion of the $100,000 requested in Item 
3600-301-200 (9). 

This request highlights another problem with the department's expen­
ditures of endangered species tax check-off funds, which is the lack of a 
strategic plan to assure that these contributions are spent in the most 
effective way possible. We therefore recommend that the Legislature 
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adopt the following supplemental report language directing the depart­
ment to develop clear priorities and a strategic plan for the use of these 
funds for protection of habitat for endangered, rare and threatened 
species: 

The Department of Fish and Game shall report to the Legislature by 
November 1, 1988 on the department's priorities and strategic plan for 
the expenditure of funds for the protection of habitat for endangered, 
rare and threatened fish, wildlife and plant species. The department 
shall provide copies of the report to the fiscal committees of the 
Assembly and the Senate, the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and 
legislative committees with policy jurisdiction for endangered fish, 
wildlife and plant species. 

Merced River Salmon Rearing Facility 
We recommend deletion of $46,000 and associated reimbursements­

Item 3600-301-200, categories (4) and (5)-for preliminary plans and 
working drawings because the department has not justified the project 
on a cost-benefit basis. (Future savings: $542,000.) 

The budget includes $46,000 in Item 3600-301-200(4) for preliminary 
plans and working drawings for the replacement of the earthen-lined 
fish-rearing ponds at the Merced River Facility with concrete pond 
basins. This proposed expenditure from the Fish and Game Preservation 
Fund is offset fully by reimbursements from the Department of Water 
Resources (Item 3600-301-200(5)). 

The facility is located about 15 miles northeast of Merced and is the 
terminal point for salmon spawning on the Merced River. The proposed 
project also involves installation of new water lines and electrical 
improvements, including automatic fish feeders. The estimated future 
cost for construction is $542,000. 

According to the department's supporting documentation for this 
project, the principal reason for replacing the existing ponds (which were 
constructed in 1970) is to "free up personnel and allow an increase in 
productivity." The department, however, has not conducted a cost­
benefit analysis for the project. Thus, the department is unable to specify 
(1) how productivity will be increased, (2) what activities staff will be 
"freed up" to perform, or (3) the amount of expected annual savings to 
the department's support budget. Both the department and the Legisla­
ture need this information to know whether the proposed project is an 
efficient investment. Consequently, we recommend deletion of $46,000 
and associated reimbursements for plans and working drawings for the 
Merced River Facility. If the department subsequently provides infor­
mation to justify the project, we will review the illformation and advise 
the Legislature if a change in our recommendation is indicated. 

C. Project for Which We Withhold Recommendation 
Mad River Hatchery 

We withhold recommendation on $673,OOO-consisting of $337,000 in 
Item 3600-301-200 and $336,000 in Item 3600-301-89O-requested for 
construction of a fish diversion weir at the Mad River Hatchery 
pending review of (1) a project feasibility study, (2) preliminary 
plans, and (3) an analysis of the project's implications for the 
hatchery's operating costs. 

The budget requests a total of $673,000 for construction of a fish 
diversion weir at the Mad River Hatchery in Blue Lake, Humboldt 
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County. The request consists of $337,000 from the Fish and Game 
Preservation Fund in Item 3600-301-200(3) and $336,000 from federal 
funds in Item 3600-301-890(2). The department spent approximately 
$75,000 to prepare preliminary plans and working drawings for this 
project, using bond funds appropriated in Item 3640-302-748 (b) of the 
1984 Budget Act (as amended by Ch 1589/84) to the Wildlife Conserva­
tion Board for "restoration of waterways outside the coastal zone for the 
management of fisheries." 

At the time this analysis was written, the department had not provided 
the following project information to the Legislature: (1) a feasibility 
study prepared by OSA, (2) the completed preliminary plans, and (3) an 
analysis of the project's implications for the costs of operating the 
hatchery. The preliminary plans and· analysis of operating costs are 
required elements of capital outlay budget packages according to the 
State Administrative Manual. The Legislature should have this informa­
tion, as well as the feasibility study, to evaluate the proposed project. 
Accordingly, we withhold recommendation on the $673,000 requested for 
the Mad River project. 

Supplemental Report Language 
For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 

fiscal subcommittees adopt supplemental report language which defines 
the scope and cost elements of each of the projects approved under these 
items. 

Resources Agency 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD 

Item 3640 from the Wildlife 
Restoration Fund Budget p. R 111 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... .. 
Estimated 1987 -88 .......................................................................... .. 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................. .. 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $294,000 (-33.6 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$581,000 
875,000 
672,000 

None 

The Wildlife Conservation Board 'was created in 1947 to acquire 
property to protect and preserve wildlife and to provide fishing, hunting, 
and recreational access facilities. 

The board is composed of the Director of Fish, and Game, the 
Chairman of the Fish and Game Commission, and the Director of 
Finance. In addition, three members of the Senate and three members of 
the Assembly serve in an advisory capacity to the board. 

The board's support activities are financed through appropriations 
from the Wildlife Restoration Fund, which annually receives $7~0,000 in 
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horseracing license revenues. The Wildlife Restoration Fund also re­
ceives reimbursements for those projects that are eligible for grants from 
the federal Land and Water Conservation Fund. 

The board has nine personnel-years in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes expenditures of $_581,000 from the Wildlife 

Restoration Fund to support the Wildlife Conservation Board during 
1988-89. This is $294,000, or 34 percent, less than estimated current-year 
expenditures. Table 1 summarizes the board's proposed budget changes, 
by funding source, for 1988-89. 

Table 1 
Wildlife Conservation Board 
Proposed Budget Changes 

1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ........................ . 
• Eliminate Suisun Marsh habitat enhancement grant 

program .............................................. . 
• Delete land inventory study funds ................. . 
• Pro rata adjustment ................................ . 
• Full-year cost of 1987-88 salary and benefit in-

creases .............................................. . 
• Operating expense adjustment. .................... . 

, 1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ...................... .. 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount. .............................................. .. 
Percent ................................................ . 

Wildlife 
Restoration 

Fund 
$596 

-33 

11 
7 

$581 

-$15 
-2.5% 

Environmental 
License 

Plate Fund 
$279 

-250 
~29 

-$279 
-100% 

Totals 
$875 

-250 
-29 
-33 

11 
7 

$581 

-$294 
-33.6% 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed reduction is attributable primarily to 
the deletion of $250,000 provided in the current year from the Environ­
mental License Plate Fund to pay landowners within the Suisun Marsh 
Conservation District for enhancement and management of wetlands on 
their property. This program was established by Ch 1571/82 to partially 
offset the costs to landowners of complying with habitat enhancement 
regulations adopted by the district. The Legislature, however, has funded 
the program only twice since the enactment of Ch 1571 /82. The budget 
does not include any funding for this program for 1988-89. The remaining 
changes are minor and technical in nature. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed budget is reasonable. 



374 / RESOURCES Item 3640 

WILDLIFE CONSERVATION BOARD-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Items 3640-301 and 3640-490 
from the Fish and .Wildlife 
Habitat Enhancement (Bond) 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 113 

Requested 1988-89 ................................ , ......................................... '.' . $10,972,000 
Recommend approval..................................................................... 1,292,000 
No recommendation ....................................................................... 9,680,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 

1. Unspecified Capital Outlay Projects. We make no recom- 375 
mendation on a total of $9,680,000 requested in Items 
3640-301-140, 3640-301-447, 3640-301-748 and 3640-490 for 
unspecified land acquisition, development, and minor capi-
tal outlay projects, because we have no basis on which to 
advise the Legislature whether these expenditures are war-
ranted. ' 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes total expenditures of $11 million for various 

capital outlay projects to be undertaken by the Wildlife Conservation 
Board (WCB) in 1988-89. Of this amount, approximately $9.8 million 
would be provided from three new appropriations as shown in Table 1. 

Item 
3640-301·140 
3&W-301-447 
3&W-30l·748 

Table 1 
Wildlife Conservation Board 

Proposed Appropriations for Capital Outlay 
1988-89 

(dollars in thousands) 
Fund Amount 

California Enviromnental License Plate Fund. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . $3,292 
Wildlife Restoration Fund.. . . . .. . . .. .. .. .. . . .. .. . . .. . . .. .. . . ... .. . . .. . 3,()()O 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement (Bond) fund............... '. 3,484 
Total. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $9;776 

In addition, the budget proposes to reappropriate $1.2 million, origi­
nally appropriated in the 1985 Budget Act from the Parklands (Bond) 
Fund of 1984, for various. acquisition and development projects: 

The board probably will have a substantial amount of carryover funds 
in addition to the $11 million requested in the budget for capital outlay 
in 1988-89. The budget estimates that the board will spend a total of $27.5 
million forcllpital. outlay projects during the current year. This is $12 
million more than the largest amount spent by the board in any of the 
previous eight years. In all probability; a significant portion of the $27.5 
million will be carried over into 1988-89 and remain available for 
expenditure by the board. 

Bond Fund Balance. Based on actual and 1988-89 proposed appropri­
ations, approximately $4 million will be available for appropriation to the 
board in subsequent years from the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhance­
ment (Bond) Fund. The bond act designates all of the $4 million for the 
restoration of waterways. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Natural Area Acquisition Projects , 

We recommend approval of $1,292,000 requested for five specific 
acquisition projectc. 

The budget requests $1,292,000 from the Environmental License Plate 
Fund for the following five natural area acquisition projects: 

• Dairy Mart Ponds, San Diego County ($300,000). 
'. Elk Creek Wildlife Area, Del Norte County ($500,000). 
• Lake Earl Wildlife Area, Del Norte County ($50,000). 
• Mill Bend (Gualala River), M~ndocino and Sonoma Counties 

($95,000). ; 
• Moss Landing Wildlife Area, Mpnterey County ($347,000). 
The budget schedules these five projects separately and the board has 

provided information to support the individual requests. The projects are 
reasonable in scope and cost and appear to be justified. 

Information on Capital Outlay Projects is Not Adequate 
We make no recommendation on $9,680,000 proposed for (1) land 

acquisition and development projects, (2) minor capital outlay 
projects, and (3) project planning, because the board has not provided 
information on the scope and cost of proposed projects. " 

The budget requests $9,680;000 for various ,unspecified acquisition and 
development Frojects, minor capital outlay projects, and for' project 
planning as follows: " , 

• $3,484,000 from the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement (Bond) 
Fund for acquisition, enhancement, and development projects ben­
efiting marshlands and aquatic habitat ($3,434,000) plus project 
planning ($50,000). 

• $3 million from the Wildlife Restoration Fund and $100,000 in 
reimbursements for land acquisition ($1~830,000), minot capital' 
outlay ($1,250,000), and project planning ($20,000). 

• $2 million from the Environmental License Plate Fund for land 
acquisition for ecological reserves. 

• $1,196,000 reappropriated from the Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1984 
for coastal fishing piers ($582,000) and land acquisition projects 
($614,000) . 

In ;contrast to the five projects for which we recommend approval 
above, the budget does not identify (1) the specific projects the 'board 
proposes to fund, or, (2) the expected costs of these projects.' Although the 
board has provided lists of potential acquisition and development 
projects, these lists do not identify the costs of individual projects or 
provide specific project justificahon. Furthermore, the board indicates 
that the projects on the lists are tentative and subject to change. 
Nevertheless, it has been the Legislature's practice to grant the board this 
unusual degree of budget flexibility. 

Without information on the specific projects to'be funded and the costs 
of these projects, we have no basis for making a, recommendation to the 
Legislature on this portion of the board's request. 

13-77312 " 
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Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS 

Item 3680 from the General 
Fund and special funds Budget p. R 115 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987-88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease $4,097,000 (-11.9 percent) 
(excluding amount for salary increases) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
368().()()1-OO1-Support 
368().()()1-516-Support 

368().()()1-890-Support 
3680-101-516-Local assistance, boating facilities, 

and law enforcement 
3680-101-890-Local assistance and boating facil­

ities 
3680-121-890-Transfer to the Harbors and Wa­

tercraft Revolving Fund for previous local 
assistance expenditures 

Reimbursements 
Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
General 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolv­

ing 
Federal Trust 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolv­

ing 
Federal Trust 

Federal Trust 

$30,415,000 
34,512,000 
35,637,000 

None 

Amount 
$263,000 

3,875,000 

250;000 
25,512,000 

500,000 

(982,000) 

15,000 

$30,415,000 

The Department of Boating and Waterways (1) constructs boating 
facilities for the state park system and State Water Project reservoirs, (2) 
makes loans to public and private marina operators to finance the 
development of small craft harbors and marinas, (3) makes grants to local 
agencies to finance beach erosion projects, boat launching facilities, 
boating safety, and law enforcement, (4) conducts a boating education 
program, (5) licenses yacht and ship brokers and for-hire vessel opera­
tors, (6) coordinates the work of other state and local agencies and the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in implementing the state's beach erosion 
control program and (7) serves as the lead state agency in controlling 
water hyacinth in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the Suisun 
Marsh. 

The department has 58.4 personnel-years. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes $30.4 million from state funds, federal funds, and 

reimbursements for the Department of Boating and Waterways (support 
and local assistance) in 1988-89. This is a decrease of $4.1 million, or 12 
percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The proposed reduc-
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tion is attributable primarily to a one-time expenditure in the current 
year of $3 million from the Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) 
for beach erosion activities. 

Table 1 summarizes the staffing and expenditures for the department 
from 1986-87 through 1988-89. Table 2 shows the proposed budget 
changes, by funding source, for the department in 1988-89. 

Table 1 
Department of Boating and Waterways 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years 
Actual 
1986-87 

19.5 
16.8 
2.8 

Expenditures 

Program: 
Boating Facilities ................. . 
Boating Operations ...... : ....... .. 
Beach Erosion Control ........... . 

Est. 
1987-88 

20.2 
18.9 
3.0 

Actual 
1986-87 
$26,156 

5,558 
3,923 

Est. Prop. 
1987-88 1988-89 
$25,814 $24,629 

5,441 5,523 
3,257 263 

Administration (distributed) ..... . 13.6 15.3 

Prop. 
1988-89 

21.2 
18.9 
3.0 

152 ~) ~) ~) 
Total............................. 52.7 57.4 58.4 $35,637 $34,512 $30,415 

Funding Sources 
General Fund .................. ' ..................... ; ' ............ . $253 $257 $263 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund ... .................... . 30,628 30,540 29,387 
Federal funds .................................................... . 4,732 700 750 
Special Account for Capital Outlay .... ......................... . 3,000 
Reimbursements .................................................. . 24 15 15 

Table 2 
Department of Boating and Waterways 

Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 
(dollars in thousands) 

Harbors Federal 
and Funds 

Watercraft and 
General Revolving Reimburse-
Fund Fund ments SAFeO 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ............ $257 $30,540 $715 $3,000 
Baseline and other adjustments .......... 6 90 
Changes in loan and grant programs 

• Loans to public agencies for marina 
development .......................... 2,040 

• Loans to private recreational mari-
nas ..................................... 500 

• Grants to.1ocal governments: 
Boat launching facilities ...•....... -3,783 
Boating safety and law enforce-
ment ............................... 50 
Beach erosion projects ............. -3,000 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ........... $263 $29,387 $765 
Change from 1987-88: 

Amount .................................... $6 -$1,153 $50 -$3,000 
Percent .................................... 2.3% -3.8% 70% -100% 

Loans and Grants 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 
-4.6% 

1.5 
-91.9 

1.2 
-11.9% 

2.3% 
-3.8 

7.1 
-100.0 

Totals 
$34,512 

96 

2,040 

500 

-3,783 

50 
-3,000 

$30,415 

-$4,097 
-11.9% 

Loans for Public Marinas. The budget requests $14.5 million in 1988-89 
from the Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund (HWRF) for loans to 
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local governments to help finance the construction or improvement of 
public marinas. This is an increase of $2 million, or 16 percent, from 
estimated current-year expenditures. The requested amount consists of 
$14.3 million for 8 harbor development projects and $200,000 for state­
wide planning and emergency repair loans. 

Loans for Private Marinas. The budget requests $3 million from the 
HWRF to provide loans, under alrogram established in 1985, to private 
marina owners to develop, expan ,or improve recreational marinas. This 
is an increase of $500,000, or 19 percent, from estimated current-year 
expenditures. 

Launching Facility Grants. The budget requests $4.8 million from the 
HWRF in 1988-89 for grants to local governments for construction of boat 
launching ramps, restrooms and parking areas. This amount is $3.8 
million, or 40 percent, below estimated current-year expenditures. The 
requested amount consists of $4.5 million for 15 specific grants, $150,000 
for statewide floating restroom grants, and $150,000 for statewide repair 
grants for ramps previously constructed with funds from the department. 
The amount of funding needed for launching facility grants varies from 
year to year, depending on the number of projects proposed by local 
governments. In the current year, the department has funded 33 projects, 
while only 15 have been proposed for the budget year. 

DEPARTMENT OF BOATING AND WATERWAYS-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 3680-301 from the Harbors 
and Watercraft Revolving 
Fund Budget p. R 122 

Requested 1988-89 .................................................................... "'''''' 
Recommended approval ............................................................... ,' 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$983,000 
$983,000 

The budget requests $983,000 from the Harbors and Watercraft Re­
volving Fund (HWRF) for capital outlay projects proposed by the 
Department of Boating and Waterways in 1988-89. The funds will be used 
to develop boating facilities in the state park system, at State Water 
Project Reservoirs, and at other state-owned land. 

(1) Project Planning ..................................................................................... $20,000 
We recommend approval. 
The budget requests $20,000 for use in evaluating proposed projects 

and preparing budget estimates for 1988-89. The amount requested is 
reasonable. 

(2) Minor Proiects •••••••••••••....•..•••••••••••••••.•..•..••••••••••••••••••.....•••.•••••••••••••••. $963,000 
We recommend approval. 



Item 3720 RESOURCES / 379 

The department is requesting $963,000 for minor capital outlay projects 
at the following areas: 

Brannan Island State Recreation Area (SRA) ($25,000) 
Castaic Lake SRA ($50,000) 
Delta Meadows River State Park ($20,000) 
Folsom Lake SRA ($5,000) 
Gianella Bridge River Access ($200,000) 
Kings Beach SRA ($40,000) 
Millerton Lake SRA ($100,000) 
Perris Lake SRA ($160,000) 
Picacho SRA ($32,000) 
Silverwood Lake SRA ($8,000) 
South Bonnyview Road River Access ($200,000) 
Floating Restrooms~Castaic Lake SRA ($48,000) 
Statewide repairs and modifications ($75,000) 
These projects are reasonable in scope and cost and appear to be 

justified. 

Resources Agency 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Item 3720 from the General 
Fund and other funds Budget p. R 123 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ....................................... : .......................................... . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary increases) 
$282,000 (+3.1 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3720'()()1'()()1-Support 
3720'()()1-140-Support 

3720·001-890-Support 
3720-10l-890-Local assistance 
Reimbursements 

Total 

Fund 
General 
Environmental License Plate 

Fund 
Federal Trust 
Federal Trust 

$9,330,000 
9,048,000 
8,603,000 

None 

Amount 
$6,323,000 

403,000 

2,173,000 
391,000 
40,000 

$9,330,000 

Analysis' 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Staffing Reductions Hamstring Commission. Recommend 381 
commission report prior to budget hearings on staffing 
needs to address workload related to local coastal plans 
(LCPs), permits and enforcement. 

2. Expediting LCP Certification. Recommend commission 384 
report, prior to budget hearings, on the remaining number 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION-Continued 
of uncertified LCPs, including a forecast of each plan~s 
certification. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 
The California Coastal Commission administers the state's coastal 

management program, pursuant to the 1976 Coastal Act (as amended). 
The two principal elements of this program are: (1) the review and 
approval of local coastal programs (LCPs) and (2) the regulation of 
development in the 69 local jurisdictions within the coastal zone. 

In addition, the Coastal Commission is the designated state coastal 
management agency and administers the federal Coastal Zone Manage­
ment Act (CZMA) within California. Under the CZMA, California 
receives federal funding from the Office of Coastal Resource Manage­
ment to develop and implement the federally certified California Coastal 
Management Program (CCMP), which is based on the policies estab­
lished in the Coastal Act. Because the CCMP is federally certified, the 
CZMA also delegates to the commission authority over some federal 
activities that otherwise would not be subject to state control. 

The commission has 15 members, consisting of 6 public members, 6 
elected local officials, and 3 nonvoting e~-officio members representing 
state agencies. The commission is headquartered in San Francisco and 
maintains 4 district offices in coastal areas. The commission has HO.l 
personnel-years iIi the current year. . .. 
OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $9.3 million in 1988-89. This 
is an increase of $282,000, or 3 percent, from total estimated current-),ear 
expenditures. Proposed expenditures iIi 1988-89 consist of $6.7 million 
from state funds, $2.5 million of federal CZMA money, and $40,000 in 
reimbursements. The commission expects to retain roughly $1.3 million, 
or 51 percent, of the CZMA money it receives in 1988-89. The remaining 
$1.3 million will be passed through to the following state agencies: the 
State Coastal Conservancy ($400,000), San Francisco Bay Conservation 
and Development Commission ($200,000) and various other agencies 
($650,000) for the Tijuana River National Estuarine Sanctuary program. 

Table 1 
California Coastal Commission 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 19118-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years 

Program 
Coastal management ............. . 
Coastal energy .................... . 
Administration a •...••..•.....••..• 

Administration undistributed .... . 
Totals ......................... . 

Funding Sources 

Actual 
1986-87 

99.5 
6.0 

16.9 
2.0 

122.4 

Est. 
1987-88 

87.2 
.6.0 
16.9 
2.0 

110.1 

Prop. 
1988-89 

87.2 
6.0 

16.9 
2.0 

110.1 

General Fund . ................................................... . 
Environmental License Plate Fund . ........................... .. 
Reimbursements .................................................. . 
Federal Trust Fund ............................................... . 

a Costs distributed among other programs. 

Expenditures 
Actual Est. Prop. 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 
$8,181 $8,611 $8,877 

382 397 413 
(925) (963) (993) 

40 40 40 -- -- --
$8,603 $9,048 $9,330 

$5,906 
344 
40 

2,313 

$6,050 
394 
40 

2,564 

$6,323 
403 
40 

2,564 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 
3.1% 
4.0 
3.1 

3.1% 

4.5% 
2.3 
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The increase of $282,000 inthe commission's 1988-89 budget consists of: 
(1) administrative adjustments equaling $157,000 and (2) $125,000 for two 
high-speed copiers. The budget indicates that there will not be any 
change in the commission's staff in 1988-89. 

Table 1 summarizes expenditures, staff levels, and funding sources for 
the commission in the past, current, and budget years. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Commission's Implementation of Statutory Mandates Hamstrung by Staff 
Reductions. 

We recommend that the Coastal Commission report, prior to budget 
hearings, on its staffing needs to (1) address its enforcement case 
backlog (2) process LCP amendments within statutory deadlines (3) 
begin conducting 5-year LCP reviews and (4) expedite the completion 
and certification of LCPs. 

Over the last five years, as Table 2 illustrates, the Coastal Commission's 
professional program staff decreased from roughly 71 personnel-years 
(PYs) in 1982-83 to 54 PYs in the current year, a reduction of 25 percent. 
During the same period, total funding for the commission also decreased, 
from $10.2 million to $9 million. These reductions were due to budget cuts 
imposed by the administration. The Governor also generally vetoed or 
significantly reduced augmentations by the Legislature to restore com­
mission funding. 

In the 1987 Budget Act, the Governor vetoed $319,000 which had been 
included in his budget as presented to the Legislature in January 1987. In 
his veto message, the Governor cited "the reduced workloads resulting 
from the completion and near completion of local coastal programs ... " 
Reduced workload, due to completion of local coastal programs (LCPs), 
has consistently been a primary justification for the Governor's budget 
reductions. 

Table 2 
California Coastal Commission 

Comparison of Staffing to the Number of Agenda Items 
1982-83 versus 1987-88 

Professional 
Sta!f(PYs) 

1982-83 ................................................. 71 
1987-88................................................. 54 

Number of 
Agenda 
Items 
2,884 
2,648 8 

Agenda 
Items Per 
Personnel-

Year 
41 
50 

8 Half-year data Guly 87-Dec. 87) extrapolated to a full year. Usually, permit activity (which constitutes 
the bulk of agenda items) increases between March and June. 

Reduced Permit Workload Depends on LCP Certification. The 
California Coastal Act of 1976 requires each of the 69 cities and counties 
along the coast to prepare LCPs for their portion of the coastal zone. 
Each local government may divide its coastal area into segments, each 
with its own LCP. There currently are 130 coastal segments. The purpose 
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of the LCP is to conform local land use ordinances with the policies of the 
Coast,al Act. It consists of a land use plan (LUP) and zoning ordinances 
necessary to implement the LUP. ' 

Mter LCP certification, the authority to grant most coastal develop­
ment permits within that segment rests with the local government. Until 
then, the commission is generally responsible for permitting all coastal 
development within that segment.' , 

LCP Certification Far Behind Schedule. As of December 1987, 78'of 
the 130 LCP segments, or 60 percent, had not been certified. In the four 
years that have passed since the last statutory deadline for LCP comple­
tion (January 1, 1984), the commission has certified only 25 LCPs. If this 
pace continues, it could take another 12 years before all LCP segments 
are certified. Moreover, the Coastal Act allows geographic areas which 
present particularly difficult problems to be deleted from a LCP, in order 
to certify the remainder of the LCP. Ultimately, these deferred certifi­
cation areas (known, as "white hol~s" due to their appearance on 
commission maps) also must be reviewed and, approved in the same 
manner as LCPs. Currently,42 of these "white holes" exist. ' 

There are fundamental reasons for the commission's failure to meet the 
deadlines for LCP certification which we discuss under our next issue. 
Regardless of the causes of the delay, however, the commission generally 
must continue to issue permits in the uncertified areas. 

Workload Per Staff Member Increasing. Since so few LCPs have been 
certified, the workload reductions anticipated by the Governor in his 
veto message do not appear to have occurred. One rough measure of 
workload is the number of items on the commission's hearing agendas. 
For each agenda item, the staff must perform an investigation, prepare. 
an analysis and recommended action, and carry out the final decision. As 
Table 2 illustrates, the total number of commission agenda items (most of 
which are related to permits) has remained relatively constant since 1983, 
while the number of commission agenda items per staff member 
increased by 22 percent,from 41 to 50 durmg the same period. 

Backlog of Enforcement Cases Increasing. The commission has an 
enforcement staff of roughly 3.5 PYs, primarily made up of part-time 
student interns. As Table 3 shows, over the past three years, the annual 
number of new enforcement cases has remained relatively constant while 
the case backlog has increased by 60 percent, from 477 to 762 cases. At 
current staffing levels this backlog will continue to grow. 

Table 3 
California Coastal Commission 
Backlog of Enforcement Cases 

1985 through 1987 

1985 ................................... , ........................... . 
1986 ............................................................... . 
1987 .............................................................. .. 

Year-End 
Number of 

New 
Cases Reported 

390 
331 
384 

Numbero!, 
Pending Cases 

477 
628 
762 

Local government planners we contacted in six counties and four cities 
along the coast indicated that violations of permit conditions appear to 
have increased because of a lack of enforcement staff at the commission. 
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They also report long delays in enforcement actions. For example, in a 
. case involving the removal of wetland vegetation in Mendocino County, 
it took the commission well over a year before it began an investigation . 

.. By that time, all the vegetation had been removed and the environmen­
tal damage was done. Moreover, the commission's efforts now had to 
address the more complex task of restoring the area to its original state 
rather than simply stopping the illegal activity. 

The· commission's staffing limitations also affect the ability of. the 
Attorney General to litigate on its behalf. In October 1987, for example, 
the Attorney Genenil's office wrote the commission that it had "been 
adVised by your staff that the backlog of administrative records is such 
that they cannot even begin to. prepare the index for the record in this 
case until February or March 1988." TheJetter pointed out the need to 
meet court deadlines for enforcement actions and warned the commis­
sion that there was "serious doubt as to how much tolerance the courts 
will show for your staffing problems." 

Finally, the recently released evaluation of the commission's Coastal 
Management Program by the federal Office of Coastal Zone Manage­
ment also highlights problems in the commission's enforcement program. 
The report indicated that "the CCC still does not have in place any type 
of system to monitor routinely the compliance of development activities 
with applicable permit requirements." 

Post-LCP Certification Workload Increasing. Although commission 
permit. workload should diminish as LCPs are certified, the Coastal· Act 
requires the commission to perform new tasks after LCP certification, 
such as evaluating LCP or LUP amendments and reviewing the imple­
mentation of certified LCPs at five-year intervals. These 
post-certification activities offset some of the reduction in permit work­
load. 

A LCP or LUP may be amended up to three times a year (inost 
amendment submittals consist of 15 to 20 individual changes). Before an 
amendment becomes effective, the commission must review and certify 
the proposed changes. Commission staff prepared comments on 59 LCP 
amendments in 1986-87, compared to only 20 in 1982-83. If the current 
half-year trend continues, commission staff will comment on 70 LCP 
amendments in 1987-88. 

Local government planners in eight counties and six cities along the 
coast indicated to us that prior to the staff reductions, the commission 
provided "front-end" comments orconstiltations which often negated 
potential problems. Now, however,10cal planners indicate that commis­
sion staff have no time for front-end comments and as a result there are 
constant delays in processing LCP amendments. According to one San 
Mateo county planner, the expectation is that commission action on LCP 
or LUP amendments will take from five months to a year, despite the 
Coastal Act requirement that the commission act within 90 days of 
submittal. 

No Five-Year LCP Reviews Conducted. The commission has yet to 
perform a single five-year LCP review. Currently, 19 five-year LCP 
reviews are overdue, some by as much as three years. Eight more LCPs 
should be reviewed during 1988-89. The commission indicates, however, 
that it does not plan to conduct any reviews in the current year or in 
1988-89 because of the lack of staff. 
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Conclusion. The Governor's past budget and staff reductions have 

been based in large part on an anticipated decrease in workload due to 
the completion of LCPs. Over the last five years, however, contrary to 
the Governor's assumption, there has been no decrease in the commis­
sion's workload. In fact, because of staff reductions, the commission's 
permit and LCP amendment workload per staff member has increased. 
In addition, the backlog of enforcement cases has grown. In order for the 
Legislature to evaluate the adequacy of the commission's staffing levels to 
carry out its statutory mandates, we r~commend that the commission 
report at budget hearings on its staffing needs to (1) address the 
enforcement case backlog (2) process LCP amendments within statutory 
deadlines (3) begin conducting five-year LCP reviews and (4) expedite 
the completion and certification of LCPs. 

Options For Expediting LCP Preparation and Certification 
We recommend that the Coastal Commission report to the Legisla­

ture, prior to budget hearings, on (1) the number and location of the 
remaining uncertified LUp, LCp, and "white holes" and (2) a realistic 
forecast of LUp, LCP and "white hole" completion dates. 

As we point out in the previous issue, the LCP certification process has 
fallen far behind schedule, with 60 percent of the LCPs still not certified 
11 years after the Coastal Act was enacted. Commission staffing and 
budget constraints have contributed to these delays, but additional 
resources alone will not solve the problem. This is because the Coastal Act 
itself provides no meaningful sanctions for failure to complete LCPs in a 
timely manner, nor does it provide strong incentives for meeting 
deadlines. In our Analysis o/the 1983-84 Budget Bill (please see p.678), 
we discussed in detail delays in the LCP certification process. Little has 
changed in the four years since then. Then, as now, reasons for the delays, 
include (1) the difficulty many local governments have reaching consen­
sus on coastal planning issues, (2) the reluctance of some local govern­
ments to take over permit authority because it requires local officials, 
rather than the commission, to make politically controversial decisions, 
and (3) the complexity of coastal development issues. 

Legislative Options. Regardless of commission staffing levels, without 
local governments taking the initiative to complete the LCP certification 
process, the prospects for rapid LCP completion are poor. Consequently, 
the commission, contrary to the Coastal Act's original intent, will 
continue to function as the local coastal planning agency for many of the 
most populated areas along the coast. In order to more effectively 
implement the Coastal Act, we believe the Legislature has two basic 
options for accelerating LCP certification. 

Sanction Local Governments For Failure to Complete LCPs. One 
potential sanction would be to enact legislation prohibiting the expendi­
ture of State Coastal Conservancy bond funds for urban waterfront 
restoration and public access projects within any jurisdiction that does 
not have a certified LCP. This would provide both a sanction and an 
incentive to local governments to expedite their LCP preparation. This 
approach also would be consistent with the statutory function of the 
conservancy as a facilitator of LCP implementation. 

Mandate the Commission to Prepare and Implement LCPs. The 
Legislature could enact legislation requiring the Coastal Commission to 
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prepare the LCPs for the uncertified segments and to continue to issue 
coastal permits in these jurisdictions after certification. Coastal permit 
fees charged by the commission should be increased to make this 
program self-financing and to provide adequate staffing. The legislation 
could allow local governments to assume permit authority at a future 
time, subject to commission approval. This approach also would eliminate 
the existing mandate that local governments prepare LCPs. The budget 
requests $350,000 in 1988-89 to reimburse local governments for this 
mandate. Consequently, some of the commission's LCP preparation costs 
could be offset by the elimination of the reimbursement. 

In order for the Legislature to have a better understanding of the 
prospects for LCP completion and to evaluate the options we have 
presented, we recommend that the Coastal Commission report prior to 
budget hearings, on (1) the number and location of the remaining 
uncertified LUPs, LCPs and "white holes" and (2) a realistic forecast of 
LUP, LCP and "white hole" completion dates. 

Resources Agency 

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY 

Item 3760 from the Coastal 
Conservancy Fund and 
various other funds Budget p. R 128 

Requested 1988-89 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987-88 .......................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................ , ................................. . 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $761,000 (-18.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................. . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-DeSCription 
3760-001-565-Support 

3760-001-721-Support 
3760-001-730-Support 

3760-001-748-Support 

Reimbursements 
Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
1976 State Coastal Conservancy 

(Bond) 
Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1980 
1984 State Coastal Conservancy 

(Bond) 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat En­

hancement (Bond) 

$3,347,000 
4,108,000 
3,616,000 

None 

Amount 
$290,000 

1,647,000 
754,000 

250,000 

406,000 
$3,347,000 

Chapter 1441, Statutes of 1976, established the State Coastal Conser­
vancy in the Resources Agency. The conservancy is authorized to acquire 
land, undertake projects, and award grants for the purposes of (1) 
preserving agricultural land and significant coastal resources, (2) consol­
idating subdivided land, (3) restoring wetlands, marshes, and other 
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natural resources, (4) developing a system of public accessways, and (5) 
improving coastal urban land uses. 

In general, the projects must conform to California Coastal Act policies 
and be approved by the conservancy governing board. The conservancy's 
geographic jurisdiction coincides with the coastal zone boundaries estab­
lished for the California Coastal Commission. An exception is the San 
Francisco Bay and the Suisun Marsh areas where the conservancy has 
jurisdiction, but the' Coastal Commission does not. At the request of a 
local government, the conservancy can undertake a project outside of the 
coastal zone that benefits areas within the coastal zone. 

The conservancy governing board consists of the Chairperson of the 
Coastal Commission, the Secretary of the Resources Agency, the Director 
of Finance, and four public members. 

The conservancy is headquartered in Oakland and has 45 personnel­
years in the current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget proposes total expenditures of $3.3 million for support of 

the Coastal Conservancy in 1988-89. This is a decrease of $761,000, or 18.5 
percent, from estimated current-year expenditures. The 'major reasons 
for the reduction are: (1) deletion of $450,000 for commercial fishing gear 
loans provided by Ch 910/86 in the current year and (2) the termination 
of a current-year local assistance grant of $150,000. 

Table 1 
State Coastal Conservancy 

Budget Summary 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Expenditures 
Percent 

Personnel-Years Change 
Actual Est. Prop. Actual Est. ,Prop. From 

Program: 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 1988,89 1987-88 
Agricultural land preservation .... 4.0 4.5 4.0 $290 $329 $310 -5.8% 
Coastal restoration ................ 3.0 4.4 4.4 290 473 404 -14.6 
Public access ....................... 4.0 6.3 5.0 521 706 684 -3.1 
Resource enhancement ........... 7.0 6.1 6.6 1,361 1,209 1,000 -17.3 
Site reservation .................... 2.0 3.0 3.0 236 348 217 -37.6 
Urban waterfront restoration ..... 4.0 5.0 5.0 769 893 491 -45.0 
Nonprofits ......................... 2.2 1.8 1.8 149 150 241 60.7 
Administration (distributed) ...... 14.0 14.0 14.0 (600) (605) ~) -4.0 

Totals .......................... 40.2 45.1 43.8 $3,616 $4,108 $3,347 -18.5% 
Funding Sources: 
Environmental License Plate Fund .............................. $400 $150 -'-100% 
State Coastal Conservancy (Bond) Fund ............... ......... 205 1,102 $290 ...:73.7 
Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1980 ......... ........................ 800 1,647 105.9 
State Coastal Conservancy (Bond) Fund of 1984. " ........ '," ., 2,373 1,156 754 -34.8 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement (Bond) Fund ........ 250 250 250 
Reimbursements . .................... ; ............................. 388 650 406 -37.5 
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Proposed 1988-89 expenditures consist of $2.9 million from various bond 
funds and $406,000 in reimbursements. Reimbursements include $400,000 
from the federal Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) funds allocated 
to the conservancy by the Coastal Commission. The Coastal Commission 
is the single state agency designated to receive CZMA funds. 

Table 1 provides a three-year summary of the conservancy's expendi­
tures by program and funding source. 

As Table 1 indicates, the budget proposes to reduce staffing to 43.8 
personnel-years (PYs) in 1988-89, a reduction of 1.3 PYs from the current 
year, due to an anticipated decline in temporary help. 

The conservancy's budget request appears reasonable and consistent 
with its statutory mandates. 

STATE COASTAL CONSERVANCY-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Item 3760-301 from bond funds Budget p. R 133 

Requested 1988-89 .......................................................................... $11,250,000 
No recommendation ...................................................................... 11,250,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 

1. Inadequate Information. We'make no recommendation on 388 
the total request of $11,250,000 in Item 3760-301-565 and Item 
3760-301-748 for unspecified capital outlay and local assis-
tance projects because we have no basis on which to advise 
the Legislature whether these expenditures are warranted. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes two appropriations for the State Coastal Conser­

vancy totaling $11,250,000, entirely from bond funds, for capital outlay in 
1988-89. Language in each of the capital outlay items, however, also allows 
these funds to be used for local assistance. Therefore, the money 
requested may be allocated for projects directly carried out by the 
conservancy or for grants to local agencies or nonprofit organizations. 

Specifically, the requested amounts are for the following purposes: 

State Coastal Conservancy Fund of 1976 (Item 3760-301-565) 
(1) Agricultural land preservation .................................. . 
(2) Coastal restoration ..................................................... . 
(3) Public access ............................... : ............................. . 
(4) Site reservation ......................................................... . 
(5) Urban waterfront restoration .................................... . 

Subtotal ........................... .' ............. .' ........................... . 

$500,000 
2,250,000 
2,250,000 

750,000 
2,250,000 

($8,000,000) 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Enhancement Fund of 1984 (Item 3760-301-748) 
(1) Resource enhancement.............................................. $3,000,000 
(2) Site reservation.......................................................... 250,000 

Subtotal..................................................................... ($3,250,000) 

Total.......................................................................... $11,250,000 
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Should the entire budget request be approved, a reserve of less than $7 

million will remain in all conservancy bond funds, excluding any loan 
repayment amounts. The California Wildlife, Coastal, and Park Land 
Conservation (Bond) Act initiative on the June 1988 statewide ballot, 
however, would provide $58 million to the conservancy. Under the 
provisions of the initiative, $24 million of these funds would be appropri­
ated directly to the conservancy on approval of the measure· by the 
voters. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Information Not Adequate 

We make no recommendation on proposed expenditures of 
$11,250,000 for capital outlay and local assistance requester} by the 
Coastal Conservancy because the conservancy has not provided ade­
quate information on the scope and cost of the proposed projects. 

It has been the Legislature's practice to grant the conservancy unusual 
budget flexibility. Following that practice, the budget does not identify 
(1) the specific projects the conservancy proposes to fund, or (2) the 
expected costs of these projects. Although the conservancy has provided 
a list of potential projects in the seven program areas listed above, it has 
not identified the costs of individual projects. 

In the absence of information on the specific projects to be funded, and 
their costs, we have no basis for making a recommendation to the 
Legislature on the conservancy's capital outlay request. 

Resources Agency 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 

Items 3790, 3790-491, 3790-492, 
and 3790-496 from the 
General Fund and various 
funds Budget p. R 135 

Requested 1988-89 .................................... : ....................................... $207,017,000 
Estimated 1987 -88 ............................................................................. 256,173,000· 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................... 182,901,000 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $49,156,000 (-19.2 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

813,000 
718,000 
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1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description Fund Amount 
3790-001-OO1-Support General $79,487,000 
3790-001-263-Support Off-Highway Vehicle 9,108,000 
3790-001-392-Support State Parks and Recreation 50,701,000 
3790-001-394-Support Fines and Forfeitures Account 274,000 
379Q-001-449-Support Winter Recreation 8,000 
3790-001-516-Support Harbors and Watercraft Revolv- 329,000 

ing 
3790-001-716-Support Community Parklands (1986 100,000 

Bond) 
3790-001-721-Support grants 1980 Parklands (Bond) 1,655,000 
3790-001-722-Support grants 1984 Parklands (Bond) 3,523,000 
3790-001-742-Support grants State, Urban, and Coastal Park 1,055,000 

(1976 Bond) 
3790-OO1-890-Support Federal Trust 1,844,000 
3790-011-062-Revenue transfer for Highway Users Tax Account (2,500,000) 

maintenance of park roads 
37~96-001--Revermon General (70,000) 
37~96-140-Revermon Environmental License Plate (20,000) 
Reimbursements 4,756,000 

Subtotal, Support ($152,840,000) 
3790-101-263-;-Local asmstance grants Off-Highway Vehicle 9,627,000 
3790-101,716-Local asmstance grants Community Parklands (1986 12,877,000 

Bond) 
3790-101-890--Local asmstance grants Federal Trust 2,060,000 
37~91-140-Reappropriation Environmental License Plate 300,000 
37~91-263--Reappropriation Off-Highway Vehicle 3,000,000 
37~92-716-Reappropriation Community Parklands (1986 26,313,000 

Bond) 
3790-496-263--Revermon Off-Highway Vehicle (802,000) 

Subtotal, Local Asmstance ($54,177,000) 

Total $207,017,000 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. New Facilities_ Recommend adoption of Budget Bill lan­

guage limiting the expenditure of funds for operation of 
Wilder Ranch and Tapia Park. 

2. Road Maintenance. Recommend that the department report 
at budget hearings on the effect of the backlog of park road 
maintenance projects, and its plans to reduce the backlog. 

3. Prairie City. Reduce Item 3790-001-263 by $813,000. Recom­
mend deletion of $813,000 and 8 personnel-years because 
property acquisition has not been approved by the Legisla­
ture. Further recommend that the department report at 
budget hearings on its agreement to operate the park prior 
to acquisition. 

4. OHV Resource Management. Withhold recommendation on 
$718,000 and two personnel-years, pending receipt of addi-
tional contract plan information. . . 

5. Concession Contracts. Recommend the adoption of supple­
mental report language prohibiting the department from 
bidding a new contract for the Lime Saddle Marina conces­
sion until the general plan for Lake Oroville SRA is amended 
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to include expansion of the marina. Further recommend the 
adoption of supplemental report language expressing ap~ 

:,: proval of the department's other seven proposed concession 
agreements. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT , , 

The Department of Parks and Recreation acquires, develops, pre­
serves, interprets,' and manages the natural, cultural, and recreatioIial 
resources in the state park system and in the State Vehicular Recreation 
Area and Trail System (SVRATS). New programs and projects for the 
state park system are undertaken with the advice ()r approval ,of the 
eight-member California State Park and Recreation Commission. The 
seven-member Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation ,qommission is 
responsible for estabvshing general policies for the guidance of the 
department in the planning, development, operation, and administration 
of the SVRATS. 

In: addition, the department administers state and federal grants to 
cities, counties, and special districts that help provide parks and open-
space areas throughout the state. ' 

The state park system consists of 287 units, including 42 units admin­
istered by local and regional park agencies. The system contains approx­
imately 1.4 million acres of land with 292 miles of ocean and bay frontage 
and 677 miles of lake, reservoir, and river frontage. Qurfng 1988-89, more 
than, 81 million visitations are anticipated at state parks and beaches 
operated by the department. In the same period, approximately 49 
million visitations are anticipated at state parks and beaches operated by 
local and regional park agencies. 

The SVRA TS consists of approximately 52,000 acres in six units. The 
d~partment eS.timates that more than 1.5 million visitations to these units 
will occur dunng 1988-89. " 'c .... , 

Inthe current year, the department has 2,852 personnel-years. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes expenditures Jor the Department. of Parks and 

Recreation totalirig $207 million for support and local, assistance in 
1988-89. This is a decrease of $49 million, or 19 percent, from estimated 
~urrent-ye.ar e~pendituresfr0ID: all s.ources. The ,decrease in.exPell:d~tur~s 
IS due pnmarily to a reduction III local assIstance grants, .', whjch IS 
discussed in more detail, below. . '. . 

State Operati01ls.Thebudget requests a total of $152.8mil1ion from the 
General FUnd ($79.5 million) , various state funds ($66.7 million), federal 
funds ($L8 million) and reimbursements ($4.8 million) for support of the 
department in 1988-89. This is an increase qf$1O.9million, or7.7percent, 
above total estimated current-year support costs. The increase primarily 
reflects additional staff and operating costsJor nevv facilities,increases to 
address deferred maintenance of park facilities and roads, costl) resulting 
from a new agreement with Los Angeles County for the continued 
operation of state-owned beaches, and baseline adjustments to maintain 
the department's current level of activity." 

Local Assistance. The department requests appropI:iations, totaling 
$54.2 millioIi for local assistance grants in 1988-89. This. amount consists of 
new appropriations totaling $24.6 million and reappropriations totaling 
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$29.6 million. Most ofthese funds ($39.2 million) are from theCommu­
nity Parklands (1986 Bond) Fund .. 

The total amount proposed for local assistance in 1988-89 represents a 
decrease of $60.1 million, or 53 percent, from estimated current-year 
expenditures for local assistance; This decrease primarily reflects a 
reduction in the amounts remaining in the various bond funds that are 
available for appropriation. 
Program' and Budget Change Summaries 

Table 1 provides a summary of the d~partment'sexpenditures, by 
program, for 1986-87 through 1988-89. As Table 1 indicates, the depart­
m(:mt requests a net increase of 65 personnel-years (PYs) in the budget 
year, primarily to operate ~ew park facilities, increase public access at 
existing facilities, conduct resource inventories for park general plans, 
and generate additional park revenues. . 

Table 1 
Department of Rarks and Recreation 

Summary of Expenditures and Funding Sources 
1986-87 through 1988-89 . 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years Ex(!.enditures 
Actual Est Prop. Actual Est. 

Program: 1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1986-87 1987-88 
Support: 

Statewide planning ........... 21.5 19.7 19.7 $1,280 $1,290 
Acquisition .................... 21.8 26.2 26.2 1,070 1,577 
Property management. ....... 450 850 
Facilities development ........ 82.4 82.6 63.6 5,164 5,711 
Resources preservation and 

interpretation ................ 99.8 82.1 93.6 4,840 4,727 
Historic preservation ......... 20.2 19.6' 19.6 887 1,100 
Park system operationS ....... 2,298.8 2,305.8 2,351.6 110,104 118,581 
Off-highway vehicle (OHV) . 95.8 107.9 113.6 5,359 7,461 
Grants administration 

(non-OHV) ................. 21.9 21.6 21.6 1,520 1,246 
'. Departmental administration 

Percent 
Change 

Prop: From 
1988-89 1987-88 

. $1,244 ~3.6% 

1,605 1.8 
850 

5,833 2.1 

,5,508 16.5 
1,188 8.0 

126,189 6.4 
9,108 22.1 

1,315 5.5 

(costs distributed) .......... 198.1 186.8 187.8 (14,637) (17,208) (17,448) ~ 
Subtotals, Support.......... (2,860.3) (2,852.3) (2,917.3) ($130,404) ($142,543) ($152,840) (7.2%) 

Local Assistance: 
Local assistance grants ...... ' .. 42,295 99,581 41,490 -58.3 
OHV local assistance grants .. 7,172 7,333 12,627 72.2 
Historic preservation grants.. ---= 3,030 ~ __ 60 -99.1 

Subtotals, Local Assistance. . (-) (-) (-) ($52,497) ($113,630) ($54,177) (':"52.3%) 

Totals ................. : ..... 2,860.3 2,852.3 2,917.3 $182,901, $256,173 $207,017 .,.19.2% 
Funding Sources 
General Fund .. ; ................................................ 77,129 78,078 !9,487 1.8% 
State Parks and Recreation Fund (SPRF) ...................... 38,633 45,387 50,701 11.7 
Fines and Forfeiture Account SPRF ........................... 3J3 274 -'-17.7 
Winter Recreation Fund . ....................................... 72 90 8 -91.1 
Environmental License Plate Fund .. ........................... 105 450 300 -33.3 
Off-Highway Vehicle Fund .................................... 12,531 14,794 21,735 46.9 
Special Account for Capital Outlay . ........................... 750 18,672 -100.0 
Bondfunds ................................................ ...... 41,312 84,646 45,523 -46.2 
Harbors and Watercraft Revolving Fund .. .................... 321 325 329 1.2 
Federal funds ................................................... 5,221 5,010 3,904 -22.1 
Reimbursements ................................................. 6,827 8,388 4,756 -43.3 



392 / RESOURCES Item 3790 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-Continued 
Table 2 

Department of Parks and Recreation 
Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes, by Fund 

(do"ars in thousands) 

Off Stole Pork Various 
Highway '" Recre- Pork Various 

General Vehicle oOOn Bond Other Reimburse-
Fund Fund Fund Funds Funds menls Totol 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... $78,fJ18 $14,794 $45,387 $84,646 $24,880 $8,388 $256,173 
JJoseline Adjushnenls 
. One-time costs in 1987-88 ............. -174 -822 -214 -1,210 
Pro rata adjustment. ............. ; ... 98 35 133 
Full-year costs of 1987-88 programs .... 29 1 30 
Full-year costs of 1987-88 salary and 

benefit increases .................. 845 63 488 25 99 1,520 
Price increase ....................... 564 61 375 14 68 ~ ------

Subtotals, Baseline Adjustments ..... ($1,409) ($48) ($70) (-) (-$139) ($167) ($1,555) 
Workload and Administrative Changes 

Staff and operate new facilities ....... $80 $2,528 $2,608 
General plan resource inventories .... $600 600 
Increase road maintenance ........... 1,000 1,000 
South Yuba River Project patrol ...... 141 141 
Point Sur Project operatious ......... 414 414 
Prairie City off-highway vehicle 

(OHV) park ...................... 813 813 
Martin Ranch OHV acquisition with-

drawal ........................... -915 -915 
OHV sediment removal ....•....•.... 300 300 
OHV fish and game study ............ 250 250 
Design and construction planning di-

rect funding ...................... 3,768 -$3,768 
Miscellaneous workload adjustments .. 56 130 31 -31 186 ------

Subtotals, Workload and Administra-
tive Changes ...................... (-) ($584) ($4,213) ($4,399) (-) ($3,799) ($5,397) 

Pragram Changes 
Additional staff to generate revenue .. $191 $191 
OHV resource management .......... $718 718 
OHV safety education ................ 52 52 
Radio equipment conversion ......... 245 418 663 
Railroad Museum orientation exhibit .. 325 325 
Hearst artifacts restoration ........... $250 250 
Capitol Museum contract. ............ 97 97 
Los Angeles County beaches agree-

ment..· ........................... 1,000 1,000 
Local assistance grants ............... 2,294 -71,085 -$20,226 -89,017 
Reappropriation of local assistance 

funds .•.•..•....•....•....•.•....• 3,000 26,313~ 29,613 
Subtotals, Program Changes ........ (-) ($6,309) ($1,031) (-$43,522) (-$19,926) (-) (-$56,108) 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) ....... $79,487 $21,735 $50,701 $45,523 $4,815 $4,756 ($2fJ1 ,ol7) 
Change from 1987-88 

Amount.· ............................ $1,409 $6,941 $5,314 -$39,123 -$20,065 -$3,632 -$49,156 
Percent. ............................ 1.8% 46.9% 11.7% -46.2% -95.4% -43.3% -19.2% 
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Table 2 identifies, by funding source, proposed budget changes for the 
department for 1988-89. As shown in Table 2, the budget proposes 
funding most of the department's significant workload adjustments and 
program changes from the State Parks and Recreation Fund and the 
Off-Highway Vehicle Fund. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of the following significant changes shown in 

Table 2, which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: 
• An increase of $600,000 from the Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1984 and 

11.5 PYs for completion of general plan resource inventories for 22 
park units. . 

• An increase of $191,000 from the SPRF and 7.4 PYs to generate 
additional revenue at various parks. 

• An increase of $663,000 for the fourth year of a seven-year project to 
convert the department's radio system in order to improve commu­
nications. 

• An increase of $325,000 from the SPRF to revise the visitor orienta­
tion program at the State Railroad Museum. 

• Anincrease of $250,000 from the State, Urban, and Coastal Park Fund 
(1976 Bond) for artifact restoration at Hearst San Simeon State 
Historic Monument. (This work traditionally has been funded in the 
department's capital outlay program.) 

• An increase of $414,000 from the SPRF and 2 PYs for repair and 
maintenance of historic struchires at Point Sur State Historic Park. 

• An increase of $250,000 from the OHV Fund to contract with the 
Department of Fish and Game to review the· effect of activities in 
OHV parks on fish and wildlife . 

• A decrease Of $915,000 from the OHV Fund and 10 PY s resulting from 
the withdrawal of the proposed Martin Ranch acquisition. 

Locol Assistance; Reappropriations and Reversions 
In addition to the changes shown in. Table 2 and listed above, we 

recommend approval of the following requests: 
• All proposed new funds and teappropriations (Items 3790-491 and 

3790-492) for local assistance grants totaling $54.2 million from the 
Community Parklands (1986 Bond) Fund; the OHV Fund, the 
Environmental License Plate Fund, and federal funds. 

• Reversions in Item· 3790-496 totaling $892,000 in unspent balances, 
primarily to the OHV Fund, because projects and studies have been 
completed or canceled; ., ,. 

Delays in Projects Postpone the Need for New Staff 
We recommend the adoption of Budget Bill language limiting the 

expenditure of funds for operation of Wilder Ranch and Tapia Park 
until associated development and acquisition projects are completed. 

The budget requests $2.6 million ($2.5 million SPRF and $80,000 OHV 
Fund) and 35 PYs for operation of new park developments andacquisi­
tions. Of this r,equest, $1.7 million and 24 PYs appear warranted and we 
recommend approval. Delays are likely, however, to reduce the amounts 
needed in 1988-89 for projects at Wilder Ranch State Park and for state 
operation of Tapia Park. . 
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Wilder Ranch. The budget proposes a total of $559,OOOfrom the SPRF 

to operate a new development project at. Wilder Ranch in Santa Cruz 
County. This amount consists of $337,000 for operating costs and $222,000 
for equipment. The project involves the restoration of historic ranch 
buildings in the park's cultural preserve and related work. The depart­
ment now estimates that the project will be open to the public sometime 
in the first quarter 6f 1988-89, since delays already have occurred in the 
current year which will cause the department to miss its original target 
ofJuly 1, 1988. In addition, there is a high probability of additional delays 
which also makes the opening date uncertain. 

Tapia Park. In addition, the budget proposes a total of $249,000 from 
the SPRF to operate Tapia Park, which is currently owned and operated 
by Los Angeles County. This amount consists of $169,000 for operating 
costs and $80,000 for equipment. 

Chapter 1358, Statutes of 1987, authorized the exchange of certain 
existing state park property with Los Angeles County for other recre­
ational or park property. The department has begun negotiating with the 
county for the transfer of Tapia Park to the state under this authority. 
However, the exchange was authorized only as of January 1988, and, at 
the time this analysis was prepared, negotiations with the county to 
acquire the property had just begun. The department indicates that 
reaching agreement on the details of the transfer of Tapia Park may take 
longer than six months. Thus, the completion of the transaction by the 
start of the budget year is questionable. 

Conclusion. The total amount the department is requesting for 
equipment and operating costs is reasonable if operations commence in 
July 1988. However, given the uncertainties in the schedules for the new 
facilities at Wilder Ranch and in the negotiations to acquire TapiaPark, 
it is questionable whether the department will be able to begin opera­
tions by July 1988. Accordingly, we recommend the adoption of the 
following Budget Bill language (in Item 3790-001-001) for Wilder Ranch 
and Tapia Park to (1) prohibit spending operating or equipment funds 
until the projects are ready and (2) reduce operating expenses in 
proportion to the length of any delay: 

1. Of the amount appropriated by this item, $559,000, as transferred 
from Item 3790-001-392, shall be available for operation of the 
Cultural Preserve project at Wilder Ranch State Park, but none of 
these funds shall be available for expenditure until the development 
project is completed. Of this amount, $337,000 shall be available for 
allocation by the Director of Finance, based on the number of 
months remaining in the fiscal year at the time the development 
project is completed. 

2. Of the amount appropriated by this item, $249,000, as transferred 
from Item 3790-001-392, shall be available for operation of Tapia 
Park, but none of these funds shall be available for expenditure until 
the Tapia Park property is acquired. Of this amount, $169,000 shall 
be available for allocation by the Director of Finance, based on the 
number of months remaining in the fiscal year at the time the Tapia 
Park property is acquired. 
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Department Needs t~ Fill In Details of Road Maintenance Plans 
We recommend that the department report at budget hearings on the 

effects of the backlog of park road maintenance projects and on its 
plans to reduce the backlog. 

Streets and Highways Code Section 2107.7 requires the annual transfer 
to the SPRF of $1.5 million from the Highway Users Tax Account, to be 
appropriated for park road maintenance and repair. In addition, the code 
section provides that "any increase in the amount of this appropriation 
shall be considered in the course of the annual budget process." 

The department proposes an augmentation in 1988-89 of $1 million, for 
a total of $2.5 million transferred from the Highway Users Tax Account, 
in order to address a backlog of park road maintenance/special repair 
projects. According to the department, however, the backlog consists of 
about 350 special repair projects estimated to cost over $15.2 million. 

Our review of this proposal indicates that while the $2.5 million 
proposed for 1988-89 would keep the project backlog from growing, it 
would not be enough to reduce the backlog of special road repairs in the 
budget.year. Moreover, even with along-term annual funding level of 
$2.5 million, the backlog would continue to grow after the budget year, 
since new projects added to the list each year would exceed this amount. 

In addition, the department indicates that it has experienced signifi­
cant costs from claims by park visitors whose vehicles were damaged by 
poorly maintained park roads. These costs probably will increase in future 
years unless the department begins to address its road problems. 

The department reports that it plans to pursue legislation to amend the 
Streets and Highways Code to provide additional funding for its road 
repair program. However; at the time this analysis was prepared, no bill 
had been introduced. Given that the road repair backlog will continue to 
grow unless additional steps are taken, the budget proposal for a $1 
million augmentation does not appear adequate to address the problem. 
Accordingly, we recommend that the department report at budget 
hearings on the effect of the road project backlog on park operations, the 
actual and projected costs of the liability from poorly maintained roads, 
and present a specific plan to reduce its project backlog. . 

Prairie City OHV Acquisition On Unapproved Fast Track 
We recommend a reduction of $813,000 from the Off-Highway 

Vehicle (OHV) Fund and the deletion of 8 personnel-years requested 
for state operation of Prairie City OHV park because acquisition of the 
property has not been approved by the Legislature. We further 
recommend that the department report at budget hearings on the 
source of its authority to enter into an agreement in the current year to 
operate the park. (Reduce Item 3790-001-263 by $813,000) 

The budget requests a total of $813,000 from the OHV Fund to begin 
state operation of the Prairie City Off-Highway Vehicle park. This 
amount consists of $543,000 for 8 PY s and operating costs and $270,000 for 
new equipment. . . 

In the past, Sacramento County received OHV local assistance grants 
from the state for the planning, development, and operation of Prairie 
City. In April 1986, however, the county closed the park to regular day 
use because of liability problems, including the unavailability of insurance 
and a $2.1 million judgment in a negligence lawsuit. In July 1987, the 
department obtained a special use permit from the county to operate the 
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park for regular day use, although it did not have the staff to resume 
actual park operations. The department also has begun negotiating with 
the county to transfer ownership of the park to the state. 

We have identified two concerns with the proposed· staffing and 
operation of Prairie City as a state OHV park. 

Acquisition Not Yet Approved. First, the department has not yet 
submitted any proposal to the Legislature for the acquisition of the 
property. The department generally must receive legislative approval 
before it may start proceedings to acquire real property. Given past 
liability problems and environmental concerns with possible toxic con­
tamination of portions of the property, legislative review and approval is 
not just a technical requirement. The department reports that it plans to 
seek urgency legislation to appropriate $195;000 from the OHV Fund to 
acquire a portion of the property by reimbursing the county for its 
contribution to the original purchase cost. At the time. this analysis was 
prepared, however, no legislation had been introduced. 

Current-Year Agreement Not Submitted For Review. Second; the 
department's current-year operating agreement with Sacramento 
County for Prairie City was not submitted to the Legislature or the Public 
Works Board (PWB) for review and approval. Section 18.10 of the annual 
Budget Act requires approval of proposed operating agreements prior to 
the expenditure of any funds to execute the agreement. 

Recommendation. The Legislature has not authorized the department 
to acquire or operate Prairie City OHV park. Consequently, the request 
for staff, operating expenses and equipment appears to· be premature. 
Accordingly, we recommend deletion of the $813,000 and 8 PYs requested 
for Prairie City. We further recommend that the department report at 
budget hearings on the source of its authority to enter into the current­
year operating agreement for Prairie City, given the lack of legislative Or 
PWB approval. 

More Information Needed On OHV Resource Management Plan 
We withhold recommendation on $718,000 from the ORV Fund and 

two personnel-years requested for a new resource management pro­
gram, pending the receipt of a specific workplan and a basis for 
estimated contract costs. 

The budget requests $718,000 and 2 PY s to implement a new resources 
management program in the department's OHV division, as required by 
Ch 1027/87 (S,B 877). The intent of the program is to ensure long-term 
land resources conservation and wildlife habitat protection within the 
state OHV system. .. 

The department proposes to use $611,000 of the requested amount to 
contract for the first phase of the program, which involves adoption of a 
soil loss standard and compilation of an initial wildlife inventory to 
establish baselines for future monitoring. The statute requires the 
completion of the wildlife inventory by July 1, 1989. The two requested 
positions would administer the contracts. 

The department has not provided adequate inform.ation to justify the 
cost of the contracts or the number of positions requested to administer 
the work. The only basis given for the $611,000 contract amount is that 
the two proposed staff ecologists each could administer about $300,000 in 
contracts per year. The only specifics in the budget proposal about this 
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work are largely a restatement of the program's provisions in the statute. 
Without (1) information on the overall program plan and (2) a better 
indication of how the department's budget-year workplan will satisfy the 
statutory requirements, there is no analytical basis to evaluate whether 
the proposal is adequate or to estimate contract costs. Consequently, we 
withhold recommendation on $718,000 and two PY s requested for the 
OHV division, pending receipt of this information. 

State Park Concession Contracts 
We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 

language prohibiting the department from bidding a new concession 
contract for expanding the Lime Saddle Marina until the State Park 
and Recreation Commission amends the general development plan for 
Lake Oroville SRA to include the expansion. We further recommend 
that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language expressing 
approval of the department's seven other proposed concession agree­
ments. 

The Public Resources Code generally authorizes the department to 
contract for the operation of concessions within the park system. The 
department is required to prepare an annual report on its concession 
operations. Table 3 summarizes the findings of the department's draft 
1986-87 annual concessions report. 

Table 3 
Department of Parks and Recreation 
Summary of Concession Operations 

1985-86 and 1986-87 
(dollars in thousands) 

Change from 19&5-86 
19&5-86 1986-87 Amount Percent 

Number of concession contracts................. 141 140 -1 -0.7% 
Gross sales........................................ $39,099 $41,733 $2,634 6.7 
Revenue to the state .......................... :.. $3,802. $3,956 $154 4.1 

As shown in Table 3, revenues to the state increased by $154,000, or 4 
percent, from 1985-86 to 1986-87. The following two concessions ac­
counted for 49 percent of the rental revenues,to the state in 1986-87: (1) 
ARA Food Service at Hearst San Simeon State Historic Monument ($1.2 
million), and (2) Bazaar del Mundo in Old Town San Diego State Historic 
Park ($698,000). 

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

Lake Oroville Concession Expansion Requires General Plan Amend­
ment. The department proposes to bid a new 20-year contract for the 
Lime Saddle Marina concession at Lake Oroville State Recreation Area 
(SRA) that will require an expansion of marina facilities and associated 
services, such as day-use areas and parking facilities. The department 
estimates that expansion of this concession will require a concessionaire 
to provide a capital investment of $3.3 million in addition to initial 
start-up costs. Based on projected annual gross sales of $1.3 million and a 
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minimum rental rate of 3 percent of gross sales, the department estimates 
that the expanded concession could provide rent revenues of about 
$38,000 in the first year of the contract. . 

Public Resources Code Section 5080.03 requires that any concession 
proposed for a state park unit must be compatible with the unit's general 
plan, if one exists. Our review indicates that while the general develop­
ment plan for Lake Oroville SRA, dated August 1973, does include 
boating activities in the Lime Saddle area, it does not lilddress a major 
increase in development as contemplated by this concession proposal. 
Increased development may have significant resource effects which 
should be considered. 

The proposed expansion of the existing marina and related facilities 
appears to be warrantE';d on an econo~c bas~s. However, th~ department 
should not proceed With the expanSIOn until other potential effects are 
evaluated through the general planning process. Accordingly, we recom­
mend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report language prohib­
iting the department from bidding a new concession contract until the 
State Park and Recreation Commission amends the general development 
plan for Lake Oroville SRA to include this expansion of facilities at Lime 
Saddle Marina. 

Other Proposals. Our review indicates that the department's seven 
other concession proposals are reasonable and that the rental terms are 
appropriate. Accordingly, we recommend the .Legislature adopt supple­
mental report language expressing approval of these 1988-89 concession 
proposals: 

1. Doheny State Beach-Beach and Camp Store. The department 
proposes to bid a new 1O,year concession contract for the existing beach 
and camp store at Doheny State Beach in Orange County. The proposed 
bid prospectus requires a minimum acceptable rent of $30,000 annually or 
12 percent of gross sales, whichever is greater. 

2. Folsom Lake SRA-Aquatic Center. The department proposes to 
enter into a 15-year operating agreement with California State Universi­
ty, Sacramento for continued development, operation and maintenance 
of the Lake Natoma Aquatic Center at Folsom Lake SRA. Although the 
department will not require rent, under the agreement all revenues from 
the center will be used for operation, maintenance or development ofthe 
facility. In 1986-87, revenues from the center were $138,000. 

3. Old Town San Diego State Historic Park (SHP)-Mexican Crafts 
Center. The department proposes to bid a new five-year concession 
contract for an existing facility, known as EI Centro Artesano, which 
currently sells Mexican artifacts and pottery in Old Town San Diego SHP. 
The department proposes a minimum acceptable rent of 6 percent of 
gross sales (estimated at $300,000 in the first year). Consequently, the 
estimated minimum annual rental is $18,000. 

4. Old Town San Diego SHP"":;""Shopping Complex. The department 
proposes to bid' a new lO-year concession contract for the existing 
shopping complex in Old Town San Diego State Historic Park currently 
known as "Squibob Square." The department proposes a minirrmm 
acceptable rent of 3 percent of gross sales (estimated at $1,775,000 in the 
first year). Consequently, the estimated miriimum annual rental is 
$53,250. 
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5. Old Town San Diego SHP-Art Gallery and Gift Shop. The 
department proposes' to bid a new five-ye~r concession contract for the 
existing concession in Old Town San Diego SHP currently known as 
"Rudolph Schiller's Photo Parlor and Mercantile." This facility currently 
serves as an art gallery, gift shop and old-fashioned photography shop. 
The department proposes a rrrinimum acceptable rent of 5 percent of the 
first $200,000 and, 7 percent of gross sales exceeding $200,000. Since 
estimated gross sales are $250,000 in the first year, the estimated 
minimum annual rental is $13,500. 

6. Railtown 1897 SHP-Excursion Trains. The department proposes 
to negotiate a five-year concession'contract for steam train excursions and 
related interpretive activities at Railtown 1897 SHP in Tuolumne Cotiilty. 
Under Public Resources Code Section 5080.16(d), the department may 
suspend the usual bid process and negotiate directly with potential 
concessionaires when a particular interpretive purpose requires special 
experience or skills. The proposal appears to be consistent with this 
provision since possible concessionaires must have experience in vintage 
railroad operations. The department estimates that resumption of steam 
train operations will require the concessionaire to invest about $100,000 
for start-up costs. Projected state revenues will be minimal. 

7. Angel Island State Park-Ferry Service. The department proposes 
to bid a five~year contract for the existing ferry service concession for 
Angel Island State Park located in San Francisco Bay. The new contract 
also will require an expansion of this service to include routes from 
Sausalito, Larkspur, Berkeley and Oakland, and to add the new pier at 
East Garrison as, a port of call on Angel Island. The proposal is consistent 
with the approved general plan for the park. Based on projected gross 
sales of $1.1 million and a minimum renta rate of 5 percent of gross sales, 
the department estimates that the expanded concession could provide 
rent revenues' of $55,000 in the first year of the contract. 

New Los Angeles County Beaches Operating Agreement In Effect 

Since 1949, the department and the County of Los Angeles have been 
partners in a number of agreements under which the county has assumed 
responsibility for the operation and maintenance of certain state-owned 
beaches. In so doing, the county also has retained all beach and, 
concession revenues. (The state has a number of similar operating 
agreements with other cities, counties and special districts.) 

On June 30, 1981, the prior 25-year contract between the department 
and the county expired. The county continued to operate the beaches 
while negotiating a new operating agreement with the department. This 
agreement, which now covers Dan Blocker Memorial, Las Tunas, Malibu 
Lagoon, Manhattan, Point Dume, Redondo, and Topanga State Beaches, 
finally was reached in October 1987 and was approved by the Depart­
ment of General Services in December 1987. 

The new agreement, which also has a 25-year term, delegates, to the 
county the day-to-day management of these beaches, including specified 
upkeep and maintenance duties. In addition, the agreement allocates 
liability to the county and state based on their respective responsibilities 
as specified in the agreement. The agreement also requires the depart­
ment to "use its best efforts" to obtain an ongoing appropriation of $1 
million in the annual budget for projects at the seven beaches, beginning 
in 1987-88. The department's operating agreements with local agencies 
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usually do not incorporate this type of payment. Moreover, the agree­
ment calls for additional appropriations over the first three years of its 
term so that the total amount approI>riated is sufficient to cover an 
estiniated $5.1 million in specified deferred maintenance projects. In 
anticipation of the new agreement, the Legislature appropriated $1 
million in the 1987 Budget Act for minor capital outlay projects at 
Manhattan and Redondo State Beaches, with language making the 
funding contingent upon the execution of a new operating agreement. 

The budget proposes another $1 million for projects at Topanga and 
Malibu Lagoon State Beaches in 1988~89, in accordance with the new 
agreement. In order to meet the intent of the agreement, the depart­
ment would have to request a total of $3.1 million for Los Angeles beach 
projects in 1989-90. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION-CAPITAL 
OUTLAY 

Item 3790-301 from the 
Parklands (Bond) Fund of 
1984 and various funds Budget p. R 158 

Requested 1988-89 .................................. ; ........................................ . 
Recommended approval ............................................................... . 
Recommended reduction .............................................................. . 
Recommendation pending ........................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

$18,075,000 
13,918,000 
2,496,000 
1,661,000 

Analysis 
page 

1. Technical Reductions. Reduce various items by a total of 402 
$77,000. Recommend technical reductions to two projects to 
reflect better cost. information. 

Off-Highway Vehicle Fund 
2. Opportunity Purchases. Reduce Item 3790-301-263(3) by 404 

$100,000. Recommend deletion because sufficient funds are 
already available based on past spending activity. 

Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1980 
3. Carmel River SP-Day-Use and Parking Facilities. Withhold 404 

recommendation on $139,000 requested in Item 3790-301-
721 (1), pending determination of final project scope. 

Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1984 
4. Bidwell Mansion SHP-Visitor Center. Reduce Item 3790- 405 

301-722(1) by $81,000. Add Item 3790-490-722. Recommend 
reduction to reflect the latest project cost estimate and 
already available funds. Further recommend the addition of 
a new item to reappropriate current-year construction funds 
needed in 1988-89. 

5. China Camp SP-Day-Use Facilities. Withhold recommen- 406 
dation on $206,000 requested in Item 3790-301-722(3), pend-
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ing receipt and review of the department's revised proposal. 
6. Crystal Cove SP-Erosion Control and Landscaping. With- 406 

hold recommendation on $272,000 requested in Item 3790-
301-722(6), pending receipt and review of completed 
project plans and estimates. . 

7. Patrick's . Point SP-Entrance and Maintenance Facilities. 406 
Withhold recommendation on $800,000 requested in Item 
3790-301-722(10), pending. receipt and review of completed 
preliminary plans and estimates. Further recommend that 
the department report during budget hearings on why it 
proposes to reduce the legislatively approved project scope. 

8. Salt Point SP-Day-Use Rehabilitation. Withhold recom- 407 
mendation on $94,000 requested in Item 3790-301-722(13), 
pending receipt and review of the department's revised 
proposal. 

9. Storm Damage Repairs-Minor Projects. Reduce Item 407 
3790-301-722(15)' by $2,000,000. Recommend deletion be-
cause the proposal represents unnecessary contingency 
budgeting. 

State, Urban, and Coastal Park Fund (1976 Bond) 
10. Energy Efficiency Program-Minor Projects. Withhold rec- 408 

ommendation on $150,000 requested in Item 
3790-301-742(6), pending receipt and review of specific 
project information and estimates of energy cost savings. 

11. Minor Projects. Reduce Item 3790-301-742(8) by $237,000. 408 
Recommend reduction because department has overbudge-
ted amount needed for cost increases due to inflation. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes appropriations totaling $18.1 million from six 
different funding sources for capital outlay for the Department of Parks 
and Recreation in 1988-89. The department proposes to use these funds 
for 18 major projects, various minor development and acquisition 
projects, and project planning. Most of the funds are provided from the 
Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1984 ($8.6 million) and the State, Urban, and 
Coastal Park (Bond) Fund ($7 million). 

Table 1 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program Summary 
(dollars in thousands) 

Item Funding Source 
3790-301-263 Off-Highway Vehicle Fund .......................... . 
3790-301-721 Parklands (Bond) Fund ofl980 ..................... . 
3790-301-722 Parklands (Bond) Fund ofl984 ..................... . 
3790-301-733 State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facil-

ities (Bond) Fund of 1974 ............................ . 
3790-301-742 State; Urban, and Coastal Park Fund (1976 Bond) .. 
3790-301-890 Federal Trust Fund .................................. . 
Total .................................................................. . 

Budget 
Bill Amount 

$1,414 
339 

8,636 

78 
7,008 

600 
$18,075 

• Projects not discussed separately. We recommend approval as budgeted. 

Analysis 
Page 
403 
404 
405 

408 
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For discussion purposes, we have divided the department's program 
into six parts based on the proposed funding sources for the· projects. 
Table 1 shows the department's total capital outlay request, by funding 
source, and indicates the page on which the analysis of projects from each 
funding source begins. .. 

As shown in Table 2, the budget request is significantly below the 
amounts appropriated for department capital outlay over the past three 
years. Two factors account for about one-third of the decrease. First, the 
budget defers construction funding for new large projects by providing 
money for only design work in the budget year. In addition, certain 
departmental planning activities which traditionally have been funded in 
the capital outlay budget instead are funded in the department's support 
budget in 1988-89. However, even after considering these factors, the 
department's capital outlay request still represents a significant decrease 
in new project activity from recent years. For example, in the current 
year, the department received funds to start work on 27 new major 
projects. In the budget year, only 11 new major projects are proposed for 
the state park system. This decrease in project activity is due largely to a 
decrease in available bond funds. 

Table 2 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

Amounts Appropriated for Capital Outlay 
1985-86 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

1985-86 ................................................................................ . 
1986-87 ................................................................................ . 
1987-88 ................................................................................ . 
1988-89 (proposed) ................................................................... . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Projects Recommended for Approval 

Amount 
$75,506 
60,020 
50,973 
18,075 

Our review of the department's request for 1988-89 indicates that 24 
projects totaling $8,170,000 are reasonable in scope and cost. Accordingly, 
we recommend approval of these projects in the amounts requested. 
Table 3 provides a summary of these projects. 
Technical Reductions 

We recommend reductions totaling $77,000 to eliminate overbudget­
ing as follows: 

• Leo Carrillo State Beach (SB), Rehabilitation of Facilities. The 
amount needed for preliminary plans and working drawings is 
$56,000 less than the amount budgeted, based on a recently com­
pleted estimate by the Office of the State Architect (Reduce Item 
3790-301-722 (8) by $56,000). . 

• Pfeiffer Big Sur State Park (SP), Multi-Agency Facility, Phase I 
Construction. The department has, overbudgeted by $22,000 the 
amount needed for contingencies and for increases in construction 
costs due to inflation in the budget year. The scope language also 
should reflect a similar reduction of $53,000 in phase II costs that will 
be requested in the following year (Reduce Item 3790-301-742(2) by 
$22,000). 



Item 3790 RESOURCES / 403 

Item/Project 

Table 3 
Department of Parks and Recreation 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program 
Projects Recommended for Approval 

(dollars in thousands) 

3790-30l-263-0ff-Highway Vehicle Fund 
(1) Budget package/Schematic planning ........................................ . 
(2) Minor projects ................................................................ . 
(4) Pre-budget appraisals ............................................. : ........... . 

3790-30l-721-Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1980 
(2) Malibu Creek SP, Entrance road construction delay costs (C) ............. . 

3790-301-722--Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1984 
(2) Brannan Island SRA, Rehabilitation and replacement of worn-out facilities 

(PWC) ......................................................................... , 
(4) Chino Hills SP, Initial development of facilities (C) ........................ . 
(5) Crystal Cove SP, Items to complete, Phase II (C) .......................... . 
(7) Humboldt Redwoods SP, Bank protection (C) .............................. . 
(9) Mount Diablo SP, Water system and road study (PW) ......... ; ........... . 

(11) Refugio SB, Rehabilitation and replacement of worn-out facilities, Upcoast 
campground (PW) ........................................................... . 

(12) Regional Indian Museum (Sacramento), Interpretive exhibits, Items to 
complete (C) ................................................................. . 

(14) Budgetpackage/Schematic planning ........................................ . 
3790-301-733-State Beach, Park, Recreational and Historical Facilities (Bond) 

Fund of 1974 
(1) Colonel Allensworth SHP, Reconstruction of historic hotel (PW) ......... . 

3790-301-742-State, Urban, and Coastal Park Fund (1976 Bond) 
(1) Hearst San Simeon SHM, Continuing rehabilitation (C) ................... . 
(3) Accessibility expansion program, Minor projects ............................ . 
(4) Acquisition costs (A) ......................................................... . 
(5) Budget package/Schematic planning ........................................ . 
(7) Inholding purchases (A) ..................................................... . 
(9) Opportunity purchases (A) ............................................... ; .. . 

(10) Pre-budget appraisals (A) .................................................... . 
(11) Topographic surveys (P) ..................................................... . 

3790-30l-890-Federal Trust Fund ........ , ......................................... . 
(1) Anza Borrego Desert SP (A) ................................................ . 
(2) Big Basin Redwoods SP (A) .................................................. . 
(3) California Redwoods Parks (A) .............................................. . 
Total .............................................................................. . 

Budget Bill 
Amount 

$50 
1,214 

50 

200 

548 
2,313 

350 
296 
189 

152 

120 
150 

78 

500 
200 
200 
200 
250 
250 
60 

200 

50 
300 
250 

$8,170 

Phase symbols indicate: A=Acquisitioll; P=Preliminary Plans; W = Working drawings; C=COllstrUCtiOll. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE FUND 
ITEM 3790-301-263 

The budget proposes $1,414,000 from the Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) 
Fund in 1988-89 for minor projects and small acquisitions in the State 
Vehicular Recreation Area and Trail System, and for planning fut'Ure 
projects. Elsewhere, we recommend approval of three appropriations 
totaling $1,314,000. . 

The Off-Highway Motor Vehicle Recreation Commission must review 
and approve all proposed capital outlay expenditures from the fund 
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proposed for inclusion in the budget. The proposed projects 
approved by the commission at its July 1987 meeting. 

were 

Opp.or,unity Purchases ...••.•••••••.•..•......•..•..••••••••••••••••.•..•.....•..•.•••••••••••••••••• $100,000 
We recommend deletion of $100,000 requested for opportunity pur­

chases, because the department already has sufficient funds from 
prior-yttar appropriations based on past spending activity in this area. 
(Delete Item 3790-301-263(3).) 

The budget requests $100,000 from the OHV Fund for the acquisition 
of small properties which may become available on an opportunity basis 
in the budget year. This type of appropriation generally allows the 
department to buy small parcels which are adjacent to or surrounded by 
existing state-owned property, if they are offered for sale unexpectedly. 
Commission and departmental policy limits the cost of any individual 
opportunity acquisition to $100,000. . 

Based on actual and anticipated activity through the end of the current 
year, the department will have spent only $110,000 on OHV opportunity 
purchases since 1984-85. Because of this slow pace, the department will 
have an estimated $160,000 available in the budget year from prior-year 
appropriations. This carry-over balance is more than twice the amount 
spent on OHV opportunity purchases in any prior year. Consequently, 
there does not appear to be any need for $100,000 more in new funds for 
OHV opportunity purchases in the budget year, and we .recommend 
deletion of the requested funds. 

PARKLANDS (BOND) FUND OF 1980 
ITEM 3790-301-721 

The department requests appropriations totaling $339,000 from the 
Parklands (Bond) Fund of 1980 for two major projects in 1988-89. 
Elsewhere, we recommend approval of one of these' projects in the 
amount of $200,000. 

Carmel River SB-Day-Use and Parking Facilities, Preliminary 
Plans and Working Drawings ............................................... ; ................... $139,000 

We withhold recommendation on $139,000 requested in Item 3790-
301-721 (1) for preliminary plans and working drawings for day~use 
and parking facilities at Carmel River SB, pending departmental 
analysis and resolution of project details. 

The budget includes $139,000 for preliminary plans and working 
drawings for new parking and day-use facilities at Carmel River SB. The 
department estimates future construction costs for the project at $1.3 
million. . 

The proposed project will provide a total of 75 parking spaces in two 
locations, comfort facilities, beach .access trails, and interpretive informa­
tion for visitors. Currently, visitors park along the shoulder of Highway 1, 
which creates dangerous traffic situations ~d degrades the scenic views 
in the area. The departmehtalso indicates that the access situation 
prevents visitors from being informed properly about the potential 
hazards of the surf. 

The project appears justified in concept. However, several basic 
aspects of the project scope concerning the location of parking lots and 
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the method of sewage disposal are undecided at this point. When 
appropriating design funds, the Legislature defines project scope by 
adopting language which outlines the facilities to be built and the overall 
project plan, as well as the future cost of the project. The location and 
nature of facilities also can affect future operating costs. Consequently, 
the department should clarify the parking and sewage disposal aspeCts Qf 
this project, so that the Legislature knows the specific project scope when 
it considers this request. We, therefore, withhold recommendation on the 
amount requested, pending receipt of the department's analyses and 
recommendations regarding parking distribution and sewage disposal. 

PARKLANDS (BOND) FUND OF 1984 
ITEM 3790-301-722 

The budget proposes a total of $8,636,000 from the Parklands (Bond) 
Fund of 1984 for various major and minor projects, and planning activities 
in 1988-89. Elsewhere, we recommend approval of eight projects totaling 
$4,118,000, and a technical reduction to one project. The remaining 
projects are discussed below. 

Bidwell Mansion State Historic Park (SHP), Visitor Center, 
Construction ••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••..••••••••••.•••••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••..•••••••.••••••••. ~ •.• $989~OOO 

We recommend a reduction of $81,.fJOO in the amount requested for 
construction of a new visitor center at Bidwell Mansion SHP to reflect 
the latest project cost estimate and already available funds. We further 
recommend the addition of a new item to the Budget Bill to reappro­
priate current-year construction funds for the project which will not be 
used before the end of 1987-88. (Reduce Item 3790-301-722(1) by $81,000. 
Add Item 3790-490-722.} 

The budget includes $989,000 to construct a new visitor center at 
Bidwell Mansion SHP in Chico. The department proposes to move visitor 
service activities from the historic mansion and then restore the mansion 
to its original appearance at a later date. The Legislature provided 
$291,000 in the current year for design work and construction of parking 
area improvements to make space for the new visitor center. 

Completed Plans Have Lower Cost. Preliminary plans for the visitor 
center were completed recently. The project appears consistent with the 
scope as defined by the Legislature last year. The revised project estimate 
based on the completed plans indicates a need for a total of $1,015,000 for 
all construction-related work. The department already received $107,000 
of this amount in the current year for parking area improvements. 
Consequently, a balance of only $908,000 is needed to fund the construc­
tion work. We therefore recommend a reduction of $81,000 in the amount 
requested in the budget for Bidwell Mansion. 

Reappropriation Needed. The department received the partial con­
struction funding in the current year because it anticipated making the 
parking improvements in. advance of building the new visitor center. The 
department now indicates, however, that all construction work will be 
handled in one contract in the budget year. Normally when construction 
work does not begin in the year that funds are appropriated, the funds 
revert. In order to assure that the current-year construction funds of 
$107,000 still are available in the budget year, we recommend the 
addition of Item 3790-490-722 to the Budget Bill to reappropriate these 
funds. 
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China Camp SP, Day-Use Facilities, Preliminary Pleins and 
Working Drawings ............•.......... ' .................................................................. $206,000 

We withhold recommendation on $206,000 requested in Item 3790-
301-722(3) for rehabilitation and expansion of day-use facilities at 
China Camp Sp'pending receipt and review of the department's revised 
proposal.. .' .' 

The budget includes $206,000 for preliminary plans' and working 
drawings to rehabilitate and improve day-use facilities at China Camp SP, 
in Marin County. The budget amount is based on the department's 
estimate of $1 million to complete the project. However, based on the 
Office of State Architect's (OSA) recent estimate for the proj~ct, !:l total 
of . over $1.q million would. be needed for, aU phases of work. The 
departmentfudicates that the OSA's estimate significantly exceeds· the 
amount of bond funds which it' proposes to allocate to this project.' 
Consequently, the department indicates that it will revise the project. 
proposal to reduce its cost. We withhold recommendation on the $206,000 
requested for des~gn work, pending receipt and review of the depart­
ment's r~viseclproposal. 

Crystal Cove SP, Erosion Control and Landscaping, Preliminary . 
Plans, Working Drawings, and COi'lstruction .......................................... $272,OOO 

We '!J)tthholdrecomrr£en,dation on $272,000 reque~tedin Item 3790-
301-722(6) for miscellaneous improvements at Crystal Cove SP, pend­
ing receipt and review of completed project plans and estimates. 

The d~partment requests $272,000 for miscellaneous' improvements, 
including erosion control measures, landscaping, and vehicle control 
imprOVements, at Crystal Cove SP in Orange County. The proposed 
project would enhance and protect recent development work at the 
park. . 

At the time this analysis was prepared, the OSA had not completed .,' 
plans and budget estimates for the proposed work. Without this informa­
tion, we have no basis for. evaluating the requested level of funding qr the 
project scope. The department indicates that this information should be 
available for review prior to budget hearings. Accordingly, we withhold 
recommendationoh this request, pending receipt of the OSA's plans and 
estimates. 

Patrick's Point SP, Entrance and Maintenance Facilities, 
Construction ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• · •••••••••••••••••••••• $800~OOO 

We withhold recommenda.tion on $800,000 requested in Item 3790-
301-722/10) for construction"o/new entrance and maintenance facili­
ties at Patrick's Point Sp, pending receipt a.ndreview o/completed 
preliminary plans and estimates. We, further .. recommend that. the 
department report during budget hearings on why it proposes to reduce 
the. legislatively approved scope of this project. 

The budget includes $800,000 to.construct new entrance and mainte­
nancefacilities at Patrick's Point SP in Humboldt County. In particular, 
the project would provide a,newcontact station and entry parking and 
would relocate maintenance facilities from the visitor use area to a more 
removed location. The Legislature provided $153,000 in the 1987 Budget 
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Act fo.r preliminary plans and working drawings fo.r a larger '. project at 
Patrick's Po.int which included these facilities. . . 

Department Has ~educed Project Scope Arbitrarily. Inappro.ving 
design' funds last year, the Legislature· appro.ved the. d~partment's 
pro.po.sed pro.jectscope which included the entrance and maintellance 
facilities and a ~ew visito.r<;!enter, with·a to.tal estimated fllture co.nstruc­
tio.n Co.st o.f $1,37,0,000. The department now indicates that it has requced 
the amourit o.fbo.nd funds it pro.po.ses to., allo.cate to. .the co.nstructio.n o.f the 
pro.jeCt to. o.nly $8,00,000,' To. meet the 10.werco.nstructio.n allo.catio.n, the 
department pro.po.ses to. reduce the sco.peo.f the prgject by deleting. the 
visito.r center. , . . . 
. In effed, the department's pro.po.sal"to. reduce the sco.pe o.f:this pro.ject 
enables it to. redir!ect $570,000 to. so.me o.ther pro.jeot o.r pro.jects which 
have no.t been co.nsidered o.r appro.ved by the Legislature. We, therefo.re, 
reco.mmend . that the department repo.rt, during budget hearings o.n its 
reaso.ns fo.r deleting the visito.r·center included in the pro.ject sco.pe 
appro.ved by the Legislature;; '. 
Pr~liminary Plans. Not Yet Completed. At the time this analysis was 

prepared, the OSA had no.t. completed the pro.ject's preliminary plans 
which were funded in the current year. These do.!;mments sho.uld be 
a"ailable prio.rto. budget hearings, and will pro.videJhe best available 
informatio.n .On ho.w much sho.u:ld. be budgetedfo.r constructio.no.f either 
the original o.r reduced pro.ject. Acco.rdingly, we withho.ld reco.mmenda" 
tio.n o.n the $800,000 requested fo.r co.nstructio.n at Patrick's Po.int SP. 

SaltPoiot SP, Day-Use Rehabilitation,Prelimi~~ry Pla·n~.~nd .. . 
Worki~g 'Dra'-"ings ••••• !' ••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••••••• $'4,00.1;) 

. We with.hold recpmri-tendationon $94;000 requested in Item 3790-301-
722(13) to improve day-use and o1,)ernightjacilitiesatSaltPointSp, 
pending receipt,and r:eview of the department's re,?isedpropo~al .. 

The budget includes $94,000 fo.r preliminary plans and wo.rking draw­
ings to. .rehabilitate and impro.ve da:y.~use and camping facilities at Salt 
Po.int SP in So.no.ma Co.unty. The budget amo.untis based o.n the OSA's 
estimate fo.r the pro.ject. The department indicates that the to.tal pro.ject. 
Co.st based o.n the OSA's estimate significantly exceeds theamo.unt o.f 
bo.nd funds which it pro.po.ses to. allo.cate to. this pro.ject. Co.nsequently, the 
departIit§ntplans to. revise the pro.ject propo.sal to. reduce its Co.st. We 
withho.ld .recommendatio.n.o.n the '$94,000 requested fo.r design wo.rk, 
pending receipt .and review o.f the department's revised pro.po.sal: 

StormDa~age R~pairs, Mirior ProjtlCts ...... m ............................ ~.~ ....... $2,000,000 
We recommend deletion of $2 million requested in' Item 3790-301-

722(15) for minor projects to repair storm damage because the request 
represents unnecessary t;ontingency budgeting. '. ...., . 

The department requests $2 millio.n to. repair existing public' use"and 
administrative facilities "in the event o.f additio.nal sto.rm damage prior to. 
the budget year;" No. specific projects are identified. Instead,the 
departinent indicates it will use the fundsOn an '''as requited basis." .. 

Appro.priating a lump flum to. the department, with no. project idenW 
ficatio.Il; remo.ves legislative co.ntro.l and review o.ver the expen.~iture of 
the funds. Under the budget pro.po.sal, the department wo.uld decide ho.w 
and where to. spend this mo.ney. These decisio.ns may no.t co.incide with 
the Legislature's'prio.rities in dealing with ;sto.rm darriagerepairs. .., 

14-77312 
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We recognize that severe storms could damage departmental facilities 
before the beginning of 1988-89. However, the winter storm season will 
be well over before the Legislature concludes deliberations on the 
1988-89 budget. If storm damage does occur this year, the department still 
would have time to make a preliminary assessment of the actual damage 
and submit specific funding requests to the Legislawre for inclusion in 
the 1988 Budget Bill. Further, with respect to any storm damage that may 
occur in 1988-89, the Department of Finance cali allocate' funds to the 
department from the reserve for contingencies or emergencies to address 
urgent needs, as has been done in the past. 

For the reasons cited above we recommend deletion of the requested 
$2 million in contingency funds for storm damage repairs. 

STATE, URBAN, AND COASTAL PARK FUND (1976 BOND) 
ITEM 3790-301-742 

The department requests $7,008,000 from the State, Urban, and·Coastal 
Park Fund for two major projects, various minor projects, small acquisi­
tions, and project planning and development in 1988~89. Elsewhere, we 
recommend approval of eight proposals totaling $1,860,000, and a tech­
nical reduction to one project. The remaining two proposals are discussed 
below. 

Energy Efficiency Program, Minor Projects.: .......................................... $150,OOO 
We withhold recommendation on $150,000 requested in Item 3790-

301-742(6) for minor projects to increase energy consl!rvationin state 
parks, pending receipt and review of information on specific proposed 
projects and their associated energy savings. 

The budget includes $150,000 for minor projects throughout the state 
park system to modify existing facilities to make them more energy 
efficient. The department ," indicates that the funds would be used to 
modify lighting and heating systems, add insulation to buildings and 
piping, and weatherize structures. 

The department has provided a list of potential projects totaling over 
$600,000. However, specific projects and their associated energy cost 
savings have not been identified. The department recently contacted the 
Department of General Services, Office of Energy Assessments for 
assistance in refining the project list and establishing the 'projects' 
cost-effectiveness. This information is needed to determine whether 
projects merit funding. The department states that the results of the 
evaluation will be available for review prior to budget hearings. Conse­
quently, we withhold recommendation on the $150,000 requested for 
energy-related minor projects, pending receipt and review of the specific 
project "information. 

Min.or Proi~cts .......................................................••.••••••••••••••••••••••.••..•..• ~.~,7 48,000 
We recommend a reduction of $237,000 in the amount requested for 

minor projects, because the budget includes an excessive amount for 
anticipated inflation in the cost of constructing projects (Item 3790-
301-74~(8)). 

The department requests $4,748,000 for 60 minor projects to be 
undertaken throughout the state park system in 1988-89. These 'minor 
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capital outlay proje~ts (costing $200,000 or less per project) include (1) 
health and safety projects, (2) .protection of park resources, (3) replace­
ment ofvv;orn-out facilities, (4) historic restorations, and (5) miscella-
neous improVe;ments. . 

The ~ndiyidualprojects appear reasonable in scope. However, in 
calculating the amount needed for the work, the department added 10 
percent for estimated cost increases due to inflation over the 22-month 
period from the date of the estimate to the average date of execution. 
Based on the actual increases in the construction cost index over the last 
three years, we estimate construction costs will increase by only 4 percent 
over the same time period~ Consequently, we recommend a reduction of 
$237,000 in the amount requested for minor projects to reflect a more 
reasonable estimate of the effects of inflation through the budget year. 

Supplemental Report Language 
For purposes of project definition and control, we recommend that the 

fiscal subcommittees· adopt supplemental report language which de­
scribes the scope of each of the capital outlay projects approved in each 
item. This would be consistent with actions taken by the Legislature in 
prior years. . 

Resources Agency 

SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY 

Item 3810 from the General 
Fund and the Santa Monica 
Mountains Conservancy Fund Budget p. R 170 

Requested 1988-89 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987-88 .......................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 ............... ; ................. ;; .............................................. . 

Requested inqrease (excluding amount 
for salarYlncreases) $17,000 (+2.8 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................. . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item.,Description . , 
3810.()(j1-OO1-Support 
3810~lF94I-Support 

Reimbursements 
Total 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Fund 
General 
Santa Monica Mountains Con­

servancy 

$618,000 
601,000 
583,000 

. None 

Amount 
$253,000 
325,000 

40,000 

$618,000 

Chapter 1087, Statutes of 1979, established the Santa Monica Mountains 
Conservancy (SMMC). and assigned to it the responsibility for imple­
menting the lang acquisition program in the Santa Monica Mountains 
that was prepared by its predecessor, the Santa Monica Mountains 
Comprehensive Planning Commission. 
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SANTA MONICA MOUNTAINS CONSERVANCY-Continued 
The conservancy purchases lands and provides grants to state ahd local 

agencies and nonprofit organiiations to further the purposes of the 
federal Santa Monica Mountains Comprehensive Plan. It promotes the 
objectives of these programs by (1) acquiring and consolidating subdi­
vided land, (2) acquiring land for eventual saleor transfer to other public 
agencies, (3) creating buffer zones surrounding federal and state park 
sites, and (4) restoring natural resource areas. The conservancy has a 
governing board of nine voting members. 

The conservancy, located in Los Angeles, has 9.2 personnel-years in the 
current year. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
The budget requests a total of $618,000 from the General Fund . 

($253,000), the Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Fund ($325,000), 
and reimbursements ($40,000) for support of the conservancy in 1988-89. 
Table 1 shows the conservancy's program funding and staffing for the 
past, current and budget years. As shown in Table 1, the requested 
amount is comparable to estimated current-year expenditures-an in­
crease of $17,000, or 2.8 percent. 

Table 1 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy 

Summary of Expenditures and Funding Sources 
1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Operating expenditures ......................... . 
Staff (personnel-years) ....................... . 

Funding Sources 
General Fund .. ............................... . 
Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy Fund. 
Reimbursements .. ........................... .. 

Actual 
1986-87 

$583 
9.3 

$232 
309 
42" 

Expenditures 
Est. 

1987-88 
$601 

9.2 

$247 
314 
40 

Prop. 
1988-89 

$618 
9.2 

$253 
325 
40 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 
2.8% 

2.4% 
3.5 

a Includes $10,000 transferred to the conservancy's support budget from capital outlay appropriations. 

The budget proposes no staffing changes and does not include any new 
funding for capital outlay projects. Further, the conservancy receiv~d 
only $1.4 million in the current year for one acquisition project, so large 
carry-over balances are not likely. Thus, the conservancy expects to 
continue to focus on other activities, such as property management and 
open-space dedication, in 1988-89. The California Wildlife, Coastal, and 
Park Land Conservation (Bond) Act initiative on the June 1988 state\.vide 
ballot would provide $30 million to the SMMC, but under the provisions 
of the initiative these funds would not be available for appropriation until 
1989-90. The conservancy also indicates that funds for new acquisi.tions 
may be available in the budget year if it can sell conservancy holdings 
(other than those set aside for repayment in the Circle X Ranch' 
agreement, discussed below). . 
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Circle X Ranch Repayment 
The 1986 Budget Act appropriated $5.9 million in bond funds to the 

State Coastal Conservancy for a local assistance grant to the joint powers 
authority established between the SMMC and the Conejo Recreation and 
Park District, for the acquisition of the Circle X Ranch in Ventura 
County. Accompanying Budget Act language required the SMMC to 
repay the Coastal. Conservancy's bond fund within three years of the 
appropriation, and that the SMMC enter into an agreement with the 
Coastal Conservancy to ensure this repayment. 

In January 1987, the two conservancies entered into the required 
agreement. Pursuant to the agreement, the SMMC will repay at least $3 
million of the grant by July 1, 1988 from the proceeds of the sale of 
property near Camarillo State Hospital and other properties, if necessary. 
The balance is due to the Coastal Conservancy by December 31, 1988 
from other property sales or new bond act funds. 

The SMMC advises that it is proceeding with the sale of the Camarillo 
property, but that the proceeds will be less than $3 million. Consequently, 
it plans to sell properties at Zuma Canyon and Deer Creek to meet the 
repayment schedule. Any remaining balance will come from the sale of 
theWilacre Park property. Alternatively, the initiative bond measure on 
the June 1988 ballot would repay the entire $5.9 million· to the Coastal 
Conservancy using new bond funds, and the SMMC would be reimbursed 
for any funds already paid to the Coastal Conservancy. If the voters 
approve that bond measure, then any proceeds from property sales 
would be available for appropriation to the SMMC for new projects. 

Resources Agency 

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION 

Item 3820 from the General 
Fund Budget p. R 173 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $129,000 (+8.0 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-DeSCription 
3820-001-OO1-Support 
Reimbursements 

Total 

Fund 
General 

$1,736,000 
1,607,000 
1,642,000 

None 

Amount 
$1,536,000 

200,000 
$1,736,000 
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 
COMMISSION-Continued 
GEN~RAL .. PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Item 3820 

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
(BCDC) was created by the Legislature in 1965. The commission consists 
of 27 members representing citizens and all· levels of government in the 
Bay Area. The BCDC implements and updates the San Francisco Bay 
Plan and the Suisun Marsh Protection Plan. Under these plans, the BCDC 
regulates: " . . , 

1. All filling and dredging activities in the San Francisco, San Pablo, 
and Suisun .Bays including specified sloughs, creeks, and tributaries. 

2. Changes in the use of salt ponds and other "managed wetlands" 
adjacent to the bay. . 

3. Significant changes in land use within the l00-foot strip inland from 
the bay. 

The BCDC is located in San Francisco and has 24.5 pers()Imel-yeilrs 
(PYs) in the current year. '. 

,,",: 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 
The budget proposes total expenditures of $1.7 million for support of 

the BCDC in 1988-89. This is an increase of $129,000, or 8.0 percent, from 
total estimated current-year expenditures. Proposed expenditures consist 
of $1.5 million from the General Fund and $200;000 in reimbursements. 
The reimbursements received by the BCDC are from federal Coastal 
Zone Management Act (CZMA) funds allocated by the Coastal Commis­
sion. The Coastal Commission is the single state agency designated to 
receive CZMA funds. 

The $129,000 increase in the BCDC's 1988-89 budget consists of: (1) 
$62,000 in budget change proposals, primarily to add one staff counsel 
position to the commission's enforcement section and (2) $67,000 in 
administrative adjustments, including a technical adjustment to reduce 
salary savings by $32,000 (resulting in an increase of 0.8 PY) to better 
reflect staffing experience. The budget requests a total staffing increase 
of 1.7 PYs due to the new staff counsel position and the salary savings 
adjustment 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval. 
Our analysis indicates that the budget request for the BCDC appears 

reasonable and is consistent with statutory mandates. ' 
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Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 

Item 3860 froril the General 
Fund and various funds Budget p. R 175 

Requested, 1988~89 ......................................................... ' ................... $811,123,000 
Estimated 1987 -88 ............................................................................ 740,985,000 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................... 596,122',000 

Requested increase (e:x;cluding amount for 
salary increases) $70,138,000 (+9.5 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... . 
Recommendation pending .........•... ' .............................................. . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3860-001'()()I-Support 
3860-001-140-Trinity River fish and wildlife 

restoration, urban streams flood manage­
ment 

3860-001-144-Agricultural water conservation, 
water resources planning 

3860-001-740-Water conservation 
3860'()()1-744-Water conservation, groundwater 

recharge , 
3860-001-8~upport 
3860'()()1 940-Water conservation 

Water Code Section 13861 (a)-support 
Water Code Section 12938-8an Joaquin Drain­

age program, drainage treatment 
Ch 954/86-Agricultural water conservation 

Reimbursements 
Subtotal, support , 

3860-10l.()()I-Local assistance, Delta levee sub­
ventions 

3860-101-036-Local assistance, flood control 
subventions 

3860-10l-744-Water conservation, groundwater 
recharge loans 

3860-490-Reappropriation 
Water Code Section 13861 (a)-Safe Drinking 

Water loans and grants 
Subtotal, local assistance 

State Water Project 

Total Request 

Fund 
General 
Environmental License Plate 

California Water 

1984 Clean Water Bond 
1986 Water Conservation and 

Water Quality Bond 
Federal Trust 
Renewable Resources Invest­

ment 
Safe Drinking Water Bond 
California Water 

Renewable Resources Invest­
ment 

General 

Special Account for Capital 
Outlay, General 

1986 Water Conservation and 
Water Quality Bond 

1984 Clean Water Bond 
Safe Drinking Water Bond 

381,000 
3,255,000 

Amount 
$30,924,000 

625,000 

3~,OOO 

31,000 
424,000 

1,804,000 
1,612,000 

1,623,000 
1,262,000 

250 

6,118,000 
($47,928,000) 

1,500,000 

13,000,000 . 

28,500,000 

4,000,000 
66,550,000 

($113,550,000) 
$649,645,000 

$811,123,000 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES...,...Continued 

SUMMARY OFMAJOR,ISSUES'AND RECOMMENDATIONS' 
Analysis 

page 

1. Delta Levees Subvention Program. Increasl!, Item ,3~60aOl- ", 417, 
001 ,by $~OO,OOO. Recommend augmentation b~caus~, the;, 
Legislature has consistently funded this program and addi-
tional subvention funds will be required'in the budget year. 

,2. Indirect Costs. Reduce Item 3860-001-001 by $153,000, Item 418' 
'3860-001-144 by $206,000, Item 3860-001-744 by, $167,000" ,:. 
Item 3860-001 ~940 by $28,000, Item ,3860-001-890 by $5,000: 
and'Item 3860-001-995 by $22,{)(){).Jlecommend redu9ti0!1 
because no increaseis proposed inactivities funded.fr,om 
indirect costs, and increase is uimecessary. . . . . . 

3. Personal Services. Recommend the department report· at 4i9 
'. hearings on the full amount of personal services costs for the' 
~an Joaquin Drainage ~d Delta Leve.es Inspections Pro­
grams and present a corrected budget prClPosal to the 
Legislature. .,' 

4. €:alifornia Water Fund. Withhold recommendation on Item 419 
3860-001-144 which appropriates '$3,255,000 from the Califor-

, nia Water Fund, pending receipt of a revised budget request 
from the department. . , 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Department of Water Resources (DWR) (1) protects and maii'~ 
ages California's water resources, (2) implements the State Water 
Resources Development S~stem, ihcluding the State Water Project, (3) 
maintains public safety and,p:revEmts damage through flood control 
operations, supervision 'of dains;' and safe drinking water projects, and (4) 
futnishes technical ~ervic~s to oth(;lt. agencies. . ' 

The 'California Water Commission, consisting of nine members ap­
pointed by the Governor and confirmed by the Senate, serves in an 
advisory capacity to the department and the director. 

The Reclamation Board, which is within the department, consists of 
seven members appointed by the Governor. The board has va.rious 
responsibilities for the construction, maintenance andprotectiort of flood 
control levees within the Sacramento and SanJoaquinRiver Valleys. The 
department has 2,650 personnel-years in the current year. ' 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $811.1 million in 1988-89; an 
increase of $70.1 million, or 9.5 percent, from the current~year. The total, 
includes $649.6 million in expenditures financedwith State WaterP'roject 
(SWP). funds, and $69.7 million in continuously appropriated funds 
(primarily bond funds for drinking water loans and grants),. $lB million 
in f.€lderal funds and $6.1 million in reimbursements. Our figure for total ' 
expenditures, however, excludes $11.7 million for flood control capital 
outlay; which the Governer's Budget shows as part'oftotal expenditures. ' 
We address the capital outlay budget separately in our analysis of Item 
3860-301. Table 1 summarizes the staffing and expenditures for the 
department from 1986-87 through 1988-89. Table 2 shows the depart­
ment's proposed budget changes, by funding source, in 1988-89. 
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Table 1 
Department of Water Resources 

, ~udgetSummarya 
1986-8Nhrough 1988-89 ' 
(dollars in. thousands) . 

Personnel-Years 
Actual Est. Prop. , 
1986-87 . 1987-88 1988-89 

EX1!!.nditures 

184.7 193.7 

Programs: 
Continuing;fQrmmation ' of tl).~ 
, California Water Plan........ 219.8 

Implementation of the State Wa-
ter Resources Development 
System........................ 1488.1 1539.6 1514.9 

Public safetY and prevention of 
damage (flood CPI!trol) and 
dam safety. . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 226.9 

Services. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 222.5 
MflPagement and administration 

244.0 
219.3 

248.2 
213.9 

Actual 
1986-87 

$23,046 

532,547 

37,155 
3,335 

Est. Prop. 
1987-88 1988-89 

$69,032 $54,515 

'590,067 650,510 

76,455 ' 101,850 
5,411 4,248 

Percent 
Change 
From 

1987-88 

-21.0% 

10.2 

33.2 
-2L5 

, '(distributed) .................. 451.9 468.3 479.2 (30,927) (33,903) (35,673)~, 

Totals. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,609.2 2,655.9 2,649.9 $596,083 . $740,965 $811,123 9.5% 
Funding Sources 
General Fund .................................................... . $30,804 $30,940 $32,424 4.8% 
Special Account for Capital Outlay ........ ..................... . 11,4{)() 16,336 13,{)()() -20.4 
Environmental License Plate Fund ................. ' ............ . 132 ,508 625 23.0 
California Water Fund .......................................... . 5,847 3,616 4,517 24.9 
Clean Water,Bond Fund ......................................... . 141 6,103 4,031 -34.0 
Public Facilities Accoun~ Natural Disaster Assistance Fund .. . 331 
1986 Water Canservation and Water Quality Bond Fund ..... . 299 43,171 28,924 -33.0 

2,(}()6 40,609 68,173 67.9 
1,199 1,395 1,862 "33.5 
5,943 1;094 '1;804 66.4 

Safe Drinking Water (Bond) Fund ......... .................... . 
Renewable Resources Investment Fund .......................... . 
Fedln-al Trust Fund . ........... , ................................. . 
Reimbursements .................................................. . 5,250 7,106 6,118 -13.9 

Subtotals, excludes state water project funds ................. . ($63,352) ($150,878)($161,478) J (4.0%) 
State water project ............................................. : .. $532,731 $590,087 $049,~5 10.1 

• Excludes flood control capital outlay 

State Water Project Changes 
State Water Project (SWP) revenues are continously appropriated to 

the department. The department expects to speria $650 Iriillion for 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the, SWP in 1~88-89", an 
increase of $59"q million, or 10 percent over estimated current~yea:r 
expenditures. These increases are due primarily to construction of .the 
East Branch Enlargement in southern California and increased mainte­
nance activities. The major funding changes proposed for 1988-89 include: 

• Development of environmental impact' reports for' facilities in the 
West Delta ($1.2 million). . 

• Completion of phase -n fa<;ilities to protect the Suisun Marsh (-$10.9 
million). " " " 

• Deltafi~heries restoration program ($1.5 million). " 
• Additional pumpio'g units at the Delta Pumping Plant ($6.3 million) . 
• Completion of North Bay AqueductJacilities (-$13;1 million). 
• Construction of the East Branch Enlargement in southern California 

($28.8 million) , 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCE~ontinued 
Table 2 

Department of Water Resources 
Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 

(dollars in thousands) 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) ......... . 
Proposed Changes: 
Workload and Administrative 

Adjustments: 
Salary and staff benefit adjustments .... . 
Price increase ........................ . 
Deletion of one-time expenditures ..... . 
Miscellaneous workload changes ....... . 

State Water Project (SWP) Program 
Changes ......................... .. 

Program Changes 
Increase Trinity River management pro-

gram ............................. . 
Increase water supply evaluation assis-

tance to rural counties ............. . 
Expand water quality evaluations ...... . 
Complete sediment removal in flood-

control channels ................... . 
Expand agricultural water conservation 

evaluations ........................ . 
Decrease in water conservation loans from 

1984 bond funds .................. .. 
Decrease in loans for water conservation 

and groundwater recharge from 1986 
bond fundS ........................ . 

Expand snow data collection capability . 
Shift funding for the San Joaquin Valley 

Drainage Program from SWP ....... . 
Decrease grants for flood control on ur-

ban streams ...................... . 
Increase flood forecasting and hydrology 

capabilities ........................ . 
Mood controi study of the American 

River ............................. . 
Increase funding for flood control sub-

'ventionS .......................... . 
increaSe safe drinkint! water grants .... . 
Increase data collection efforts on Cali­

fornia/Nevada w er allocation issues. 
1988-89 Expenditures Proposed) ........ . 

Change from 1987 : 
Amount ........................... .. 
Percent. ........................... . 

General 
Fund 

$30,940 

408 
244 

-385 
20 

205 

40 

420 

375 

157 
$32,424 

$1,484 
4.8% 

Calif. 
Water 
Fund 
$3,616 

50 
58 

405 

387 

$4,517 

$901 
24.9% 

Bond 
Fund 
$89,883 

13 
7 

-4 

State 
Water 

Project 
Funds 

$590,087 

2,047 
1,223 

5 
27 

56,256 

Federal Funds 
Other and 

Special Reim-
Funds bursements Totals 
$18,239 $8,200 $140,965 

22 
13 

-316 
-14 

418 

15 
9 

-625 

197 

2,555 
1,554 
-696 
-596 

,56,257 

615 

75 280 
405 

-4,375 -4,375 

200 200 

- 2m2 -' 2,072 

-14,247-14,247 
40 

27,548 

387 

-300 -300 

1,600 

51 471 

375 

1,600 
27,548 

157 
$101,128 ,$649,645 $15,487 $7,922 $811,123 

$11,245 $59,558 -$2,752 -$278 $70,158 
12.5% 10.1 % -15.1 % -3.4% 9.5% 

• Construe -on of West Branch facilities in southern Californi~($2.7 
million) i 

• Increase operation and maintenance activ~ties ($8.5 Inillion). 
• Increased power supply aCtititieS ($6 million) 

i 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
We recommend approval of all of the proposed workload and admin­

istrative adjustments (shown in Table 2), as well as the following 
significant program changes which are not· discussed elswehere in this 
analysis: 

-$1.6 million from SAFCO to increase flood control subventions based 
on estimates of the amount needed to reimburse local agencies in 
1988-89for the state's share of project costs. 

• $615,000 for the Trinity River Management program to restore fish 
habitat damaged by water development and logging practices, 
consisting of $418,000 from the Environmental License Plate Fund 

. and ·$197,000 in federal'reimbursementsfor work assigned to DWR. 
_$280,000 and 3 PYs,consisting of $205,000 from the General Fund and 

. $75,000 in reimbursements from local governments, to provide 
increased assistance to rural counties in conducting groundwater 
studies. . 

_ $144,000 from the California Water Fund for 2.9PYs to expand a pilot 
gr()undwater toxic monitoring network statewide. 

_$200,000 and 0.9 PY to provide matching grants to farmers for 
on-farm·agricultural water conservation studies. 

_ $471,000 and 1 PY to expand flood fore~asting!primarily to ~urchase 
a back-up computer and for hydrologIC studies of several nversby 
the federal government.· . 

_ $375,000 to reimburse the federal government for a flood-control 
study of the American River. 

Delta Levees Shortchanged 
We recommend an augmentation of $200,000 to restore funding for 

the Delta Levees Subventions Program because (1) the amount re­
quested is insufficient to provide the level of local assistance needed, 
and (2) theLegislature hasconsiste1itly funded this program. (Increase 
Item 3860-101-001 by $200,000). 

The budget requests a total of. $2 million from the' General Furidin 
1988-89' tofurid two programs concerned with levees in the Sacramento­
Sari Joaquin River Delta, This amount consists of (1) $1.8 million for the 
Delta Levees Subvention Program ($1.5 million for subventions to local 
agencies fOl: the costs of repairing Delta levees,· and $330,000 for program 
administration), and (2) $203,000 for inspections' of nonproject Delta 
levees, required byCh 824/86. . .' 

In the "current year, the Legislature appropriated $2 million for the 
subvention program alone, consisting of $1.7 million in subvention funds 
and $330,000 for program administration. The· department is financing 
levee inspections in the current year with $160,000 in remaining carry­
over funds appropriated by prior legislation. 

In 1988~89, the department proposes to fund levee inspections by 
redirecting ··$203,000 from the amount available for the levee repair 
subventions. Consequently, the amount requested for levee subventions 
is only $1.8 million, rather than the $2 million appropriated in the current 
ye'at~· 

Subvention Funding History. The Legislature stated its intent in Ch 
1654/84· that up to $2 million should be available annually for reimburse­
ment to local agencies for the cost of repairing Delta levees. In 1984-85, 
the Legislature provided· the full $2 million for subventions. For 1985-86, 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES-Continued 
however, the department's budget request proposed to fund program 
administration costs of about $300,000 from the amount available for 
subventions, leaving $1.7 million for subventions. The Legislaturere­
stored the subvention amount to $2 million, but the Governor reduced 
the appropriation back to $1.7 million. Since then, the program has 
continued to receive $1.7 million for subventions. 

Inspection Recognized as an Additional Cost. The Legislature en­
acted Ch 824/86 (AB 3473), which requires the department to inspect 
nonproject levees (levees that are not part of federal and state flood 
control projects) to determine their compliance with state standards. 
When this legislation was before the fiscal committees of the Legislature, 
analyses by both the Department of Finance and our office identified 
additional costs of between $150,000 and $200,000 annually for these 
inspections. The bill, however, did not have an appropriation when 
enacted. 

Additional Subvention Funds Needed. The budget proposes to fund 
the inspection program in 1988-89 by reducing the amount for local 
assistance reimbursements for repairs of Delta levees. Nevertheless, the 
department indicates that it expects to receive valid claims totaling $1.7 
million from local agencies. Thus, the $1.5 million proposed for subven­
tions in 1988-89 is likely to fall short of the amount of claims by $200,000. 

Recommendation. Because (1) the Legislature consistently has pro­
vided at least $1.7 million for Delta levee subventions, and (2) the 
department indicates that valid claims will be received for at least $1.7 
million in 1988-89, we recommend an augmentation of $200,000 from the 
General Fund for local assistance subventions for the costs of repairing 
levees in the Delta. 

Indirect Costs Double-Counted 
We recommend deletion of $581,000 from various state funds re­

quested for increased indirect costs because no increase is proposed in 
activities funded from indirect costs, and an increase is unnecessary. 
(Reduce Item 3860-001.-001 by $153,000, Item 3860-001-144 by $206,000, 
Item 3860-001-744 by $167,000, Item 3860-001-940 by $28,000, Item 
3860-001-890 by $5,000, and Item 3860-001-995 by $22,000). 

The department's budget change proposals include a total of $581,000 
from various state funds to increase funding for indirect costs in 1988-89. 
Indirect costs, as used by DWR, reflect the cost of departmental 
administrative services (for example, the cost of maintaining the direc­
tor's office and budget and accounting staff), and many costs that other 
departments budget directly, such as program management,· clerical 
staff, rent, utilities and communications. The budget, however, does not 
request any expansion in the department's activities which are paid out 
of indirect cost charges. Consequently, these costs should remain fixed in 
the budget year (except for price increases in the base budget). 
Therefore, the additional $581;000 requested for indirect costs is unnec­
essary and should be deleted. 

We recommend, therefore, deletion of $581,000, consisting of $153,000 
from the General Fund, $206,000 from the California Water Fund, 
$167,000 from the Water Conservation and Water Quality Bond Fund, 
$28,000 from the Renewable Resources Investment Fund, $5,000 from 
federal funds and $22,000 from reimbursements. The program changes 



Item 3860 RESOURCES / 419 

proposed in the budget may necessitate some reallocation (rather than 
augmentation) of the existing indirect costs between various state funds 
and the State Water Project. Accordingly, we also recommend that the 
committees direct staff and the department to make any necessary 
technical adjustments to properly allocate indirect costs among funds. 

Hidden Costs in General Expenses 

We recommend that the department report at hearings on thefull 
amount of personal services costs for the San Joaquin Drainage and 
Delta Levees Inspection Programs and present a corrected budget 
proposal to the Legislature. 

The ,department is requesting a total of two positions and $88,000 in 
general expenses (not including indirect costs) for two programs-the 
Sal), Joaquin Drainage Program and the Delta Levees Inspection Pro­
gram. The State Administrative Manual generally requires departments 
to fill newly created positions at the minimum step, but DWR plans to fill 
the positions for these programs with existing staff who are receiving 
salaries above the minimum step. The department. indicates that it has 
budgeted this difference as general expense. While filling the positions in 
question above minimum step appears warranted, DWR's budgeting 
practice does. not properly identify personal services costs for new 
programs, and thus hampers legislative review of its budget proposals. 
Therefore, we recommend that the department report at budget hear­
ings on the full amount of personal services costs for the San. Joaquin 
Drainage Program and the Delta Levees Subvention Program, and 
provide the Legislature with revised budget displays that correctly 
identify personal services costs and general expenses for these two 
budget proposals. 

Department Revising California Water Fund Request 

We withhold recommendation on Item 3860-001-144, which appro­
priates $3,255,000 from the California Water Fund, pending receipt of a 
revised budget request from the department. 

The Budget Bill includes a proposed appropriation of $3,255,000 to the 
department from the California Water Fund (CWF), which receives 
tidelands oil revenue. The budget also shows that DWR proposes to spend 
$1,262,000 from the CWF in 1988-89 under its continuous appropriation 
authority. The continuous appropriation allows DWR to spend CWF 
money for State Water Project purposes, but such expenditures eventu­
ally must be repaid to the CWF from project revenues. 

The department now indicates that it will revise the amount of its 
requested Budget Bill appropriation to correct several errors. For 
example, it appears that $387,000 included in the proposed budget 
appropriation for the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program should have 
been reflected instead as a project expenditure under the continuous 
appropriation. Consequently we withhold recommendation on the CWF 
budget appropriation pending receipt of the department's revisions. 
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DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES-CAPITAL OUTLAY 

Items 3860-301 and 3860-491 
from the General Fund, 
Special Account for Capital 
Outlay and Other Funds Budget p. R 191 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................... : ...... , ......................... . 
Recommended approval ............... , ................................................ . 
Recommended change in funding source ............................ ,.~ .. 
Recommendation pending .... , ................................ , ...................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES·AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

, $11,68(),000 
8,380,000 

700,000 
2,600,000 

Analysis 
page 

1. San Joaquin River Channel Project. Withhold recommenda- 421 
tion on $300,000 pending receipt of information from the 
Reclamation Board and State Lands Commission on (1) the 
availability of mitigation lands and (2) the funding require­
ments of the project in 1988-89. Recommend adoption of 
supplemental report language directing the board· to de­
velop a methodology for allocating future maintenance 
costs .. 

2. Merced County Streams Project. Withhold recommendation 423 
on reappropriation of $2.3 million pending receipt of (1) 

. information on the status of Merced County's financing plan 
and (2) funding requirements of the project in 1988-89. 

3. Assurances for Cost-Sharing Requirements. Recommend 424 
enactment of legislation to permit the recovery of all.funds . 
required of local sponsors for flood control projects in the 
event of unfulfilled obligations. 

4. Riparian Vegetation Lands. Reduce Item 3860-301-140 by 425 
$700,000 and increase Item 3860-301~036 by the same 
amount. Recommend change to a more appropriate funding 
source for flood-control activities. 

OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget requests capital outlay funds totaling $11.7 million to fund 
five projects in 1988-89. The request consists of (1) $8.7 million in new 
appropriations from the Special Account for Capital Outlay (SAFCO) for 
three projects, (2) reappropriations totaling $2.3 million from SAFCO for 
the Merced County Streams Improvement Project, and (3)$700,000 from 
the Environmental License Plate· Fund (ELPF) to purchase lands with 
riparian vegetation for flood control. 

Table 1 shows the department's total capital outlay request,by funding 
source and project. 

The Reclamation Board, within the Department of Water Resources, 
acts as the nonfederal sponsor for flood control projects constructed by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in the Sacramento and San Joaquin 
River systems. 
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Table 1 
Department of Water Resources 

1988-89 Capital Outlay Program Summary 
(doliars in thousands) 

Item Funding Source' Project{s} 
3860-301-036 SAFCO • Sacramento Riverbank Protection 

• Fairfield Vicinity Streams 
• San Joaquin River Channel Clearing 

3860-491-036 Reappropriation, 
SAFCO • Merced County Streams 

Subtotal, SAFCO ...................................................................... .. 

3860·301-140 ELPF • Sacramento River Riparian Vegetation 
Purchases 

Budget 
Bill Amouilt 

$4,230 
4,150 

300 

2,300 
($10,980) 

700 

Total. . . . .. . . . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .. . . . .. . . . . .. . . $11,680 

Under state law, the board pays all of the nonfederal costs for some 
projects and shares costs with local interests for other projects. In either 
case, the board's contribution is budgeted as a capital outlay expenditure. 
Outside the central valley area, local agencies act as the nonfederal 
sponsor and receive state funds in the form of subventions. These monies 
are budgeted as local assistance in the Department of Water Resources' 
budget. 
ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Projects Recommended for Approval 

Our review of the department's budget for 1988-89 indicates that 
requests for two projects totaling $8.4 million are reasonable in scope and 
cost and are consistent with state and federal funding requirements. 
Accordingly, we recommend approval of the following projects in the 
amounts requested: 

• Sacramento Riverbank Protection Project ($4,230,000) . 
• Fairfield Vicinity Streams Project ($4,150,000). 

San Joaquin River Channel Project 
Item 3860-301-036 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• $300,000 

We withhold recommendation onfundingfor the San Joaquin River 
Channel project, pending receipt of information concerning (1) the 
status of negotiations with the State Lands Commission on the avail­
ability of mitigation lands for the project, and (2) the funding 
requirements for the project in the budget year. With regard to future 
expenditures, we recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental 
report language directing the Reclamation Board to provide a report 
on alloc.ating project maintenance costs. 

The budget requests $300,000 for the San Joaquin River Channel 
Project, which was authorized by federal law (PL 98-63) and by Ch 
1530/84. The project consists generally of removing vegetation and 
sediment to increase the flow capacity of the river channel and thereby 
reduce the chance of levee failure or seepage. 

The total cost of the project (including past emergency work) is $5 
million, with a nonfederal share of $1 million for the current portion of 
the project. The nonfederal share consists of $400,000 for lands, ease­
ments, rights-of-way and relocations (LERRs) for the channel work; and 
environmental mitigation lands valued at $600,000 by the U.S. Army 
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Corps of Engineers. In the current year, the Reclamation Board has an 
appropriation of $100,000 for LERRs .. Thus; the 1988-89 request for 
$300,000 would fully fund LERRs. Local interests are expected to donate 
the rpitigation lands under an informal agreement with the.board . 

. Uncertainty Over Mitigation Lands Delays Project. The adequacy of 
the local contribution to meet mitigation requirements has been brought 
into question recently. The State Lands Commi~sion. contends .'. that 
approximately two-thirds of the identifiEld mitigation lands·· are public 
trust lands already in state ownership. The board may not be able.to 
count .these lands toward the mitigation requirement. Environmental 
documentation for the project cannot be completed until the mitigation 
lands are identified and their availability assured; the project, in turn, 
cannot proceed until the environmental documentation is complete. 
Even if the mitigation lands issue is resolved quickly, the Corps of 
Engineers'indicates that there will be a lag period of ab<)llt seven months 
before the board can begin to purchase' LERRs. B~cause 6f this lag, the 
$100,000 appropriated for the project in the current year J;Ilost likElly will 
not be spent and will revert to SAFCO. Furthermore, the board will not 
be able to spend any funds appropriated for i988~89 unless the mitigation 
issue is resolved by November 1988. 

Alloca.tion of.Maint~nance Costs.Sta~e law regarding ~hisprojec!is 
unusual ill that It reqUires the Reclamation Board to pay for operation 
and maintenance of the project unless a local agency is formed to assume 
these responsibilities. Operation and maintenance of other flood control 
projects whose benefits are pdmarily local in nature have been a local 
responsibility. The board estimates that ongoing maintenance costs for 
the project will be substantial-$590,000 . annually, beginning five'years 
after the completion of construction. In authorizing the project, however, 
the Legislature required the board to study the possibility of creating one 
or more regional districts to "undertake at a future time local mainte-
nance responsibility for this project". . 

In 1985 and 1986, the board provided two reports to the Legislature 
concerning the possibility of creating a regional district or other alterna­
tives to. state maintenance. The· rElPorts indicated that upstream water 
usage, including federal water supply projects, may contribute to flood­
ing. Both reports mention, but do not evaluate, the possibility of 
establishing a cost-sharing .arrangement between local beneficiaries, the 
federal government, and the state, for maintenance of the project. Such 
an evaluation would pl:Ovide the Legislature with a potential equitable 
method of cost allocation and an estimate of the share of maintenance 
costs that would be paid by federal, state and local entities. The 
Legislature then could direct the board to negotiate with the appropriate 
local and, federal interests in order to reach a cost-sharing agreement; 

Conclusion. Currently, the funding needs of the San Joaquin channel 
project in 1988-89 are uncertain. Accordingly, we withhold recommen­
dation on the requested $300,000 pending receipt of (1) information from' 
the Reclamation Board and the State' Lands Commission on the status of 
negotiations . concerning the . availability of mitigation land, and (2) 
information from the Reclamation Board on the funding requirements of 
the project in 1988-89. With regard to future maintenance costs; we 
recommend ,that the Legislature adopt the following supplemental 
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report language directingcthe Reclamation Board to report on allocating 
.maintenance costs for the project: . . . 

The Reclamation Bqard shall provide to the Joint Legislative Budget 
Committee, the fiscal committees and the appropriate policy commit­
tees by November 1, 1988, a report recommending a methodology for 
allocating maintenance costs for the San Joaquin Channel Project 
between local beneficiaries, the state, and the federal government, 
based in· part on benefits received, and including an estimate of the 
maintenance costs that would be allocated to each of the three parties. 

Merced County Streams Project 

Item 3860-491 Reappropriation (SAFCO)~ ••• ~ ................................... ~,.$2,300,OOO 
We withhold. recommendation on the reappropriation of$2.3 million 

for t/tejferced County Streams Project pending receipt of information 
from. the Reclamation Board' addressing (1) the status of . Merced 
COU?lty ~ financing plan for its share of project costs, and (2) funding 
requirements in 1988-89 if delays in reaching afinancing agreement 
prevent the project from beginning construction on schedule. 

The budget requests reappropriations totaling $2.3 million from 
SAFCO for the Merced County Streams Project in 1988-89. The project 
was authorized by the federal Flood Control Act of 1970 and by Section 
12667 of the State Water Code. The Reclamation Board will use the 
requested funds to pay the state's share o. f the project costs ($ .. 1.8. mi .. lHon) , 
and to loan Merced County (the local sponsor) its share of costs Jor .lands, 
easements, and rights-of-way ($519,000), as authorized by state law. In 
addition, Merced County must provide $365,000 to m:eet federal require­
ments for a cash contribution, so that the total local cost (including the 
loan from the state) will be $884,000. The request for $2.3 million in 
1988-89 represents costs for the first phase (Castle Reservoir) of a 
potential four-phase project with a total cost of $94 million (local; state 
and federal) , consisting of two dams, enlarging a third dam, and 33 miles 
of levee and channel improvements. 

Existing Funds Unspent. None 9f the $2.3 million appropriated to date 
have been spent due ~o delays in negotiating a new. L?cal Cooperation 
Agreement (LCA) WIth the U.S. Army Corps of Engmeers. The LCA 
establishes the financial responsibilities of both the board (as the 
nonfederal sponsor) and the Corps. In the LCA, the board must 
guarantee payment ofal! nonfederal costs and provide a detailed 
financing plan that shows how those payments will be funded. A 
previously signed LCA became invalid when the Water Resources 
Development Act of 198£? (WRDA) changed federal cost-sharing require­
ments. 
. State and Local Funding Requirements. Under WRDA, the nonfed-· 

eral sponsor must (1) continue to pay the cost of all lands, easements, 
rights-of-way, and relocations (LERRs) as previously required by federal 
law and (2) provide a new cash contribution equal to at least5p;ercent 
of total project costs. (Other changes made by WRDA do not affect Phase 
1 of the Merced project). . 

The state and the local sponsor split the nonfederal share of projecf 
costs under a formula in state law. The state pays most of the· cost of 
LERRs and may loan the local sponsor its share of LERRs costs. Merced 
County is the first local project sponsor to request such a loan from the 
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state. State law, however, does not authorize the board to payor loan any 
portion of the new 5-percent cash requirement to the localsponsor. 

No Financing Plan From Merced County. The Corps cannot begin 
construction on the project until it and the board have signed a LCA, 
including a detailed financing plan. Currently, Merced County has not 
given the board a plan for providing its local cost share. The Reclamation 
Board cannot provide a detailed financing plan and should not sign a 
LCA until Merced County specifies how it will (1) pay the $365,000 
needed to meet its new 5-percent cash requirement and (2) repay the 
state loan of $519,000 for the cost of LERRs. Furthermore, Merced County 
is now requesting that the LCA cov~r all fou~ phases of the project. If the 
LCA covers all phases, then Merced s financmg plan should do so as well, 
and it also should address funding of future maintenance costs (estimated 
to be $1.5 million annually if the full project is completed) . Finally, if the 
necessary agreements are not reached by· April, construction on the 
project· probably cannot begin on schedule, and funding may not be 
required in the budget year. 

At this time we do not have sufficient information to recommend 
approval of this request. Consequently, we withhold recommendation on 
the proposed reappropriations pending receipt of information from the 
Reclamation Board on (1) the status of Merced County's financing plan, 
and (2) funding requirements in 1988-89 if the LCA cannot be signed in 
time to begin construction on schedule. 

Assurances· for Cost-Sharing Requirements 
We recommend that the Legislature enact legislation to permit the 

state to recover all funds required from a local sponsor of a flood 
control project in the event. that a local sponsor does not fulfill its 
obligations. 

When the Reclamation Board is the nonfederal sponsor of a flood 
control project, state law generally (1)· provides for the board to pay most 
of the nonfederal costs, (2) defines those nonfederal costs that are the 
responsibility of the local sponsor (city, county or district), (3) allows the 
board to loan the local sponsor its costs for lands, easements, rights-of-way 
and relocations (LERRs), and (4) provides mechanisms for the state to 
recover any funds loaned to the local sponsor for LERRs if repayments 
are not made. It is on the basis of these provisions thatthe board has been 
able to assure the federal government that it will cover all nonfederal 
costs. 

The nonfederal cost-sharing requirements were changed by the federal 
Water Resources Development Act of 1986 (WRDA) to require an 
additional cash payment of at least 5-percent of total project costs from 
nonfederal sponsors. Existing state law predates this change. It does not 
allow the board to pay any portion of, or to provide a loan for, the neW 
federal5-percent cash requirement. Nevertheless, the board must guar­
antee payment of the 5-percent cash requirement as the nonfederal 
sponsor. In the event that the local sponsor fails to pay its cash 
requirement, however, there is no mechanism for the board to recover 
this am.ount. 

The changes brought about by WRDA require a change in state law in 
order to permit the state to recover the cash requirement from a local 
sponsor, if necessary. Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature 
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enact legislation to permit the state to recover all funds required from the 
local sponsor of a flood control project in, the event that the local sponsor 
does not fulflll its obligations. This could be achieved by extending the 
recovery mechanisms in existing law to include defaults on local com­
mitments for cash payments. 

Sacramento San Joaquin River Riparian Lands ..................................... $700,OOO 
We recommend deletion of Item 3860-301-140 from the Environmen­

tal License Plate Fund and a corresponding increase of$700,000 in Item 
3860-301-036 (SAFCO) in order to use a more appropriate funding 
source for flood control activities. 

The budget requests $700,000 from tl:1e Environmental License Plate 
Fund (ELPF) to acquire lands with riparian vegetation along the 
Sacramento River which would serve a flood coritrol purpose. The ELPF 
generally may be used for acquisition, preservation and restoration of 
natural areas or ecological reserves. In 1978, the Reclamation Board 
funded a study to identify lands with· riparian vegetation' along certain 
areas of the Sacramento River that protect levees, reduce the rate of bank 
erosion, and stabilize the river channel. The report identified 38 sites, 
consisting of 4,104 acres, that provide flood control benefits, and recom­
mended that the state take action to retain the vegetation on these sites. 
By the end of the current year, the Reclamation Board will have spent a 
total of $777,026 to acquire 438 acres of the identified lands. This'request 
would fund the purchase of one additional site, which consists. of 433 
acres, in Butte County., . 

Although this program results in ancillary environmental benefits by 
preserving some riparian vegetation and wildlife habitat, .its primary 
purpose is flood control. The Redamation Board's report states that "the 
vegetative sites identified herein were selected on hydraulic and flood 
control considerations only," and goes on to point out that future 
flood-control needs may require clearing vegetation in some or all of the 
protected sites in order to maintainflood flows. Consequently, the ELPF 
is not an appropriate funding source for the purchase of these lands. The 
program should be funded from the Special Account for Capital Outlay 
(SAFCO), which is the funding source for other flood control projects. 

Accordingly, we recommend that the Legislature (1) delete ,Item 
3860-301-140 (Environmental License Plate Fund) and (2) augment Item 
3860-301-036 (SAFCO) by $700,000 to shift the cost of this project to a 
mbre appropriate funding source. 



426 / RESOURCES Item 3940 

Resources Agency 

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 

Items 3940 and 3940-490 from 
the General Fund and various 
funds Budget p. R 193 

Requested 1988-89 ....................................... , .............................. : ..... $354,509,000 
Estimated 1987 -88 ............................................................................ 173,873,000 
Actual 1986-87 ................................................................................... 96,322,000 

Requested increase (excluding amourit 
for salary increases) $180,636,000 (+lO4 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ........................................ ,~ .......... . 
Recommendation pending .............................. ' ............................. . 

1988-89 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item-Description 
3940'()()1'()()1-Support 
3940'()()l'()l4-Hazardous waste site closure 

3940·001-436-Licensing undergrollnd .tank 
testers 

3940·001-475-Underground tank permits 
3940-001-482-Toxic pits regulation 

3940.()()1-740-Support 
3940'()()1-744-Support 

3940'()()1-890-Support 
3940-101-744-Local assistance, agricultural 

drainage loans 
3940-101-890-Local assistance, wastewater 

treatment loans 
3940-490-Reappropriation, office automation 

project ' 
Water Code Section 13999, wastewater treat­

ment grants and loans' 
Water Code Sections 13955, 13970, 13985 

-Support 
-Local assistance 

Ch 1372/87-Licensing underground tank 
testers 

Water Code Section 1340l-Local assistance 
Reimbursements 

Total 

Fund 
" General 
Hazardous Waste Control Ac­

count, General 
Underground Storage Tank 

Tester Account, General 
Underground Storage Tank 
Surface Impoundment Assess­

ment Account, General 
1984 State Clean Water Bond 
1986 Water Conservation and 

Water Quality Bond 
Federal Trust 
1986 Water Conservation and 

Water Quality Bond 
F edetal Trust 

Various 

1984 State Clean Water Bond 

State Clean Water Bond 

Underground Storage Tank 
Tester Account, General 

State Water Quality Control 

297,000 
lO,817,000 

Amount 
$41,192,000 

638,000 

107,000 

1,117,000 
2,102,000 

484,000 
266,000 

20,033,000 
26,000,000 

173,206,000 

(463,000) 

50,000,000 

6,507,000 • 
20,000,000 

133,000 

1,240,000 
11,484,000 

$354,509,000 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Statewide Implementation of Underground Tank Permit 431 
Program. Recommend that the board report at budget 
hearings on the extent to which the failure of some local 
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governments to implement an underground tank permit 
program threatens public health and the environment, and 
the options available to the Legislature to provide statewide 
permit coverage. 

2. Underground Tank Standards. Recommend adoption of 432 
supplemental report language directing the board to evalu-
ate local underground tank permit programs in order to 
identify those which have not incorporated· all relevant 
regulations and standards adopted by the board related to 
underground tanks. 

3. Underground Tank Surcharge. Recommend that the board 433 
sub~it to the Legislature at the time of budget hearings a 
plan for recovering from local governments those surcharge 
revenues from underground tank permits that are owed to 
the state. 

4. Underground Tank Cleanup Oversight. Withhold recom- 434 
mendation on $10.8 million requested for contracts with 
local agencies to oversee the cleanup of leaking under­
ground tanks, pending receipt and review of contracts 
signed by the board and preliminary information on imple­
mentation of the program in the current year. 

5. Laboratory Certification Program. Reduce Item 3940-001- 435 
001 by $197,000. Recommend reduction to provide funding 
for the laboratory certification program through January I, 
1989. Further recommend enactment of legislation (a) 
extending the fee authority for laboratory certification, (b) 
requiring that the fees be used to support the program 
directly, rather than being deposited into the General Fund, 
(c) providing funding for the second half of 1988-89 from the 
fees, and (d) establishing a loan repayment schedule. Also 
recommend that the board report at budget hearings on (a) 
the reasons for its failure to implement the laboratory 
certification program as required by law and (b) the steps it 
is taking to ensure that the program is implemented in 
1988-89 and is fully self-supporting. 

6. Health and Safety Program. Reduce Item 3940-001-001 by 437 
$100,000. Recommend reduction because the amount is 
doublebudgeted. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The State. Water Resources Control Board has two major responsibili-
ties: to regulate water quality and to administer water rights. ,. 

The state board carries out its water pollution control responsibilities 
by establishing wastewater discharge policies and by administeringsta:te 
and federal grants and loans to local governments for the construction of 
wastewater treatment facilities. The board also implements programs to 
ensure that surface impoundments and underground tanks do not 
contaminate groundwater. Nine regional. water quality. control boards 
establish wastewater discharge requirements and carry out water pollu­
tion control programs in accordance with the policies, and under the 
supervision, of the state board. Funding for the regional boards is 
included in the state board's budget. 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD-Continued 
The board's water rights responsibilities involve the issuance ofpermits 

and licenses to applicants who desire to appropriate water from streams, 
rivers, and lakes. . 

The board is composed of five full-time members who are appointed by 
the Governor to staggered four-year terms. The state board and the 
regional boards have .a combined total of 1,088personnel~yearsin the 
current year, of which 541 personnel-years are allocated to the regional 
boards and 547 per!>pnnel-years are allocated to the state board. 
OVERVIEW OF THE BUDGET REQUEST 

The budget proposes total expenditures of $355 million from: all sources 
for the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)in 1988-89. This 

Table 1 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Budget Summary 

1986-87 through 1988-89 
(dollars in thousands) 

Personnel-Years 
Actual Est. Prop. 

Program 
Water Quality 

1986-87 . 1987-88 1988;89 

• Regulation: 
Underground tanks . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 55.1 
Toxic pits .... : .......... ;...... - 16.B 
Contaminated drinking.water 

wells investigations ...... ' .... . 21.1 
Resource Conservation and Re-

covery Act ...... ,.. .. . .. .. . .. 20.2 
Other regulatory activities .. " . , . 317.9 

• Planning ........................... , 48.7 
• Facility development assistance. . ..' 113.6 
• Research and technical3s'sistance . . 92.7 

Subtotals, Water Quality... .. .. (686.1) 
Water Rights .' 

• Water appropriation ............. . 
• Water management! enforcement. . 
• Determination of existing rights .. . 
• Technical assistance .............. . 

Subtotals, Water Rights ....... . 
Administration (distributed to other 

51.5 
23.0 

3.B 
'lB.9 

(97.2) 

programs). .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. . .. .. . .. . 105.7 

65.5 
32;1 

57.7 

27.0 
345.3 
52.0 

iwo 
91.3 

(789.9) 

54.2 
25.B 
4.8 

1B.4 
(103.2) 

1ll.9 

84.1 
32.1 

57.7 

27.0 
386.B 
52.0 

123.7 
91.3 

(854.7) 

57.0 
28.B 
4.B 

1B.4 
(109.0) 

124.7 

Totals.... .............. ........ .. .. 889.0 1,005.0 1,088.4 
Funding Sources 
Gerieral Fund .. ............ :: .............•.. ; ................. ',' .: .... . 
Hazardous Waste Control Account . .......... , ...... ; , ....... , ........ . 
Underground Tank Storage Fund ................ ',' ................... . 
Underground Storage Tank Tester Account .................... ' ........ . 
Underground Container Inventory Account ............................ . 
Surface Impoundment Assessment Account ............................ . 
State Water Quality Control Fund . .................................. : . 
State Clean Water Bond Fund .....•................................... 
1984 State Clean Water Bond Fund . ............ .' ..................... . 
1986 Water Conservation and Water Quality Bond Fund ............... . 
Federal Trust Fund . ............. , .................... , ........... ' ... . 
Reimbursements ..................................................... . 

Expenditures 
Percent 
Change 

Actual Est . . ' ·Prop. From 
1986-87 1987-88 1988-89 1987-88 

$4,251 
1,109 

1,715 

$5,756 $7,622 
2/297 . 2,360 

4;284 4,376 

32.4% 
2.7 

2.1 

1,484 1,932 1,985 2.7 
25,645 28,329, 32,104 13.3 
5,622 7;223 6,948 -3.B 

43,628 112,779 287,091 154.6 
4,540 3,992 4,074 2.1 

($87,994) ($166,592). ($346,560) (108.0%) 

$3,715 
3/292 

317 
1,004 

($8,328) 

$3,767 
2,05B 

362 
~ 

($7;281) 

$4,010 
2,453 

371 
~ 

($7,949) 

6.5% 
19.2 
2.5 
1.9 

(9.2%) 

($6;286) ($7,B1O) ($8,593) . (10.0%) 

$96,322 $173,B73 $354,509 103.9% 

$35,324 
, 519 

401 

10 
592 

:::'1,183 
36,369 
, 7,628 

228 
13,729 
2,705 

$38,859 
461 
814 
217 
56 

2,044 
1,240 

'36,282 
50,475 
22,215 
1'1,966 
3,244 

'.' 

$41,192 
638 

1,117 
240 

6.0% 
38.4 
37.2 
10.6, 

-ltiJ.O 
2,102 " ,2.8 
1,240 

26,507 -26.9 
50,484:/ 
26,266:~ 18':2 

193,239 975.6 
11,484 254.0 
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is an increase of $181 million, or 104 percent, from estimated current-year 
expenditures. The board's proposed expenditure plan would be financed 
by $72 million from state funds, $193 million in federal funds, $12 million 
in reimbursements, and $78 million in continuously appropriated state 
funds. Of the amount requested, a total of $278 million from state bond 
funds and federal funds would be for loans and grants to local agencies for 
wastewater treatment facilities and agricultural drainage projects. 

The large increase in expenditures results primarily from a change in 
the way that federal funds are provided for the construction of local 
wastewater treatment plants. Previously, the federal government pro­
vided grants directly to local agencies. Beginning in 1988-89, however, the 
board will receive federal funds to establish a revolving loan fund, and 
the increased expenditures iil the budget reflect anticipated loanslo local 
agencies in 1988-89. . 

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

In addition to the $355 million in new expeJ:?diture authority discussed 
above, the Budget Bill also proposes to reappropriate $433,000 from 
various state funds and $30,000 in reimbursement authority from the 1987 
Budget Act for an office automation project. 

Proposed Budget Changes for 1988-89 
Table 2 summarizes, by funding source, the changes proposed in the 

board's budget for 1988-89. As shown in Table 2, the proposed $181 million 
net increase in expenditures results· primarily from the following: 

• An increase of $170 million in federal funds to establish a loan 
program, in place of the existing direct federal. grant program, for 
construction of local wastewater treatment plants. 

• An increase of $11 million in reimbursements and federal funds for 
the second year of a pilot program to fund local oversight of cleanups 
of leaking underground storage tanks. The increase is somewhat 
misleading because in both the current and budget years, the board 
will receive $7.5 million in reimbursements from the Department of 
Health Services (DHS) for this program. However, the budget does 
not reflect these current-year funds because DHS had not yet 
transferred the funds to the board. The remaining $3.5 million 
change is the result of increased federal funds for the pilot program. 

Various other program changes, totaling approximately $5.3 million, 
are more than offset by decreases totaling $6 million in the amount of 
state bond funds available to make loans and grants to local entities for 
construction of wastewater. treatment facilities. 
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STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD-Continued 
Table 2 

State Water Resources Control Board 
Proposed 1988-89 Budget Changes 

(dollars in thousands)' 
Other Federal 

General state Trust Reimburse-
Fund funds Fund ments Totals 

1987-88 Expenditures (Revised) . ........... $38,859 $113,804 $17,966 $3,244 $173,873 
Baseline adjustments: 

Delete one-time costs .................... -980 - ' --'980 
Full-year costs of 1987-88 salary and ben-

-efit increases ........................... 523 145 143 58 869 
Price Increase ............................ 275 78 130 23 506 
Miscellaneous adjusbnents ............... -49 -116 -176 -341 

Subtotals, Baseline Adjusbnents ....... (-$231) ($107) ($97) ($81) ($54) 
Program changes 

Implement loan program for wastewater 
treabnent plant construction .......... 170,204 1~0,204 

Implement provisions of the federal 1987 
Clean Water Act ....................... 677 2,028 2,705 

Continue local oversight program of 
leaking underground storage tank 
cleanups ................................ 3,395 7,422 10,817 

Expand leaking underground tank data 
management system ................... 235 235 

Establish worker health and safety pro-
gram .................................... 606 119 725 

Replace federal funds with fees for waste 
discharge permit program ....... ; ... , . -663 663 

Increase administrative and support per-
sonnel .................................. 314 107 150 30 601 

Increase solid waste disposal site review 
program ................................ 586 586 

Augrrient equipment purchases ......... 130 46 62 12 250 
Increase water rights comElaint investi-

gations .................................. 190 190 
Revised permits for land treatment of 

hazardous wastes ....................... 150 150 
Adjust amount available for local assis-

tance from clean water bond funds ... -6,000 -6,000 
Other changes ............................ 61 26 32 ~ 

Subtotals, Program Changes ........... ($2,564) (-$5,317) . ($175,176) ($8,159) ($180,582) 

1988-89 Expenditures (Proposed) .......... $41,192 $108,594 $193,239 $11,484 $354,509 
Changes from 1987-88: 

Amount ................................... $2,333 -$5,210 $175,273 $8,240 $180,636 
Percent. .................................. 6.0% -4.6% 975.6% 254.0% 103.9% 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend apprO\lal of the following significant proposed changes 
shown in Table 2, which are not discussed elsewhere in this analysis: 

• $170 million from federal funds to implement a loan program for 
wastewater treatment plant construction. The federal government is 
phasing out the wastewater treatment plant construction grant 
program and replacing it with a loan program. 
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• $2.7 million ($677,000 frQm··the General Fund and .$2 million from 
federal funds) to implement .rrovisions of the federal 1987 Clean 
Water Act dealing with contro of nonpoint-sources of pollution and 
development of water quality objectives. 

• $235,000 from the Underground Storage Tank Fund to expand a 
coinputeriz~d data base of leaking underground tanks. 

• $663,000 froin fee reimbursements to replace federal funds for the 
support of the waste discharge permit programs because of a change 
in available funds; 

• $601,000 from various sources to increase administrative and support 
personnel because of increased workload. . 

• $586,000' from, the General Fund to expand the ~olid waste disposal 
site review program because of increased workload. 

In addition, we recommend approval of the request to reappropriate 
$433,000 from various . state funds and $30,000 in reimbursement authority 
from the 1987 Budget Act for an office automation project. The budget 
includes these amounts in current-year estimated expenditures. The 
board indicates, however, that it will be unable to spend the monies in 
the current year because of unanticipated delays in receiving approval of 
the project from the State Office of Information Technology. , 

Underground Storage Tank Permit Program 
The following three issues concern the permitting of underground 

storage tanks. Qurrent law requires the operators of underground tanks 
to obtain a permit from the city or county in which the tank is located. 
The goal of the program is to protect public health and the environment 
from the accidental leakage of stored hazardous materials. Through the 
permitting process, local agencies regulate the design, construction, 
operation, monitoring;; and inspection of underground tanks. The law 
m,akes counties responsible for the permit program, except within cities 
that choose to implement their own program. Approximately 43' cities 
have their own permit program or have indicated that they intend to 
establish one. 

The state board and the regional boards assist the local agencies by (1) 
promulgating . regulations that specify design, construction, arid leak 
detection or mon.itoring requirements, (2) providing technical assistance 
to local agencies, (3) reviewing tank owner requests for variances, (4) 
reviewing local agency's requests to implement additional' design and 
construction standards, and (5) developing'and maintaining a centralized 
data blf~e of all underground tank permits. . 

The permitting program is supported' fully from fee revenue. Local 
agencies ,assess a permit fee sufficient to cover their costs; and are 
required to collect a permit fee surcharge to pay the state and regional 
boards' costs related to the permitting program. 

Underground Tank Permit Program Not Implemented by Some Local, 
Governments 

We recommend that the board report at budget hearings on (1) the 
speci/iclocal governments that have not implemented an underground 
tank permit program and the estimated number of tanks within those 
jurisdictions,. (2) the extent to which the failure to implement those 
permit programs poses a threat to public health or the environment, 
(3) . th,e reasons why s()me local governments have fa#ed to implement 
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a permit program, and (4) options for providing complete permit 
coverage statewide. ' , 

Existing state law generally has required all counties, and any cities 
adopting their own program, to implement an underground tank permit 
program by July 1, 1985. However, the board indicates that, based ,on 
informal discussions with some local agencies, it, appears that at least 
seven local governments, with an estimated 1,260 tanks within their 
jurisdictions, have not implemented a permit program as of January 1, 
1988. ' 

The number of local governments failing to impl~menta permit 
program may be much greater thal1 the seven identified by the board. In 
January 1987, the board reported to the Legislature that 36 of the 95 
agencies that responded to a formal statewide survey had not imple­
mented an underground tank program (six local agencies did not 
respond). The board estimated that those 36 agencies may have 65,000 
underground tanks within their jurisdictions. " , 

At this time, the Legislature does not have sufficient information to 
determine whether the absence of a permit program in some areas poses 
a serious problem; or the reasons why some local governments still have 
not implemented a permit program four years past the deadline set by 
law. ' ' 

In order to provide the Legislature with an overview of this program, 
we recommend that the board report at the time of budget hearings on 
(1) the specific local governments that have not implemented an 
underground tank permit program, and the estimated number of under­
ground tanks within those jurisdictions; (2) the extent to which the 
absence of a permit program poses a threat to public health' or the 
environment, (3) the reasons why some local governments have failed to 
implement a permit program, and (4) options for providing complete 
permit coverage statewide. ' 

No Information on Local Compliance with State Underground Tank 
Standards 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental report 
language directing the state board to evaluate local governments' 
underground tank, permit programs to identify those localgovern­
ments which have not incorporated into their programs all relevant, 
regulations and standards adopted by the board. 

Pursuant to the requirements of current law, the board has adopted 
regulations establishing standards for the design, construction, operation, 
monitoring, and inspection of underground tanks. The purpose of the 
standards is to ensure that the tanks are properly maintained, irispected, 
and tested in order to prevent leaks of hazardous substances into the soil 
and groundwater. Current law also requires local agencies to incorporate, 
these standards into their permit programs in order to ensure the 
adequacy of permit conditions statewide. 
, Our review indicates that'the board does not have any information on 

whether the approximately 100 local agencies actually have incorporated 
the board's standards into their permit programs. Without this informa­
tion, the' Legislature, has no assurance that local agencies are properly 
implementing the permit program in accordance with the law. In order 
to ,provide· the Legislature with this information, we recommend adop-
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tion of the following supplemental report language: 
The St!lte Water Resources Control Board shall submit to the Legisla­
ture by November 1, 1988, a r;eport' which., identifies those local 
governments which have not incorporated, into their programs' all 
relevant regulations and standards adopted by the board related to 

'"underground tanks. For each local government identified, the board 
shall cite the specific regulations which have not been incorporated 
into the program. 

Underground Tank'Surcharge Fees Still Owed to State 
We recomm~nd that the stale board submit to the Legislature at the 

time oflludget hearings a plan for recovering from locql governments, 
those, surcharge revenues from, underground, tank permits that are 
ow.edto the state. 

The budget requests a total of $1.2 million from the Underground 
Storage Tank Fu~d (USTF) to continue the current level of support for 
the state and regional boards' activities related to underground tank 
perIllittfug." . " 

The USTF receives its revenue from a state surcharge on local 
undergro\Jlld tank permit fees. Those local governments whichqid not 
have their own permit program in, place priqr to January 1, 1984, are 
responsible for collecting the surcharge and transmitting it to the state. 
(Current law, allows local governments to retain a portion of the 
surcharge for their collection costs.) Some local governments, however, 
have failed to fully remit the surcharge revenue to the state. 

Pursuant to language in the Supplemental Report of the 1986 Budget 
Act, the board has provided quarterly reports,qn the status of surcharge 
fee revenues to the Legislature since January 1987. The most recent 
report indicates that local governments.have not remitted an estimated 
$3.2 million. This amount is approximately 50 percent of the total 
estimated surcharge revenue for all underground' tank permits issued 
from July 1, 1984 to June 30; 1987. Moreover, our review indicates that 24 
of the 90 local governments required t9 collect the surcharge have not 
remitted any surcharge to the state. 

The failure of some local agencies to remit the surcharge has resulted 
in reductions and delays in the boards' programs. For example, in both 
1985-86 and 1986-87, the board reduced its technical assistance activities 
and delayed the development of its data base of permitted tanks because 
there were insufficient funds in the USTF to' pay for these activities., 
Further, if local governments remitted the outstanding $3.2 million to the 
state, the Legislature would have the option of lowering the surcharge in 
future years, or funding additional program activities by the board. 

The state board indicates thatit has been corresponding with the local 
agencies in order to recover the surcharge funds. In addition, the board 
indicates that it is withholding payment of wastewater treatment plant 
construction funds to any local government which has not fully remitted 
the surcharge. However, the board's actions have not been very effective. 
Our review indicates that there has not been· any net reduction in the 
amount of surcharge, revenue owed to the, state by local, governments 
over the past year. 

The board does have other>options available to help collect the 
surcharge fr.om local agencies. For instance, the board· could seek legal 
action against the local governments that have not fully remitted the 
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surcharge. In addition, the board could withhold other types of grants to 
local agencies that have not remitted the fees. . 

Accordingly, we recommend that the board submit to the Legislature, 
at the time of budget hearings a plan for recovering from local 
governments the revenue from the state surcharge on underground tank 
permit fees that is owed to the state. 

Oversight Of Underground Tank Cleanups Off To A Slow Start 
We withhold recommendation on $10,817,000 requested for contracts 

with local agencies to oversee the cleanup of leaking underground 
tanks, pending receipt and review of contracts signed by the board and 
preliminary information on the implementation of the program in the 
current year. (Withhold recommendation on $7,422,000 from reim­
bursements and $3,395,000 from federal funds.) 

The budget requests a total of $10.8 million' for the second year of a 
pilot program to contract with local agencies to oversee the cleanup of 
leaking underground tanks. The board proposes to use $10.1 million of 
this amount for contracts with local agencies, and the remaining $690,000 
to administer the program. This program would be funded from $7.4 
million in reimbursements from the Department of Health Services 
(DHS) and $3.4 million in federal funds. 

The 1987 Budget Act provided $7.5 million from the Hazardous 
Substance Cleanup (Bond) Fund to DHS for the first year of the pilot 
program. Because the board traditionally has been the state agency 
responsible for overseeing the cleanup of leaking underground tanks, 
DHS has contracted with the board to administer the program in the 
current year. This arrangement will continue in the budget year. 

The board's responsibilities in the program include: 
• Selecting local agencies to participate in the program and determin-

ing the amount provided to each local agency. 
• Entering into contracts with the selected local agencies. 
• Providing technical assistance to the local agencies. 
• Recovering oversight costs from responsible parties. 
• Providing direct oversight of cleanups which require more expertise 

than a local agency can provide. 
The board has selected 12 local agencies to participate in the pilot 

program in the current year, and proposes to select an additional 24 
agencies in 1988-89. 

At the time this analysis was prepared, however, the program had not 
been implemented, and no contracts had been signed· with any local 
agencies. As a result, no local· agency has overseen the cleanup of any 
leaking underground tanks under this program. The board indicates that 
it intends to sign contracts, and authorize local agencies to begin cleanup 
oversight, by mid-March 1988. 

The Legislature has given a high priority to the oversight of under­
ground tank cleanups and has provided additional funds for this purpose 
several times in the past. Consequently, the board should· address the 
reasons for the contract delays at budget hearings. . .. 

Unfortunately,' because of the contract delays, the board has little 
information to provide the Legislature on program implementation 
during the current year. As a result, the Legislature will have no choice, 
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but to evaluate the budget request for the program's second year 
primarily on the basis of the contracts that have been signed and the 
plans for, rather than the results of, their implementation. 

Based on the board's projected schedule, the board should be able to 
provide the following, information by budget hearings: 

• The amount of funds that the board will provide to'local agencies 
through contracts in the current year, and the amount that subse­
quently will revert to the Hazardous Substance Cleanup (Bond) 
Fund. 

• The basis for the amount provided to each local 'agency in the 
current year. 

• The regulations adopted by the board which explain the protocols for 
-assessing and recovering oversight costs from responsible parties, the 

measures that the board will use to evaluate the program, and the 
guidelines as to which sites may be assigned to the local agencies for 
oversight. Chapter 1317, Statutes of 1987, requires the board to adopt 
administrative procedures regarding all of these actions. 

In addition, the board should provide by budget hearings preliminary 
information related to the implementation of the program. 

Accordingly, we withhold.recommendation on $10.8 million in reim­
bursements and federal funds, pending receipt and review of the 
contracts signed by the board and preliminary information on the 
implementation of the program in the current year. 

Laboratory Certification Program 
We recommend a reduction of$197,000 from the General Fund for the 

laboratory certification program in order to provide funding for the 
program throughlanuary 1,1989, when the existingfee authority ends. 
(Reduce Item 3940-001-001 by $197,000.) 

We further recommend that the, Legislature enact legislation which 
would (1) extend the board's authority to levy laboratory certification 
fees, (2) require that the fees be used to support the program directly, 
rather than being deposited into the General Fund, (3) provide 
funding for the second half of 1988-89, and (4) ~stablish a definite 
schedule for repayment of a General Fund loan. 

We also recommend that the board report at the time of budget 
hearings on (1) the reasons for its failure to implement the laboratory 
certification program as required Ch 1520185 and (2) the steps it is 
taking to, ensure that the program is implemented in 1988-89 and is 
fully self-supporting. 

The budget requests $395,000 from the General Fund for a program to 
certify laboratories that analyze wastewater. This amount would provide 
essentially the same level of funding as in the current year. About 
$300,000 of the requested amount would be used to continue an existing 
contract with the Department of Health Services (DHS). 

Chapter 1520, Statutes of 1985, requires the state board to certify that 
laboratories are competent, properly staffed, and equipped to perform 
wastewater analyses. The goal of the program is to ensure that the 
analyses performed, by these laboratories are scientifically valid, and are 
of acceptable precision and accuracy. Inaccurate analyses could result in 
harm to the public health or the environment because discharges which 
are higher than acceptable levels may not be detected. ' 
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• Chapter 1520 requires the board to recover its costs from application 

fees. Under the measure, the General Fund receives the fee revenue. The 
program's costs are funded by a General Fund appropriation in the 
annual Budget Act. In addition, Ch 1520/85 appropriated $200,000 from 
the General Fund as a loan to pay the start-up costs of the program and 
required repaymellt from the ~pplication fees by January 1, 1988. 

Board Has Not Imple1fl,entedProgram. The Legislature has appropri­
ated approximately $395,000 annually from the General Fund for the 
laboratory certification program in 1986-87 and 1987-88.' Our review 
indicates, however, that the board has failed to implement the program. 
Over the past three years, the .board has developed regulations (which 
are currently being ,'reviewed' by the Office of Administrative Law), 
however the board has not requested or rE;lviewed. any certification 
applications. Further, the board has collected no fees to offsetitsannual 
General Fund appropriation, or to repay the start-up loan as required by 
Ch 1520/85. According to the board, its inaction is due primarily to delays 
by DHS in formulating certification requirements and a fee structure 
under its contract with the board. . 

Fees Should be Continued on a Reimbursement Basis. Although the 
certification program is continued in law, the fee authority provided by 
Ch1520/85 sunsets on January 1,1989, halfway through t.he budget year. 
The certification program was intended to be self"financing and the fees 
are an appropriate cost of doing business for the laboratories.Conse­
quently, we believe that the Legislature should enact legislation making 
the fee authority permanent. ... . 
. However, changes are needed to provide the board with an incentive 
to implement the program on a timely basis; ahd to reduce the burden of 
the program on the General Fund. This eanbe accomplished by funding 
the laboratory certification program directly on a fee reimbt}rsement 
basis,rather than depositing the fee revenue, into the General Fund and 
providing General Fund appropriations for the program. This would 
make continued funding of board' and DHS activities contingent on 
having a collection mechanism in place. In addition, this change would 
eliminate the prospect of continued Genera.IFund costs to support the 
program, 

Since ~he revised funding mechanism would become effective January 
1, 1989, the board will require General Fund support for the certification 
program only for the first half of 1988-89. After that, the certification 
program and fee structure should be in place. Consequently, the amount 
provided in the budget for the program in 1988-89 should be reduced to 
six-month funding, or $198,000. .' . 

Recommendation. In order to ensure that the laboratory. certification 
program· becomes self-financing during 1988-89 and to provide an 
incentive to the board and DHS to implement the program, we 
recommend that the Legislature take the following actions: 

1. Reduce the board's General Fund appropriation by $197,000 in order 
to provide funding for the first six months of 1988-89, at which point the 
existing fee authority ends. Providihg the General Fund monies in the 
first-half of 1988-89 will provide the board with additional time to start-up 
the program. , 

2. Enact legislation which (a) makes the application fees permanent 
and eliminates their deposit in the General Fund, (b) provides funding 
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for the second half of 1988-89, and (c) sets a definite schedule for 
repayment of the General Fund start-up loan. 

In addition, we recommend that the board report at budget hearings 
on (1) the rea~ons for its failure to implement the la~o~ator~ certification 
program reqmred by Ch 1520/85 and (2) the steps It IS takmg to ensure 
that the program is implemented in 1988-89 and is fully self-supporting. 

Health and Safety Program Overbudgeted 
We recommend a General Fund reduction of $100,000 in the amount 

requested for a health and safety program. for board employees, 
because the amount is doublebudgeted. (Reduce Item 3940-001-001 by 
$100,000.) . 

. The budget requests an increase. of $725,000 to pay the full cost of 
implementing a worker health and safety program for board employees. 
The increase would be funded from the General Fund ($606,000), and 
various other funds ($119,000). In the current year, the budget includes 
$100,000 from the General Fund for the board to begin partialimple­
mentation· of the. program. 

The worker health and safety program proposed for 1988-89 would 
include all of the state and regional boards' employees that may be 
exposed to toxic or hazardous substances in the course of their work. The 
program consists of (1) monitoring employees' medical condition, (2) 
training employees in hazard recognition, evaluation and control, (3) 
providing protective equipment, and (4) monitoring the workplace to 
measure employee exposure to hazardous substances. Approximately 400 
employees would be covered under the program. 

The board's current-year budget already includes $lOO,OOO from the 
General Fund for the worker health and safety program, and this amount 
is carried forward into the proposed 1988-89 budget. Our review indi­
cates, however, that the board's request does not recognize these funds. 
Accordingly, we recommend a reduction of $lOO,OOO from the General 
Fund because the amount has been doublebudgeted. 

Health and Welfare Agency 
STATE COUNCIL ON DEVELO.,MENTAL DISABILITIES AND 

AREA BOARDS ON DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES 

Item 4100 from the Federal 
Trust Fund and Item 4110 
from reimbursements Budget p. HW 1 

Requested 1988-89 ........................................................................... . 
Estimated 1987 -88 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1986-87 .................................................................................. . 

Requested decrease (excluding amount 
for salary increases) $60,000 (-1.3 percent) 

Total recommended reduction ................................................... .. 

$4,667,000 
4,727,000 
3,983,000 

None 




