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I.  INTRODUCTION

The California Community Colleges (CCC) form the largest postsecondary educational system in the world.  The CCC system serves over 2.5 million students -- over 70% of the state's public college students -- in both vocational and academic program offerings. The California Master Plan for Higher Education calls for a community college system open to all high school graduates and adults.  The CCC system takes this mandate very seriously, and has increased access to over 260,000 additional community college students over the last five years.  This increase of 260,000 students is approximately twice the entire undergraduate enrollment of the University of California. 

The CCC is projected to experience further student growth of over 500,000 students between 1998-2010 due to Tidal Wave II.  This represents three-quarters of the growth projected for all segments of public higher education in California in this decade. 

Background.  Assembly Bill 1473/Hertzberg (Chapter 606, Statutes of 1999) requires the Governor to annually submit a five-year capital infrastructure plan to the Legislature in conjunction with the Governor’s Budget beginning January 2002.  To accomplish this, the legislation required every entity of state government to provide to the Department of Finance (DOF) information related to capital infrastructure needs and costs for a five-year period beginning with the 2002-03 budget.  

Summary of Results.  The 2003-04 Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan for the California Community Colleges is presented here in compliance with the requirements of AB 1473, and is the second submittal of a systemwide five-year plan to the Department of Finance.  This five-year plan -- covering the period from 2003-04 through 2007-08 -- includes $7 billion of capital facility needs for CCC as shown below in Table 1.  This amount includes $4.2 billion for construction of new facilities for enrollment growth and $2.8 billion for modernization of existing facilities. 

This five-year capital outlay plan contains only a portion ($7 billion) of the estimated systemwide facilities needs. An additional $6.8 billion of currently identified facilities needs are deferred to future years as shown in Table 2, with $1.8 billion of outyear costs for continuing phases of projects started within the five-year plan timeframe and $5 billion of need carryover into subsequent plan years, primarily for modernization projects.  At this time, the total unmet facilities needs for the community college system have been estimated at approximately $13.8 billion.

	Table 1 - TOTAL FACILITIES NEEDS & COSTS

	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Assignable
	 

	
	
	Square Feet
	

	 
	 
	(ASF)
	Costs

	 
	 
	 
	 

	A
	UNMET FACILITIES NEEDS:
	 
	 

	 
	     New Facilities for Enrollment Growth
	10,193,000
	 $       5,213,833,000   

	 
	     Modernization of Existing Facilities
	27,545,000
	 $       8,570,930,000 

	 
	        Total Unmet Needs
	37,738,000
	  $    13,784,763,000

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	B
	PROPOSED FACILITIES IN 5-YEAR PLAN:
	 
	 

	 
	    New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	10,193,000
	 $       4,164,076,000 

	 
	    Modernization of Existing Facilities
	10,268,000
	 $       2,816,822,000 

	 
	        Total Proposed Facilities
	20,461,000
	 $       6,980,898,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	DEFERRED FACILITIES  NEEDS:
	 
	 

	 
	     New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	-----
	 $       1,049,757,000 

	 
	     Modernization of Existing Facilities
	17,277,000
	 $      5,754,108,000 

	A-B = C
	          Total Deferred Needs
	17,277,000
	 $      6,803,865,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 


	Table 2 - DEFERRED FACILITIES NEEDS & COSTS

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	Assignable 
	 

	 
	 
	Square Feet
	 

	 
	 
	(ASF)
	Costs

	 
	
	 
	 

	 
	
	 
	 

	C1
	CONTINUING PHASES OF PROJECTS STARTED IN PLAN:
	 
	 

	 
	        New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	N/A
	 $     1,049,757,000 

	 
	        Modernization of Existing Facilities
	N/A
	 $        707,557,000 

	 
	             Total Continuing Phases
	 
	 $     1,757,314,000 

	 
	
	 
	 

	C2
	NEED CARRYOVER:
	 
	 

	 
	       New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	
	 $              -----        

	 
	       Modernization of Existing Facilities
	      17,277,000 
	 $    5,046,551,000 

	 
	           Total Need Carryover 
	17,277,000
	 $    5,046,551,000 

	 
	
	 
	 

	C1+C2 = C
	           Total Deferred Needs
	17,277,000
	 $    6,803,865,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 


Areas of Understatement.  The $13.8 billion dollar need identified in this report is a conservative estimate of the total unmet facilities needs for the community college system and is likely to be considerably understated for the following reasons:

1) The enrollment projections used for the analysis of facilities needs do not reflect the increased enrollment anticipated due to the Cal Grant program or the impact of the UC dual admission and other transfer initiatives CCC is taking with four-year schools;

2) The cost estimates for systemwide needs are understated for the following reasons (systemwide facilities needs and costs will be discussed in detail in the body of the report):

· The average cost for all space types is utilized to estimate costs.  This assumption results in costs being understated because the average includes the lesser expensive space types, while the facilities needed by the CCC system are projected to include the more expensive space such as laboratory and library space.

· Site development costs are not included in the cost estimates because it is impossible to estimate the average site cost per assignable square foot since site development costs vary substantially from project to project. 

· For the statewide modernization projects, it is assumed that the buildings over 25 years old will be modernized at seventy-five percent of the cost of a new building.  Since many of the CCC systems buildings are over thirty years of age, it is likely that many of the buildings will need to be dropped and replaced rather than remodeled at a significantly greater cost.

Issues With Previous Plan Submittals.  This CCC systemwide five-year capital outlay plan contains an in-depth analysis by the Chancellor’s Office of the five-year plans submitted by the districts. This systemwide planning process has been revamped to address the requirements of AB 1473 as well as concerns brought forward in past analyses by the Legislative Analsyst’s Office regarding previous systemwide five-year plan submittals, including:

· previous plans did not represent a comprehensive, systemwide planning document, but were a compilation of the five-year plans submitted by districts and as such do not evaluate or establish funding priorities for the system;

· projects were included for districts with excess capacity;  and

· multiple projects were listed for districts without consideration of the district’s ability to successfully manage several major building projects.

Characteristics of the Plan.  This five-year plan has been developed to meet the requirements of AB 1473 in the following ways:

A) Individual projects have been evaluated with respect to:

· funding priorities for the system per the CCC Board of Governors priority criteria;

· capacity/load ratios (i.e. existing facility capacity to enrollment load) for the various space types at each campus;  and

· the district’s ability to successfully complete projects within the timeframe of the plan.

B) The first year of the plan, 2003-04, includes 179 projects totaling $772 million, including 98 state funded projects at $459 million and 81 locally funded projects at $312 million.  There are a number of uncertainties regarding levels of funding for the CCC system beyond the current budget year (2001-02), the least of which is whether or not there will be a General Obligation bond or other revenues available in 2002-03 or 2003-04.  Additionally, there is still uncertainty surrounding the impact of Proposition 39 to help meet CCC facility needs. 

C) The projects in the last four years of the plan have been scheduled based on facility needs and logistics, irrespective of funding availability.  This scheduling is a crucial step in moving toward a five-year plan that truly demonstrates the unmet facility needs of the entire CCC system rather than one that simply reflects available funding.

Plan Constraints. The enclosed five-year plan quantifies and articulates all the capital infrastructure needs for the community college system to the greatest extent possible per the requirements of AB 1473. In this second year of submittal, the Chancellor’s Office has attempted some refinement to the comprehensive systemwide five-year plan. Districts have made progress in submitting five-year plans that more accurately reflect actual unmet capital needs, and these efforts have been included in this plan.

Despite this progress, the local five-year plans still do not completely represent the unmet capital needs of the CCC system, and the current budgetary constraints have hindered comprehensive planning efforts.  For this reason, the Chancellor’s Office will continue to estimate a portion of the unmet needs throughout the system.  In the long term, the Chancellor’s Office, in consultation with the Association of Chief Business Officers Facilities Task Force, will seek to identify best practices and streamline existing processes in order to ensure high quality district capital outlay planning.  This will result in more complete and meaningful data in the district five-year plans that can then be rolled up into a comprehensive systemwide five-year plan. 

Project Submittal Process.  Currently, community college districts submit project proposals annually to the Chancellor’s Office to apply for state capital outlay funds.  The process includes submitting new project proposals in two phases.  The first part is called an Initial Project Proposal (IPP), and is used by the Chancellor’s Office for system-wide need analysis and prioritization.  The second part is called a Final Project Proposal (FPP), and is then fully developed into a proposal that is to be considered for inclusion in the Governor’s Budget.  The IPP step in the screening process allows the Chancellor’s Office to more accurately assess the district’s capital outlay needs on a systemwide priority before there is a significant investment of time and money by the districts.  The requirements, standards, and guidelines outlined in the Education Code and California Code of Regulations (Title 5), serve as the basis for the determination of which capital outlay projects will be recommended for funding.

Board of Governors Priority Criteria. Once it has been determined that projects are eligible for state funding, they are prioritized for funding according to Board Of Governors (BOG) criteria (Appendix D). The BOG updated its priority criteria in November 1999.  The BOG priority criteria were updated to guide the investment of limited state capital outlay funds into eligible projects to renovate old and build new facilities to meet both current and upcoming community college student access needs. 

The updated priority criteria are intended to: 

· better address the system’s modernization needs, including instructional, administrative, student support and other institutional support services space;

· minimize the underbuilding of facilities due to an over-reliance on capacity/load-based priorities for instructional space projects;

· fund equipment-only projects (pursuant to SB 465/Rainey, Chapter 342 Statutes of  1997);

· provide incentives for funding collaborative projects (pursuant to SB 624/Costa, Chapter 840 Statutes of 1997);

· move funds to complete previously-started projects from Category A (critical life safety and equipment) and place them in the other appropriate categories;

· provide at least 50% of annual funds for non-Category A projects; and

· prioritize all non-Category A projects in part on a new basis of least-cost-to-state community college facilities-related funds.  

Funding Approval Process.  Based upon the Chancellor’s Office initial review of the district proposals, the preliminary list and subsequent prioritized list of approvable projects are presented to the BOG for their review and approval.  After the BOG approves district requests for capital outlay projects, the Chancellor’s Office submits the projects, prioritized by BOG criteria, to the DOF for consideration of funding in the subsequent Governor’s Budget. 
Future Capital Outlay Needs. It is evident that the state’s unprecedented postsecondary student growth in the next decade will place a larger burden, relative to the other public postsecondary systems, on the community college system -- a burden the CCC cannot effectively bear without significant new, increased expenditures for facilities.  The past practice of the state providing the CCC with 1/3 of the limited state bond funds has resulted in capital facilities that are inadequate to meet enrollment demands, either because they are functionally inadequate, physically deficient, or because there are not enough of them. Proposition 39 is an important ingredient in the mosaic of funding for the CCC system, although it is not likely to be a substantive, dependable source of alternative funding due to its various restrictions. Therefore, in addition to improved capital outlay planning the time has come for increasing the amount of state higher education facilities resources to more adequately address the needs of the burgeoning numbers of community college students in California.

Statewide General Obligation Bonds.  The passage of Proposition 1A in November 1998 funded $9.2 billion for education facilities of which higher education received $2.5 billion.  With the traditional three-way split among the higher education segments, this bond act provided community colleges approximately $186 million per year for four years, and an additional $55 million during the last two years of the bond for new campuses, small campuses and off-campus centers.  

On April 26, 2002 the Governor signed the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Acts of 2002 and 2004 (AB 16 Hertzberg), a 4 year $25.3 billion statewide Education General Obligation Bond package for facilities – the largest education bond package in the world.  This package provides Community Colleges with $916.3 million in the first 2 year bond to be voted for November 2002, and $920 million in the second 2 year bond for March 2004.  Both 2 year bonds provide 40% of the higher education share to community colleges.

Organization of the Plan.   The body of the plan provides a description of the methodology used to estimate the unmet needs of the community college system.  The appendices at the back of this plan include the following:

· Appendix A - Assembly Bill 1473/Hertzberg (Chapter 606, Statutes of 1999).
· Appendix B –Capital Outlay Five-Year Plan – Project List  

· Appendix C - more detailed information regarding methodology utilized to identify the facilities needs and estimate the costs associated with those facilities needs.  

· Appendix D – a summary of the updated BOG priority criteria for funding capital outlay projects. 

· Appendix E – Enrollment and Weekly Student Contact Hour Projections by District

II.  Identify Drivers of Need

The California Community Colleges serve over 2.5 million students -- over 70% of the state's public college students -- in both vocational and academic program offerings.  According to the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), the CCC is projected to experience enrollment growth of 528,918 students over the twelve year period from 1998-2010 due to Tidal Wave II which represents approximately 74% of the growth in the state’s public college students during this decade.  (Source:  Demographic Research Unit;  CPEC Staff Analysis)

Enrollment Projections

The CCC system serves approximately 2.5 million students annually.  This number is the Actual Unduplicated Enrollment for the system, and represents the sum of all students served over all school terms within an academic year.  The need for new facilities is not based on this number.

This Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan is based on an enrollment of 1.7 million students in 2003-04, growing to an enrollment of 1.9 million in 2007-08, an increase of approximately 186,000 students (Appendix E).  The projections are based on enrollment at the Fall census as traditionally used by the Department of Finance (DOF).  The enrollment projections are calculated by the Research & Planning Unit of the Chancellor’s Office, and provided to districts for utilization in the districts’ five-year plans.  

The results of the Chancellor’s Office enrollment projections may be more conservative than the CPEC projections discussed above because different methodologies and data are utilized. The Chancellor’s Office projection model uses a linear regression that equally weighs all the data back to 1973.  A linear regression provides an even growth line over time, and as such is minimally effected by the enrollment spikes experienced throughout the CCC system in the past several years.  In addition, the adult county population is derived from the Department of Finance 1998 “Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail, 1970 to 2040” which is based upon the 1990 census.  Future projections will utilize the 2000 census data once it has become incorporated into the DOF data. 

Table 3 below shows a projection of approximately 11% growth in enrollment over the five-year plan period, and a corresponding increase in Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH).  As defined in California Code of Regulations (Title 5), WSCH means “the product of the number of students and the scheduled class periods in which they are enrolled, in graded and ungraded community college classes convened prior to 10 o’clock  pm during a census week.  A class period is not less than 50 minutes and not more than 60 minutes.”  Enrollment in 2003-04 is estimated to be approximately 1,697,000 students, growing to 1,883,000 in 2007-08.  WSCH is estimated at approximately 15,254,000 in 2003-04, increasing to 16,944,000 in 2007-08.  Appendix E provides enrollment and WSCH projections by district.

	Table 3 --SUMMARY OF ENROLLMENT AND WSCH



	
	2003-04
	2007-08
	Difference
	% Difference

	Enrollment
	  1,697,000
	  1,883,000
	  186,000
	11%

	
	
	
	
	

	WSCH
	15,254,000
	16,944,000
	1,690,000
	11%


Factors Impacting Enrollment Demand

A significant amount of the increased enrollment is caused by population growth and changing demographics as seen in the increased grades 9-12 enrollment. The system is also a major player in preparing students for careers relative to state and local workforce needs and for entry level employment, occupational advancement, and career changes of students. The ability of the CCC to prepare students for high-tech 21st century jobs is essential in continuing California’s economic growth and in providing marketable job skills to those in the Cal-Works program.  

Additionally, the Board of Governors has established a goal to increase the system’s participation rate to 78 out of 1,000 California adults by 2005. Further, through the “Partnership for Excellence”, the community colleges have made the commitment to increase the number of transfers with the University of California and California State University systems by 33% by 2005.  In addition to this transfer effort, the University of California is implementing a dual admissions program that will direct more K-12 students to the CCC for the first 2 years of their college education.

It should be noted that the Education Code provides that students have “free flow” access to all community college sites.  Students are therefore not restricted to any specific geographic area and can attend college at any campus in the state.  While the overall system may appear to have excess facilities capacity, there are many individual campuses within the system that have severe capital facility shortages.   Therefore, the capacity needs for the system have been estimated on a campus-by-campus basis.  

Enrollment Projection Methodology

An econometric regression model is used to produce the fall enrollment forecast for each district.

The independent variables that the model uses to explain and predict enrollments are:

1. Adult county population

2. College operating budgets

3. The apportionment growth cap (pre- and post- Proposition 13 factor)

4. Student “out-of-pocket” price of enrollment (tuition, fees, transportation, child care, books, and supplies)

The assumptions which drive future values for the model’s independent variables are:

· Student prices: the enrollment fee does not change for Fall 2000, then along with components of the student’s price described above – rises at the rate of the California Consumer Price Index.

· Financing:  current financing formulas continue with the apportionment growth cap.

· Budget outlays:  follow from experience with Proposition 98 (1988), from a cycling

California economy: slowing by 2001, rising in 2003, slowing again in 2008.  This 

may be updated based upon the latest economic forecast.  

· Adult population: as forecast by Department of Finance.

The enrollment projections generated by the Chancellor’s Office are then sent to the districts for inclusion in their annual five-year capital outlay plan submittal.

Translate Enrollment Need into Capital Outlay Facilities Requirements

Table 4 below shows a total of 48.6 million assignable square feet (ASF), shown by space type per Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations, is needed to accommodate the enrollment projected over the five years of the plan. The assignable square footage needs for these space types have been determined based on the enrollment projections, utilizing the formulas provided by Title 5.  

The total 48.6 million ASF amount includes 19.3 million ASF of “Other” space comprised of physical education, performing arts, child development, and other facilities that do not have capacity load implications.  Because the formulas for these space types are not included in Title 5, this analysis assumes that this space will grow in the same proportion to the rest of the space types that currently exists in the inventory for established sites.  Currently, “Other” space for established campuses represents approximately 66% of the sum of the Title 5 space. It should be noted that, although “Other” space does not have capacity load implications, it is comprised of both instructional (physical education, performing arts, and child development) and instructional support space that is essential to fulfill the educational mission at each campus.

	Table 4  -  GROSS ENROLLMENT NEEDS

	
	

	Title 5 Category
	ASF

	Lecture
	4,948,000

	Lab
	12,206,000

	Office
	6,372,000

	Library
	4,758,000

	AV/TV
	968,000

	Other
	19,332,000

	TOTAL
	48,584,000


IiI.  inventory Amount and Type of EXISTING space & Infrastructure  

Current Capacity

The CCC system consists of 72 semi-autonomous districts made up of 108 colleges, 54 approved off-campus centers, and 20 district offices.  The CCC assets include approximately 20,489 acres of land, 4,366 buildings, and 52.2 million gross square feet of space that includes 40 million assignable square feet (ASF) of space.  In addition, the system has over 2,000 off-campus outreach centers at various facilities.

These buildings provide the following assignable square feet in the various Title 5 categories as shown in the first column in the Table 5 below:

	TABLE 5  -  NET CAPACITY

	
	
	
	

	
	Current
	Less
	

	
	Total 
	Excess
	Net 

	Title 5 Category
	ASF
	Capacity
	Capacity

	
	
	
	

	Lecture
	5,267,000   
	-1,019,000   
	4,248,000   

	Laboratory
	10,576,000   
	-1,101,000   
	9,475,000   

	Office
	5,782,000   
	-666,000   
	5,116,000   

	Library
	3,185,000   
	-228,000   
	2,957,000   

	AV/TV
	619,000   
	-75,000   
	544,000   

	Other
	14,992,000   
	-877,000   
	14,115,000   

	TOTAL
	40,421,000   
	-3,966,000   
	36,455,000   


This total ASF information is from the systemwide Space Inventory annually submitted by the districts to the Chancellor's Office and adjusted to include projects currently in the pipeline.  

Excess Capacity 

Some campuses within the system have excess capacity in various Title 5 categories. As previously discussed, the Education Code provides that students have “free flow” access to all community college sites. While the overall system may appear to have excess facilities capacity, there are many individual campuses within the system that have severe capital facility shortages.   Therefore, the capacity needs for the system have been estimated on a campus-by-campus basis, and capacity exceeding 100% at individual campuses, approximately 4 million ASF (second column), has been eliminated for the purpose of estimating the need for additional facilities.  This was done so that campuses with excess capacity will not artificially decrease the true facilities needs on other campuses. 

In its publications CPEC describes “mismatch problems” in the excess space capacity of the CCC. Examples of this “mismatch” are: improper size classrooms on a particular campus that do not fit courses planned to be offered in them; antiquated designs that cannot accommodate modern media presentations, insufficient wheelchair access, or improper wiring for computers or multi-media equipment.  CPEC also points out that CCC space standards are the most restrictive of all the community college systems nationally.  These restrictions would cause the amount of excess capacity systemwide to be overstated. 

In any case, excess capacity currently comprises approximately 10 % of the total system capacity.  This minimal excess capacity level in the world’s largest postsecondary education system, particularly one with free flow access requirements, speaks to the system’s efficiency in allocating resources.  The excess capacity level drops to under 8% over the five-year timeframe of the plan. (Appendix C.5)

The total net capacity for the system is therefore 36.5 million ASF as shown in the third column of the table. 

Modernization of Existing Facilities

The five-year plans submitted by districts have generally not depicted the real facility needs of the districts. The plans were developed by the districts and primarily utilized by state control agencies as back-up documentation for budget requests.  Typically, districts have included only projects that the state might fund.  Thus, the five-year plans have been more of a five-year spending plan, however optimistic, rather than a true reflection of the capital needs of the districts and, therefore, the CCC system. 

Systemwide Facilities Needs

For the purposes of submitting the five-year plan per the requirements of AB 1473, the Chancellor’s Office has estimated some of these systemwide needs on a statewide basis. In the long term, the Chancellor’s Office in consultation with the Association of Chief Business Officers Facilities Task Force will seek to identify best practices and streamline existing processes in order to ensure high quality for district capital outlay planning.  This will result in more complete and meaningful data in the district five-year plans that can be rolled up into a comprehensive systemwide five-year plan.

The systemwide facilities needs estimated in this section do not add or delete capacity from the system.  However, these systemwide needs are in addition to the projects that have been submitted in the district five-year plans, and they must be included in this analysis to provide a more accurate picture of the CCC’s facility needs. 

Specifically, the Chancellor’s Office has estimated the systemwide need for modernization of existing facilities, including critical life safety renovations, modernization/renovation, and replacement of temporary facilities projects.  The rules for estimating these needs are shown in Table 6. Fiscal years 2003-04 and 2004-05 contain actual projects submitted by districts for funding for these project types, while 2005-06 through 2007-08 contain the systemwide needs estimated by the Chancellor’s Office.

Table 6- SYSTEMWIDE FACILITIES NEEDS METHODOLOGY

	Text
	
	
	Basis for
	Projects

	No.
	Driver
	Goal
	Determining Need
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	I
	Critical Life Safety  Renovations
	To maintain
	Average statewide spending for the
	03-04 thru 04-05
	Projects identified by the districts with costs.

	
	  (includes fire/life safety,
	ongoing funding
	last 5 years for critical projects. ASF
	05-06 thru 07-08
	1 systemwide need project per year.

	
	  seismic  and infrastructure) 
	based on history.
	is not applicable.
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	II
	Modernization/Renovation
	To modernize all
	ASF for buildings in bad condition plus
	03-04 thru 04-05
	Projects identified by the districts with costs.

	
	
	permanent
	ASF for buildings over 25 years old;
	05-06 thru 07-08
	1 systemwide need project per year; projects

	
	
	buildings over 25
	projects address buildings over 40 years  
	
	   to start in each year.  
	
	

	
	
	years old.
	old.
	
	Cost Formula = ASF $289 
	

	
	
	
	
	
	$289 = (PW=$33,C=$256)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	III
	Replacement of
	To minimize the
	ASF for temporary buildings over 10
	05-06 thru 07-08
	1 systemwide need project per year. 

	
	Temporary Buildings
	use of temporary
	years old.
	
	Cost formula = ASF * $418 
	

	
	
	buildings.
	
	
	$418 = (PW=$44,C=$341, Demolition = $33)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	IV
	Enrollment
	To address 100% of 
	Enrollment projections converted to
	03-04 thru 04-05
	Projects identified by the districts with costs.

	
	
	the enrollment need 
	ASF using California Code of
	05-06 thru 07-08
	1 systemwide need project per year;

	
	(discussed in next section)
	at all sites excluding 
	Regulations Title 5 formulas. 
	
	  projects to start in each year. 
	

	
	
	needs met through alternative methods.
	
	
	Cost Formula = ASF * $423

$423 = (PW=$44, C=$341,E=$38)
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Costs Estimates

The costs for the additional systemwide needs were estimated based on the California Community Colleges building cost guidelines.  The cost estimates include an allowance for preliminary plans, working drawings, and construction. Costs estimates for the replacement of relocatables with permanent facilities include an additional allowance for demolition.  

The cost estimates do not, however, include an allowance for site development costs because it is impossible to estimate the average site cost per ASF since site development costs vary substantially from project to project.   The cost estimate for the statewide needs is therefore substantially underestimated.

Based on the assumptions provided in Table 6, the Chancellor’s Office estimates that the statewide need for modernization of existing facilities is approximately 27.5 million ASF at a cost of $8.6 billion.  This estimate includes critical life safety renovation, modernization/renovation, and the replacement of temporary facilities projects.  Due to the overwhelming need, this five-year plan proposal includes only 10.3 million ASF of the modernization of existing facility needs at a cost of $2.8 billion as shown in Table 7 below:

Table 7 -  MODERNIZATION OF EXISTING FACILTIES
	Modernization

Of Existing

Facilities
	          Estimated Need
	        5-year Plan Proposal
	Deferred Facilities Needs

	
	ASF
	Costs
	ASF
	Costs
	Outyear
	Need 

Carryover

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Critical Life Safety         Renovation
	N/A
	$201,633,000
	N/A
	$201,633,000
	$0
	$0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Modernization

   /Renovation 
	25,783,000  
	$7,632,600,000
	8,920,000
	$2,224,727,000
	$534,525,000
	$4,873,349,000 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Replace Temporary

    Buildings
	1,762,000  
	$736,697,000
	1,348,000  
	$390,462,000
	$173,032,000
	$173,202,000

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	27,545,000  
	$8,570,930,000
	10,268,000
	$2,816,822,000
	$707,557,000
	$5,046,551,000


Critical Life Safety Renovations  - I

Critical life safety means that a building poses imminent danger to the life or safety of the building occupants, has a potential seismic risk, or has potential for immediate infrastructure failure.   Because of the immediacy of critical life safety issues, many of the projects are funded at the local level.  If projects are submitted for state funding and are material enough to require state money to mitigate the critical life safety issues, those projects are funded at the earliest possibility.  Therefore, district five-year plans typically would not contain unfunded critical life safety projects.

For the purposes of this submittal, the Chancellor’s Office has estimated the annual costs for critical life safety projects not yet identified on a statewide basis.  The $202 million identified is based on an average of the funding history for these project types over the last five years with an inflation factor. It should be noted that the scope of these projects is constrained to only those renovations that mitigate the critical life safety aspects of the facilities, and any building code upgrades required by the Division of the State Architect.  Projects that completely modernize existing facilities are estimated below in the Modernization/Renovation category.

Modernization/Renovation  - II

As shown in the chart in Exhibit 8A, over 65% of the CCC facilities are 25 years or older and in dire need of renovation and/or modernization. This includes 2,861 buildings totaling over 27 million ASF. Of the 2,861 buildings, 1,048 buildings are over 40 years old.  Local districts have tried to maintain their structures to the extent possible utilizing the limited local resources and state funded local assistance facilities related programs.  However, funds have been too little and too late to keep pace with the deterioration and outdated condition of the system’s facilities.

The BOG priority criteria utilized by the Chancellor’s Office prior to the 2002-03 fiscal year emphasized construction of new facilities over renovation/modernization projects.  For this reason, the district five-year plans do not include many of these project types even though there are substantial modernization/renovation needs throughout the system. 

Additionally, due to advances in technology there is a need to incorporate more sophisticated technology into the CCC structures to enable the system to deliver state-of-the-art instructional programs.  In order to make buildings “smarter” by providing cabling and deliverance systems to the instructional space, major renovations will be required. 

Because of the magnitude of the system’s modernization/renovation needs, the proposal in this five-year plan includes only a portion of the modernization/renovation needs of the system.  As shown in Table 7, the plan includes a total of 8.9 million ASF to be modernized over the next five years and includes only those buildings over forty years old and buildings that have been reported by districts as being in need of major renovation. This would result in the renovation of the oldest buildings and those in the poorest condition first, while buildings twenty-five years or older but less than forty years old would be modernized in a subsequent five-year timeframe. Therefore, 8.9 million ASF of modernization/renovation needs are included in this five-year plan proposal at a cost of $2.2 billion, leaving $535 million in outyear costs for modernization/renovation projects started in the plan year and $4.9 billion of modernization/renovation needs deferred beyond the plan timeframe.  The cost estimate for modernization/renovation needs is based on 75% of the cost of a new building, excluding equipment ($289 per ASF).  

Replace Temporary Facilities - III

The CCC system inventory includes temporary facilities that have in many cases been in operation far beyond its useful life.  It is the policy of the Board of Governors that the districts provide permanent structures rather than relocatable buildings to meet student access requirements.  Temporary facilities are not as effective for providing certain instructional programs, and are more costly to operate and maintain than permanent structures.

Exhibit 8B shows that many of the “temporary” structures on community college campuses were placed ten or more years ago.  Based on the assumptions provided in Table 6 the Chancellor’s Office estimates the statewide cost for replacing temporary facilities with permanent facilities at $390 million over the next five years, leaving $173 million in outyear costs.  This cost assumes that the total ASF of temporary inventory over ten years in 2003-04 (1,348,000 ASF) will be replaced over the next five years at the average new building cost, with an added allowance for demolition ($418 per ASF:  PW=$44, C=$341, Demolition=$33).  Temporary buildings becoming ten years of age over the time frame of the plan, 414,359 ASF at a cost of $173 million, are deferred beyond the plan timeframe.
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IV.  UNMET FACILITIES NEEDS
Net Enrollment Need

Table 9 below shows that 12.1 million ASF is needed to accommodate projected enrollment over the next five years.  This estimate is based on the ASF needed to accommodate projected enrollment less the net capacity currently available to meet that enrollment demand, and includes 7.5 million ASF of current facilities deficiencies and 4.6 million ASF of capacity needed to accommodate enrollment growth over the next five years.

	Table 9 -  NET ENROLLMENT NEED

	
	
	
	

	
	                   TOTAL ASF NEEDED
	

	
	
	Future
	

	
	Current
	Enrollment
	

	Title 5 Category
	Deficiency
	Growth
	Total

	
	
	
	

	Lecture
	235,000  
	464,000  
	699,000  

	Laboratory
	1,344,000  
	1,388,000  
	2,732,000  

	Office
	643,000  
	613,000  
	1,256,000  

	Library
	1,474,000  
	326,000  
	1,800,000  

	AV/TV
	389,000  
	35,000  
	424,000  

	Other
	3,435,000  
	1,783,000  
	5,218,000  

	TOTAL
	7,520,000  
	4,609,000  
	12,129,000  


Alternative Means of Delivery

A portion of the capital facilities needs identified above can be offset by the use of alternative means of educational delivery.  These alternative means of delivery involve modifying various components of the educational delivery process including scheduling, alternative instruction, and space utilization.  

The CCC is the most aggressive California postsecondary segment in the use of alternative scheduling.  The system has been very successful in scheduling classes to maximize the use of existing facilities year-round. The average number of days of instruction for the 108 colleges has increased from 271 days per year in 1996-97 to 301 days for the current year.  Additionally, community colleges schedule classes from pre-dawn through late evening as well as on weekends to provide for the required student access.

Additionally, the system continues to expand their traditional boundaries by offering courses in off-campus facilities such as leased storefronts, businesses, high schools and other joint-use facilities.  Distance learning is also an important component in providing increased student access for the CCC system.   

Although the CCC system is making great strides in implementing alternative means of delivery, it is not possible to quantify to any degree of precision the extent to which these alternative methods of delivery will reduce the capital facilities needs of the CCC system.  Some of the larger districts report that reducing their facility needs by 9% via alternative means of delivery is challenging, while smaller districts report 2-3% is a stretch.  For the purposes of this analysis, it has been assumed that campuses with enrollment deficiencies will meet 5% of their total enrollment needs (1,649,000 ASF) through alternative means of delivery as shown in Table 10.

Additionally, systemwide enrollment growth will lead to even greater efficiency in the use of existing capacity and, on average, excess capacity is anticipated to decline over the five years of the plan.  It has been assumed that the amount of the decrease in excess capacity within the five-year timeframe (287,000 ASF) has been offset against the estimate of total facilities needed to accommodate enrollment growth.

	Table 10-  UNMET ENROLLMENT NEED

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Excess
	
	

	
	ASF
	Capacity
	Less 
	

	
	To Meet
	Used to
	Alternative
	Unmet

	
	Enrollment
	Offset
	Means of
	Enrollment

	Title 5 Category
	Need
	Enrollment Need
	Delivery
	Need

	Lecture
	699,000  
	 -141,000  
	-111,000  
	447,000  

	Laboratory
	2,732,000  
	 -159,000  
	-374,000  
	2,199,000  

	Office
	1,256,000  
	 -93,000  
	-186,000  
	977,000  

	Library
	1,800,000  
	28,000  
	-207,000  
	1,621,000  

	AV/TV
	424,000  
	20,000  
	-38,000  
	406,000  

	Other
	5,218,000  
	58,000  
	-733,000  
	4,543,000  

	TOTAL
	12,129,000  
	-287,000  
	-1,649,000  
	10,193,000  


New Facilities for Enrollment Growth - IV

Therefore, 10,193,000 ASF is needed at a cost of $5.2 billion to accommodate current and future enrollment as shown below in Table 11. In the previous section, Table 6 summarized the rules for estimating the costs of these new facilities.  An average building cost of $423 per ASF was utilized based on the California Community Colleges building cost guidelines.  This amount represents the average building cost for all space types and also includes an allowance for preliminary plans, working drawings and equipment (PW=$44, C=$341, and E=$38 per ASF). 

The estimate does not, however, include site development costs because it is impossible to estimate the average site cost per ASF since site development costs vary substantially from project to project.  Because site costs have not been included in this estimation of the systemwide needs, the cost estimate for the statewide need is substantially underestimated. 

	Table 11 -  TOTAL UNMET NEEDS and COSTS

	
	
	

	UNMET NEEDS
	ASF
	COSTS

	
	
	

	New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	10,193,000  
	$5,213,833,000  

	
	
	

	Modernization Of Existing Facilities
	27,545,000  
	$8,570,930,000  

	
	
	

	Total
	37,738,000  
	$13,784,763,000  


Total Unmet Needs and Costs

Table 11 shows that the total unmet facilities needs for the system are $13.8 billion.  This unmet need is comprised of two components: 1) new facilities needed to accommodate current and future enrollment growth ($5.2 billion) and 2) modernization of existing buildings ($8.6 billion). 

V.  FACILITIES TO MEET UNMET NEED

Facilities Proposed in Five-Year Plan

New Facilities for Enrollment Growth.  This five-year plan includes $4.2 billion for new facilities to accommodate existing and future enrollment as shown in Table 12.  This amount includes individual projects submitted by districts for 2003-04 and 2004-05 and identified systemwide facilities needs for each campus for the final three years of the plan.

Table 12 - TOTAL FACILITIES NEEDS & COSTS
	
	
	Assignable

Square Feet
	

	
	
	(ASF)
	Costs

	
	
	
	

	A
	UNMET FACILITIES NEEDS:
	 
	 

	 
	     New Facilities for Enrollment Growth
	10,193,000
	 $       5,213,833,000   

	 
	     Modernization of Existing Facilities
	27,545,000
	 $       8,570,930,000 

	 
	        Total Unmet Needs
	37,738,000
	  $    13,784,763,000

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	B
	PROPOSED FACILITIES IN 5-YEAR PLAN:
	 
	 

	 
	    New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	10,193,000
	 $       4,164,076,000 

	 
	    Modernization of Existing Facilities
	10,268,000
	 $       2,816,822,000 

	 
	        Total Proposed Facilities
	20,461,000
	 $       6,980,898,000 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	DEFERRED FACILITIES  NEEDS:
	 
	 

	 
	     New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	-----
	 $         1,049,757,000 

	 
	     Modernization of Existing Facilities
	17,277,000
	 $      5,754,108,000 

	A-B = C
	          Total Deferred Needs
	17,277,000
	 $      6,803,865,000 

	
	
	
	


Modernization.  The modernization needs of $2.8 billion contained within the plan were estimated based on the assumptions discussed in the previous section.  Fiscal years 2003-04 and 2004-05 contain only those modernization projects submitted by districts.  The remaining deficiencies estimated per the discussion in the previous section have been allocated through the final three years of the plan.

Deferred Costs of System Needs

The deferred costs of systemwide needs includes outyear costs for continuing projects and need carryover to future plan years as shown in Table 13.

Outyear Costs. The outyear costs to complete continuing phases of projects started but not assumed to be fully funded within the 5-year plan timeframe are estimated to be $1.8 billion, including approximately $1 billion for new facilities and $708 million for modernization of existing facilities. 

Need Carryover. Additional facilities needs, 17 million ASF at a cost of $5 billion, have been deferred beyond the timeframe of this five-year plan because the need in this area is too substantial to be accomplished within the five years of the plan.  There may also be carryover of new project costs from year to year within the five-year plan timeframe in order to accommodate project budgets and scheduling.

Table 13 - DEFERRED FACILITIES NEEDS AND COSTS
	
	
	Assignable 
	

	
	
	Square Feet
	

	
	
	(ASF)
	Costs

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	C1
	CONTINUING PHASES OF PROJECTS STARTED IN PLAN:
	 
	 

	 
	        New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	N/A
	 $     1,049,757,000 

	 
	        Modernization of Existing Facilities
	N/A
	 $        707,557,000 

	 
	             Total Continuing Phases
	 
	 $     1,757,314,000 

	 
	
	 
	 

	C2
	NEED CARRYOVER:
	 
	 

	 
	       New Facilities For Enrollment Growth
	
	 $              -----        

	 
	       Modernization of Existing Facilities
	      17,277,000 
	 $    5,046,551,000 

	 
	           Total Need Carryover 
	17,277,000
	 $    5,046,551,000 

	 
	
	 
	 

	C1+C2 = C
	           Total Deferred Needs
	17,277,000
	 $    6,803,865,000 

	
	
	
	


Summary

This five-year plan proposal contains only a portion ($7 billion) of the estimated systemwide facilities needs. This $7 billion will provide new facilities for enrollment growth on 165 sites and modernize existing facilities at 145 sites.  An additional $6.8 billion of currently identified facilities needs are deferred to future years as shown in Table 13, with $1.8 billion of outyear costs for continuing phases of projects started within the five-year plan timeframe and $5 billion of need carryover into subsequent plan years, primarily for modernization/renovation projects.  At this time, the total unmet facilities needs for the California Community College system have been estimated at approximately $13.8 billion.

VI.  CONSEQUENCES OF NOT ADDRESSING IDENTIFIED NEEDS
Enrollment Pressures

In order to assess accurately the needs presented in this report and to examine some of the potential consequences of not providing the needed facilities, it is necessary to review the role of the California Community Colleges in terms of public postsecondary education.  To restate a very important point, the CCCs form the largest postsecondary educational system in the world.  The system serves over 2.5 million students -- over 70% of the state's public college students --  in both vocational and academic program offerings.   The California Master Plan for Higher Education calls for a community college system open to all high school graduates and adults.  The CCC system takes this mandate very seriously, and has increased access to over 260,000 additional community college students over the last five years.  This increase of 260,000 students is approximately twice the entire undergraduate enrollment of the University of California. 

The CCC is projected to experience further student growth of over 500,000 students between 1998-2010 due to Tidal Wave II.  This represents three-quarters of the growth projected for all segments of higher education in California during this decade. 

Enrollments will be further impacted by the recent passage of SB 1644 (Ortiz), Chapter 403 Statutes of 2000, which provides a guarantee of funding for students who meet specified income eligibility and GPA requirements to attend college.  This bill will result in increased access to the CCC system.  The degree of impact is unknown but will be substantive and has not yet been accounted for in the enrollment projections upon which the facilities needs in this report are based.  As a result, the needs contained in this report are again likely to be underestimated.

Mission Critical Impacts

Two critical components of the CCC system are its transfer function and its preparation of students for the workforce.

Transfers

The transfer function is a critical mission of the CCC, and the system has initiated a host of policies and programs to improve this function. Through the  “Partnership for Excellence,” the community colleges have committed to increase the number of transfers to the University of California and California State University systems by 33% by 2005.  System-level MOUs have been entered into with UC, CSU, and the independent colleges to expand transfer admission agreements, expand dual admission programs, provide better financial aid packaging, and set up joint working committees.  Through its transfer function, the community college system is a vital component in assisting the other public postsecondary systems in achieving diversity goals and in reducing the facility needs placed on the other systems -- facility needs that the CCC can provide at less cost to the state than the other public postsecondary institutions.

Workforce Training

The system is also a major player in preparing students for careers relative to state and local workforce needs and for entry level employment, occupational advancement, and career changes of students.  The ability of the CCC to prepare students for high-tech 21st century jobs is essential in continuing California’s economic growth and in providing marketable job skills to those in the Cal-Works program.  Facilities are an important part of the job-training program.  For example, buildings with inadequate electrical capacity cannot prepare students for a computer based job market, automotive labs with inadequate ventilation cannot be used due to student and staff safety concerns, and science labs with antiquated equipment cannot prepare students for careers in the medical field.   

Funding

With this broad overview of the CCC role -- as mandated by the Legislature and as contained in the California Master Plan for Higher Education -- it is evident that the unprecedented postsecondary student growth will place a larger burden, relative to the other public postsecondary systems, on the community college system -- a burden the CCC cannot effectively bear without significant new, increased expenditures for facilities.  The past practice of the state providing the CCC with 1/3 of the limited state bond funds has resulted in capital facilities that are inadequate to meet enrollment demands, either because they are functionally inadequate, physically deficient, or because there are not enough of them. Proposition 39, although an important ingredient in the mosaic of funding for the CCC system is not likely to be a substantive, dependable source of alternative funding due to its various restrictions.  Therefore, in addition to improved capital outlay planning the time has come for increasing the amount of state higher education facilities resources to more adequately address the needs of the burgeoning numbers of community college students in California.

Statewide General Obligation Bonds.  The passage of Proposition 1A in November 1998 funded $9.2 billion for education facilities of which higher education received $2.5 billion.  With the traditional three-way split among the higher education segments, this bond act provided community colleges approximately $186 million per year for four years, and an additional $55 million during the last two years of the bond for new campuses, small campuses and off-campus centers.  

On April 26, 2002 the Governor signed the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Acts of 2002 and 2004 (AB 16 Hertzberg), a 4 year $25.3 billion statewide Education General Obligation Bond package for facilities – the largest education bond package in the world.  This package provides Community Colleges with $916.3 million in the first 2 year bond to be voted for November 2002, and $920 million in the second 2 year bond for March 2004.  Both 2 year bonds provide 40% of the higher education share to community colleges.

VII.  RECONCILITATION TO PREVIOUS PLAN
Summary of Total Cost Increase

The total unmet need identified for the CCC system in the 2003-04 Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan (hereafter “2003-04 Plan”) is $13.8 billion.  Of this amount, $7 billion is included in the five-year plan period and $6.8 billion deferred to future years.  The 2002-03 Capital Outlay Five-Year Plan (hereafter “2002-03 Plan”) included total unmet needs of $12.1 billion, with $5.6 billion included in the five-year plan and 6.5 billion deferred to future years.  The total increase in costs between the two plans is therefore $1.7 billion as shown below in Table 14.

	Table 14 – TOTAL COST INCREASE


	
	2003-04

Plan
	2002-03

Plan
	Difference

	(in billions)

	Proposed Facilities in 5-Year Plan
	 $   7.0 
	$   5.7
	$ 1.3

	Deferred Facilities Needs 
	 $   6.8 
	$   6.4
	$ 0.4

	TOTAL UNMET NEEDS
	$  13.8
	$ 12.1
	$  1.7


The $1.7 billion cost increase is attributable to the following items, which will be discussed below in further detail:

	Table 15 – SUMMARY OF ITEMS ATTRIBUTABLE TO COST INCREASE


	
	Amount

(in billions)
	% of Increase

	Enrollment Growth
	  $    .2
	12%

	Modernization of Existing Facilities
	  $    .5
	29 %

	Adjustment to Cost Factor
	  $ 1.0
	59 %

	  TOTAL
	  $  1.7
	100 %


Enrollment Growth. Approximately $223 million of the increased costs is due to an increase of facilities needed to accommodate enrollment growth.

An additional 1,475,000 ASF is needed to accommodate the enrollment growth included in the 2003-04 Plan as compared to the 2002-03 Plan. Enrollment is projected to increase by 3% between the two plan years, with the bulk of the growth (2.5%) associated with the additional 2007-08 plan year.  The remaining enrollment growth is associated with a slight adjustment to the overall 5-year enrollment forecast (.5%) in the 2003-04 Plan over that included in the 2002-03 Plan.  

The increase due to enrollment growth between the two plans, however, is minimal with an increase of 29,000 ASF at a cost of approximately $11 million.  The amount included in the plan is less than the 1,475,000 ASF required because much of the additional demand was off-set by a combination of increased inventory, additional projects in the pipeline (i.e. projects already funded but not yet complete), and more efficient use of available capacity (i.e. usage of excess capacity and alternative means of delivery).  

Additionally, the plan includes approximately $212 million of locally funded projects that do not have ASF implications (e.g. site acquisitions, parking structures) that were not included in the 2002-03 Plan.  

Modernization of Existing Facilities.  The total ASF increase associated with modernization of existing facilities is approximately 1,335,000 ASF at a cost of approximately $ 0.5 billion.  Modernization is comprised of three components:  critical life safety renovation, modernization/renovation, and replacement of temporary facilities as discussed below:

· Critical life safety renovation -  no increase

· Modernization/renovation -  includes an increase in total unmet need of approximately 568,000 ASF at a cost of approximately $153 million.  This additional ASF represents more buildings becoming over 25 years of age.

· Replace Temporary Buildings – New data indicates that the 2002-03 Five-Year Plan understated the total ASF associated with temporary buildings over 10 years of age.  This plan has been adjusted (increased) by 767,000 ASF at an additional cost of $302 million.
Adjustment to Cost Factor.  Approximately $1 billion of the total cost increase of $1.7 billion between the 2002-03 Plan and 2003-04 Plan year is due to this adjustment.   The cost factors for the systemwide projects discussed in Chapter III have been adjusted to more accurately reflect the California Community Colleges building cost guidelines for both construction and equipment. 

The allowances for preliminary plans and working drawings at approximately 17% of construction costs were too high in the previous plan and exceeded the 13% limit prescribed in the State Administration Manual.  However, the allowances for construction ($306/ASF) and equipment ($15/ASF) were too low based on the amounts provided in the detailed cost guidelines. 

The cost factors for the 2003-04 Plan have therefore been adjusted to reflect:

1) preliminary plans and working drawings at 13% of construction costs per the State Administration Manual ($44/ASF);  and

2) construction ($341/ASF)) and equipment ($38) costs based on an average of the detailed cost guidelines by space type.

Table 16 below shows the cost factor utilized for both plan years.

	Table 16 – COMPARISON OF COST FACTORS PER ASF

	
	
	
	

	
	2003-04
	2002-03
	Difference

	
	Per ASF

	Modernization / Renovation
	$289
	$270
	$19 

	Replacement of Temporary Facilities
	$418
	$393
	$25

	Enrollment
	$423
	$375
	$48


Changes to First Two Years of Plan

Plan Year 2002-03.  Although the 2002-03 plan year is not included in the 2003-04 Plan, changes to this plan year impact the future years for continuing projects.  

State funded projects.  The 2003-04 Plan contains 73 projects with a total cost of $311 million for the 2002-03 year.  The 2002-03 Plan included 39 state funded projects totaling $264 million for 2002-03.  The 2002-03 plan year increased by approximately $47 million as follows:

	Table 17 – CHANGES TO 2002-03

	
	

	
	

	2002-03 in 2002-03 Plan
	$    263,700

	    Restoration of 33 projects (SB 735)
	$ +   14,788

	    Lease Revenue projects in AB 16 (Hertzberg)
	$ +   49,030

	    May Finance Letter
	$  -   28,980

	    Other Changes (PWB, Bid Amounts, etc.)
	$ +   12,351

	2002-03 in 2003-04 Plan
	$    310,889


The 2003-04 Plan includes the impact of two pieces of legislation:  1) Senate Bill 735 (Chapter 891, Statutes of 2001) and 2) enactment of the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Acts 2002 and 2004 (AB 16 - Hertzberg).  The Chancellor’s office also submitted a Finance Letter to the Department of Finance in February that included changes to eleven projects resulting in a net decrease to the planned 2002-03 budget of approximately $29 million.  Additionally, changes to seven projects through the budget process or the Public Works Board process resulted in an additional $12 million in costs.

Plan Year 2003-04.  The 2003-04 budget year was the second year of the 2002-03 Plan and is the first year of the 2003-04 Five-Year Capital Outlay Plan. 

The ninety-eight projects included in 2003-04 year at a cost of approximately $459 million in the 2003-04 Plan are therefore consistent with budget proposal for the 2003 Governor’s Budget submitted concurrently with this five-year plan.

This differs from the 271 projects included in 2003-04 year shown in the 2002-03 Plan at a cost of $250 million. The projects included in the second year of the 2002-03 Plan included mostly new start projects with preliminary plans and working drawings phases, meaning that many projects could be funded for comparatively modest funds.

However, the passage of SB 735 and the enactment of the Kindergarten-University Public Education Facilities Bond Acts 2002 and 2004 (AB 16 - Hertzberg) resulted in the construction phase of projects moving to the 2003-04 year in the 2003-04 Plan whereas the 2002-03 Plan included the much less costly preliminary plans and working drawings phases in 2003-04.

In addition to the passage of intervening legislation, there are a variety of reasons that a project listed in the second year of the systemwide five-year plan may not appear in the first year of a subsequent five-year plan.  The second year of the systemwide five-year plan typically represents the Initial Project Proposals (IPPs) submitted by the districts that appear to be state supportable and may be developed into Final Project Proposals (FPPs) in the next budget cycle.  

Inclusion of a project on the IPP list, however, and therefore in the second year of projects on the systemwide five-year plan, does not guarantee funding of the project in the next plan year.  The continuing phases of previously funded projects always have priority and first claim on funds available.  New projects (those for which no previous phases have been funded) must compete every year for the remaining available funds.  A project might appear to be very competitive when reviewed as an Initial Project Proposal, but may have changed or been redesigned such that it is no longer state supportable or as competitive as a Final Project Proposal.   Although very competitive as an FPP, there may not be enough funding available to reach that particular project.  A decision could have been made at the district level to delay the project. 

In short, the second year of the plan will change as it becomes the first year of the subsequent five-year plan, and the first year of the systemwide five-year capital outlay plan will always reflect the budget proposal submitted to the Department of Finance for inclusion in the Governor’s Budget.

APPENDIX A

____________________________________

A.1  -  Assembly Bill 1473/Hertzberg (Chapter 606, Statutes of 1999)
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BILL NUMBER: AB 1473
CHAPTERED


BILL TEXT


CHAPTER   606


FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE   OCTOBER 10, 1999


APPROVED BY GOVERNOR   OCTOBER 5, 1999


PASSED THE ASSEMBLY   SEPTEMBER 10, 1999


PASSED THE SENATE   SEPTEMBER 8, 1999


AMENDED IN SENATE   SEPTEMBER 3, 1999


AMENDED IN SENATE   AUGUST 16, 1999


AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY   MAY 28, 1999


AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY   APRIL 21, 1999


AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY   APRIL 14, 1999

INTRODUCED BY   Assembly Members Hertzberg, Corbett, and Torlakson
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   An act to repeal and add Article 2 (commencing with Section 13100)

of Chapter 2 of Part 3 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government

Code, relating to capital financing.


LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

   AB 1473, Hertzberg.  Capital outlay:  state planning and funding.

   Existing law requires the Director of Finance to prepare annually

a report projecting the state's potential need for the financing of

major capital outlay projects over a 10-year period.  Existing law

generally prohibits funds appropriated for capital outlay from being

expended by a state agency until the Department of Finance and the

State Public Works Board have approved preliminary plans for the

project to be financed from the appropriation for capital outlay.

Existing law also requires the Governor's Budget to contain a

complete plan and itemized statement of all proposed expenditures of

the state and all estimated revenues.

   This bill would require the Governor, in conjunction with the

Governor's Budget, to submit annually to the Legislature a proposed

5-year infrastructure plan containing specified information

concerning infrastructure needed by state agencies, schools, and

postsecondary institutions and a proposal for funding the needed

infrastructure.

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

  SECTION 1.  This act shall be known and may be cited as the

California Infrastructure Planning Act.

  SEC. 2.  Article 2 (commencing with Section 13100) of Chapter 2 of

Part 3 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code is repealed.

  SEC. 3.  Article 2 (commencing with Section 13100) is added to

Chapter 2 of Part 3 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code,

to read:

      Article 2.  Infrastructure Plan

   13100.  It is the intent of the Legislature in enacting this

article that the state shall establish and annually update a

five-year plan for funding infrastructure.  The plan shall include

input by the Legislature as provided in Section 13104.  The plan

shall identify state infrastructure needs and set out priorities for

funding.  The plan need not identify specific infrastructure projects

to be funded, but it shall be sufficiently detailed to provide a

clear understanding of the type and amount of infrastructure to be

funded and the programmatic objectives to be achieved by this

funding.  The plan is intended to complement the existing state

budget process for appropriating funds for infrastructure by

providing a comprehensive guideline for the types of projects to be

funded through that process.

   13101.  As used in this article, "infrastructure" means real

property, including land and improvements to the land, structures and

equipment integral to the operation of structures, easements,

rights-of-way and other forms of interest in property, roadways, and

water conveyances.

   13102.  Beginning January 10, 2002, in conjunction with the

Governor's Budget submitted pursuant to Section 13337, the Governor

shall submit annually a proposed five-year infrastructure plan to the

Legislature.  This plan shall cover a five-fiscal-year period

beginning with the fiscal year that is the same as that covered by

the Governor's Budget with which it is being submitted.

   The infrastructure plan shall contain the following information

for the five years it covers:

   (a) (1) Identification of new, rehabilitated, modernized,

improved, or renovated infrastructure requested by state agencies to

fulfill their responsibilities and objectives as identified in the

strategic plans that they are required to prepare pursuant to Section

11816.

   (2) Aggregate funding for transportation as identified in the

four-year State Transportation Improvement Program Fund Estimate

prepared pursuant to Sections 14524 and 14525.

   (3) Infrastructure needs for Kindergarten through grade 12 public

schools necessary to accommodate increased enrollment, class size

reduction, and school modernization.

   (4) The instructional and instructional support facilities needs

for the University of California, the California State University,

and the California Community Colleges.

   (b) The estimated cost of providing the infrastructure identified

in subdivision (a).

   (c) A proposal for funding the infrastructure identified in

subdivision (a), subject to the following criteria:

   (1) If the funding proposal does not recommend funding the

entirety of the infrastructure identified in subdivision (a), then

the proposal shall specify the criteria and priorities used to select

the infrastructure it does propose to fund.

   (2) The funding proposal shall identify its sources of funding and

may include, but is not limited to, General Fund, state special

funds, federal funds, general obligation bonds, lease revenue bonds,

and installment purchases.  If the plan proposes the issuance of new

state debt, it shall evaluate the impact of that debt on the state's

existing overall debt position.

   (3) The funding proposal is not required to recommend specific

projects for funding, but may instead recommend the type and quantity

of infrastructure to be funded in order to meet programmatic

objectives which shall be identified in the proposal.  However, any

capital outlay or local assistance appropriations intended to fund

infrastructure included in the Governor's Budget that coincides with

the first year of the infrastructure plan shall derive from, and be

encompassed by, the funding proposal contained in the plan.

   13103.  The Governor may order any entity of state government to

assist in preparation of the infrastructure plan.

   13104.  It is the intent of the Legislature that the proposed

infrastructure plan be considered by the Legislature in conjunction

with its consideration of the Budget Bill.
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D.1  -   Board Of Governors priority criteria for funding capital outlay projects.

California Community Colleges

Board of Governors

Priority Criteria

For

Funding Capital Outlay Projects

Introduction

Recent history has shown there are insufficient state resources to pay for all of the community college facilities needs in California.  Therefore, to continue to provide access to a quality education for the state’s community college students, the following priority criteria have been developed to guide the investment of limited state capital outlay funds into eligible projects.

General Criteria

1. Capital outlay projects are annually prioritized based on criteria set by the Board of Governors.  Projects are approved in these phases:

· Acquisition (a)

· Preliminary Plans (p)

· Working Drawings (w)

· Construction (c)

· Equipment (e)

1. Only after it has been determined by the district and the Chancellor’s Office that there is no viable alternative to constructing or reconstructing a facility will a proposed project be considered for scope approval and state funding. 

2. Completion of previously state-funded projects will have the highest priority for funding in each category.  Projects within Category A and D will be prioritized in the subcategory order shown.  Projects within Categories B through F will be prioritized on a basis of least cost to state community college facilities related funds. (Technical enhancements to this basis to ensure equitable competition among projects will be further defined in consultation with the ACBO Facilities Task Force.)  Collaborative partnerships may enhance a project’s eligibility if the collaboration reduces a project’s state cost.  Additional selection criteria also exist in Categories B, D & E. 

3. State funding for all equipment projects will be consistent with the Group II equipment guidelines.  Requests for instructional equipment for an education building or education center that is constructed through a public-private partnership or that is acquired without state funding can compete for funding in Categories B through F after the project scope has received Board of Governors approval through the normal submittal process.

4. Current state regulations restrict the use of state capital outlay funds for student centers, stadia, dorms, parking lots, and single-purpose auditoriums (Title 5, California Code of Regulations, Section 57001.5 (d)). 

5. The Board shall propose for funding no more than one scope-approved "new-start" project per authorized site in any given fiscal year.

6. The Board of Governors may make exceptions to these criteria and funding percentages when it determines that to do so will benefit the community college system.

Specific Criteria

Category A - To provide for safe facilities and activate existing space.
(No more than 50% of funds available in any given year)

To provide for existing safe facilities/infrastructure and to equip previously, state-funded construction projects.

A-1
Imminent danger to the life or safety of the building occupants -- with adequate documentation from a qualified independent third party (least cost/no growth)

A-2
Equipment to complete previously state-funded construction projects

A-3
Seismic Deficiencies -- potential seismic risk (least cost/no growth)

A-4
Immediate infrastructure failure (least cost/no growth)

Category B - To increase instructional capacity.
(Up to 50% of funds available in any given year after funding Category A projects)

To provide for reconstruction of existing space, construction of new space, and purchase of equipment to meet existing enrollment and provide for increased instructional capacity in classrooms, laboratories, libraries/learning resource centers and instructional audio and visual services (including land acquisition costs and site development when necessary to site facilities).  Only projects at or below 100% capacity-to-load ratio upon project completion initially qualify for funding within this category.  Completion of previously-funded Category B projects will have the highest priority for funding in this category.

· Reconstruction of existing space

· Construction of new space

Category C - To modernize instructional space.
(Up to 25% of funds available in any given year after funding Category A projects)

To provide for reconstruction or replacement of existing space and purchase of equipment to improve instructional programs and/or service delivery in classrooms, laboratories, libraries/ learning resource centers and instructional audio and visual services.  Projects in this category increase instructional efficiency and/or enhance instructional delivery systems through changes in teaching methods, improved technology and other infrastructure changes.  However, projects in this category will not cause or increase the overbuilt status of a site, and do not utilize capacity-to-load ratios to determine project eligibility.  Completion of previously funded Category C projects will have the highest priority for funding in this category.

· Reconstruction of existing space

· Replacement of existing space

Category D - To promote a complete campus concept.
(Up to 15% of funds available in any given year after funding Category A projects; funds may be shared with Categories E and F, as necessary, to fully fund a project)

To provide for reconstruction of existing space, construction of new space and purchase of equipment to promote a complete campus concept.  Projects that introduce never before available basic services to complete a campus are given preference for funding over projects that replace or add to an existing facility of similar use.  Completion of previously funded Category D projects will have the highest priority for funding in this category.

D-1
Physical education, performing arts, child development facilities, and other capital projects which promote a complete campus

D-2
Cafeterias, maintenance shops, warehouses and capital energy projects

Category E - To increase institutional support services capacity.
(Up to 5% of funds available in any given year after funding Category A projects; funds may be shared with Categories D and F, as necessary, to fully fund a project)

To provide for reconstruction of existing space, construction of new space and purchase of equipment to meet existing need and provide for increased capacity for administrative, instructional, student and other support services (including land acquisition and site development costs when necessary to site facilities).  Only projects at or below 100% capacity-to-load ratio upon project completion initially qualify for funding within this category.  Completion of previously funded Category E projects will have the highest priority for funding in this category.

· Reconstruction of existing space

· Construction of new space

Category F - To modernize institutional support services space.
(Up to 5% of funds available in any given year after funding Category A projects; funds may be shared with Categories D and E, as necessary, to fully fund a project)

To provide for reconstruction or replacement of existing space and purchase of equipment to improve program and/or service delivery in administrative, instructional, student and other support services.  Projects in this category increase administrative and support services efficiency and/or delivery systems.  However, projects in this category will not cause or increase the overbuilt status of a site, and do not utilize capacity-to-load ratios to determine project eligibility. Completion of previously-funded Category F projects will have the highest priority for funding in this category.

· Reconstruction of existing space

· Replacement of existing space
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Permanent ASF Over 25 Years


2,861 Buildings


65% of Inventory








Permanent ASF Over 40 Years


1,048 Buildings


24% of Inventory
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