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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION GENERAL STATEMENT 

Postsecondary education consists of formal instruction, research, public 
service, and other learning opportunities offered by educational institu­
tions which are eligible for state fiscal support or which participate in state 
programs. Postsecondary education primarily serves persons who have 
completed or terminated their secondary education or who are beyond 
the age of compulsory school attendance. 

This section presents data which relate to all postsecondary education 
in California. Its purpose is to provide historical information and compara­
tive statistics to supplement individual agency and segmental budget anal­
yses. Information on postsecondary education organization, functions, 
enrollments, expenditures, sources of support, and student charges fol­
lows. 

Organization 

California's system of public postsecondary education is the largest in 
the nation and consists of 136 campuses serving over one million students. 
This system is separated into three distinct public segments-the Univer­
sity of California (UC), the California State University and Colleges 
(CSUC) and the California Community Colleges (CCC). 

In addition to the public system, the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Commission (CPEC) reports that there are approximately 265 inde­
pendent colleges and universities. Of these, private, accredited four-year 
and graduate institutions constitute a major resource in California's total 
higher education effort. There are approximately 70 such institutions, 58 
of which collectively form the Association of Independent California Col­
leges and Universities (AICCU). 

1. ENROLLMENT 

A. California Enrollment Compared Nationally 

In Fall, 1977 1.8 million students, or 20.7 percent of the adult population 
(aged 18 to 45) were enrolled in accredited public or private California 
postsecondary institutions. No other state enrolled a higher percentage 
than did California. By comparison, the nationwide figure was 13.7 per­
cent. 
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In California, the three public segments accoun.t for 90perc€!nt of the 
state's total postsecondary enrollment; this is considerably above the na­
tional figure of 79 percent enrolled in publicly supported institutions. 

Approximately 18.5 percent of California's 18 to 45 year old population 
was enrolled in public postsecondary education in the Fall, 1977, while the 
national figure was 10.8 percent. Only Arizona·had a higher percentage 
of its 18-45 year old population enrolled in public institutions; 

Another way of illustrating the magnitude of California's enrollmeIlt in 
higher education is to. point out that with 10.5 percent of the national 
population between 18 and 45 years old, California accounts for 15.8 per­
cent of the total postsecondary education enrollment and 18 percent of all 
enrollment in publicly supported institutions. 

B. Actual 1977 

Table 1 provides the distribution of enrollment among the three public 
segments based on Fall, 1977. data. Two things stand out when reviewing 
the data. First, it is the CCC, with 72· percent of the total public. enroll­
ment, which is most responsible for the wide access to postsecondary 
education in California. Second, it is the great number of part-time stu­
dents which puts California in the forefront of access to postsecondary 
education. In Fall, 1977,14 states had a higher percentage of the 18-45 year 
old population enrolled full-time in: public institutions, althoughCaliforc 

nia, with 7.3 percent; was above the national average of 6.1 percent. Na~ 
tionally, 44 percent of those enrolled in public institutions in the Fall, 1977 
attended part-time, while the comparable figure for California was 60 
percent. The greatest percentage of part-time students is in the CCGThis 
is reflected in the average student load carried byCCC students, which 
is 7.8 units, compared to 12.4 units for CSUC undergraduates and 14.1 for 
UC undergraduates. 

Table 1 

California Public Postsecondary Education Enrollment (headcount) 
. Fall. 1977 

FuU·lime Parl·time Total 
Segment Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

University of California 
UndergradUlite .......................................... 83,519 93% 6,389 7% 89,908 100% 
Graduate .................................................... 34,774 95 1,823 5 36,597 100 

126,505 
(8%) 

California State University and Colleges 
Undergraduate, ......................................... 169,931 71 69,964 29 239,895 100 
Graduate .................................................... 16,473 23 56,012 77 72,485 100 

312,380 
(20%) 

California Community Colleges .............. 321,524 29 798,996 71 1,120,520 100 

1,120,520 
(72%) 

626,221 40% 933,184 60% '1,559,405" 100% 
(100%) 

Source: CPEC. Postsecondary Edl/mtion in G.llifomia Inform.1fion Dif'cst 1978 

• Total enrollment differs from that in Table 2. This table annualized Fall 1977 data While Table 2 reports 
actual year-end totals. 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION-Continued 
C. Public Higher Education Enrollments in 1979-80 

As table 2 indicates, full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment in each of 
the three public segments is projected to remain virtually unchanged in 
1979-80 over the estimated 1978-79 level. Headcount enrollment is ex­
pected to increase by 30,510 (2.4%) in the CCC, but growth of less than 
1 % is anticipated for the UC and CSUc. 

Total student FTE enrollment in 1979-80 will be 8.6% below that of 
1975-76, California's peak enrollment year. Most of this decline has oc­
curred in the CCC(-11.8%), but the CSUC (-2;2%) and the UC 
(-0.8%) have dropped as well. 

While FTE enrollment has declined since 1975-76, headcount enroll­
ment has remained constant. Two factors account for this variation: (1) 
the tendency for all students both full and part-time to take fewer units 
per year and (2) the growth in the percentage of total students who are 
enrolled part-time. The variation in headcount and FTE enrollment 
growth is much greater in the CCC and the CSUC than in the UC. The 
UC has always tended to enroll primarily full-time students and has done 
much less than the other two segments to attract a larger part-time clien­
tele. 

D. Future Public Higher Education Enrollments 

What are higher education enrollments likely to be in the future, bar­
ring policy changes in the current master plan? Two factors determine 
higher education enrollments: 1.) the total college-aged population and 
2.) the participation rate of this group in higher education. For short and 
medium range projections, the college-aged population is readily avail­
able. It is the second factor which makes predictions hazardous. 



1975-76 ..................................................... . 
1976-77 ..................................................... . 
1977-7IL. 
1978-79 
:1)7') .. C!0 
Percent Change 
1.11,)-10 to 

1979-80 ............... . 

Table 2 

California Enrollment in Public Higher Education 

Communitr College CSCC 
head count ADA head count FTE head count 

# # 
1,284,407 768,902 332,108 235,727 124,028 
1,255,676 721,884 326,860 231,251 123,056 
1,321,708 718,303 333,348 234,089 121,719 

·1.255,930 678,200 329,424 229,958 123,716 
1.286,440 678,200 329,602 230,510 124,468 

0.2% -11.8% -0.8% -2.2% 0.4% 

FC TOTAL 
FTE head count FTE & ADA 
# # 

120,540 1,740,543 1,125,169 
119,369 1,705,592 1,072,504 
117,940 1,776,775 1,070,332 
119,949 1,709,070 1,028,107 
119,541 1,740,510 1,028,251 

-0.8% 0.0% -8.6% 
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POSTSECONDARY EDUCA nON-Continued 

We do know that beginning in the early 1980s the number of 18-24 year 
olds will begin to decline, and it will not return to the current level until 
the late 1990s(See table 3). From 1978 to 1995 the decline will be approxi­
mately 12 percent, both for California and the U.S. However, two addition­
al factors need to be considered in projecting enrollments: the attempt to 
improve the access of minorities to higher education and the increasing 
tendency for persons beyond the traditional 18-24 age group to return to 
school. 

California has not made significant progress 'in increasing the represen­
tation of minority students in public higher education. The problem is 
most severe in UC and CSUc. A recent. UC study found that: 

"Low-income and minority high school graduates appear in the highest 
achievement group (UC eligibles) with only Y:J the frequency of their 
more advantaged counterparts and in the second highest achievement 
group (CSUC eligibles) with less thanYz the frequency." 
The Governor, the Legislature and all three segments of public higher 

education are committed to improving the representation of minorities in 
higher education. Together, the three segments will spend over $18 mil­
lion in 1978-79 specifically for the recruitment and retention of minority 
and low income students. In addition, the UC will spend over $4 million 
in 1978-79 for a program designed to increase the number of minority high 
school students eligible to attend UC and CSUC. With Black and Spanish 
surname, the state's two largest minority groups, accounting for 25 per­
cent of the state population, these programs, if successful, could compen­
sate for some of the overall drop in the 18-24 year old population. 



Table 3 

Trends in the Age Distribution of California 
Population, Aged 18 to 64 

1978 Population 

18-19 
.\iJmber Percent of 

(000) 18-84 Pop. 
822 6% 

Projected Change 
in 18-19 Population 

from 1978 Actual 
1900.................................................. 1% 
1985.................................................. -7 
1990.................................................. -17 

.1995.................................................. -11 
2000.................................................. 5 

Current Rate of 
Participation in 
Public Higher 

Education by 18-19 
YearOlds 

44% 

20-24 
.\umber Percent of 

(OOOJ 18-84 Pop. 
1,972 14% 

Projected Change 
in 20-24 Population 

from 1978 Actual 
3% 
6 

-5 
-10 
-1 

Current Rate of 
Participation in 
Public Higher 

Education bv 20-24 
YearOlds 

26% 
Source: Population Research Unit, California Department of Finance; 

25-29 
.\iJmber Percent of 

(OOO) 18-84 Pop. 
1,966 14% 

Projected Change 
in 25-29 Population 

from 1978 Actual 
1% 
6 
9 

-3 
-11 

Current Rate ~f 
Participation in 
Public Higher 

Education br 25-29 
YearOlds 

13% 

J0-J4 
.\umber Percent of 

(OOO) 18-84 Pop. 
1,861 14% 

Projected Change 
in J0-J4 Populabon 

from 1978 Actual 
7% 

14 
18 
21 
8 

Current Rate of 
Participabon in 
Public Higher 

Education bv JO-J4 
YearOlds 

9% 

J5-84 
.\umber Percent of 

(OOO) 18-84 Pop. 
7,091 52% 

Projected Change 
in J5-84 Population 

from 1978 Actual 
5% 

20 
34 
50 
67 

Current Rate of 
Participation in 
Public Higher 

Education by J5-84 
YearOlds 

5% 
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The;~rnportance of the 18-19 year olds to the stability of higher educa­
tion enrollments is obvious from Table 3. Their rate of participation in 
public.pqstsecoIidaryeducation (44 percent) is over three times greater 
than that of 25-29 year oIds and almost nine times greater than that of 35 
to 64 year olds. The rate of participation of 20-24 year olds is also signifi­
cantly greater than the rate for older students. 

What must not be overlooked, however, is the far greater number of 
individuals who are in these older age groups, and that the population of 
these groups will expand rapidly, just as the reduced number of 18 year 
olds is working its way through the higher education system. Today, for 
example, there are over eight times as many 35-64 year olds as there are 
18-19 year olds. By 1990 when the number of 18-19 year olds is near its 
projected bottom, there will be 14 times as many persons in this older 
group. Also to be considered is that while the participation rate of the 
18-19 year olds has remained fairly constant, that of older students is on 
the rise. According to the California Department of Finance, the partici­
pation rate of 35-64 year olds has increased from three percent in 1972 to 
five percent in 1977. Further, while the 18-19 year old rate is projected by 
the Department of Finance to decline slightly through 1985, the rate for 
the older group is projected to increase moderately. 

Although the probable increase in older students could cancel out part 
of the decline in the number of 18-24 year olds, two factors should be 
considered in projecting the impact on the three segments. First, older 
students tend to take fewer courses per year than 18 year oIds. Thus, on 
average they require fewer resources than younger students. Second, 
growth in older students would benefit CCC the most and UC least, since 
CCC (and to a lesser degree, CSUC) have made a significant effort to 
encourage part-time attendance. 

2. EXPENDITURES 

A. Proposed 1979-80 

A summary of proposed expenditures for 1979-80, including capital out­
lay, is presented in Table 4. This table shows that total support for all 
higher education will amount to $5.2 million in the budget year, not 
including student assistance. Of the total support budget, the state Gen­
eral Fund will provide $2.4 billion or almost 50 percent. The community 
college system will receive the greatest share of this amount-almost 35 
percent. This is an increase of 15 percent over its share of state dollars for 
higher education prior to Proposition 13 which eliminated over $400 mil­
lion in local revenues for the community college system. However, the 
only local funds used for the support of higher education are still in the 
community college system-an estimated $360 million from property tax 
revenues. 

The second largest support source for higher education is federal funds 
(25.1 percent) -primarily as a result of $1.2 billion going to UC for support 
of u.S. Department of Energy laboratories and federally sponsored re­
search. 
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The relatively minor contribution of ~tudent fees reflects California's 
policy of no tuition. Expenditures for capital outlay have q~~:o greatly 
reduced due to enrollment declines and Proposition 13. Because of the 
latter, local colleges no longer have the matching funds to quaUfy for 
capital outlay (COPHE) funds. 



Table 4 
Summary of Proposed 1979-80 
Budget for Higher Education 

State 
General 

Agency Federal Fund COPHE Local Fees 
California Postsecondary Educa-

tion Commission ....................... . $1,679 $1,664 
University of California ................... . 
Hastings College of Law ................. . 
California State University and Col-

1,151,541 797,147 $15,547 $171,489 
897 4,521 99 1,766 

leges ............................................. . 
California Maritime Academy ....... . 
Community Colleges ....................... . 
Student Aid Commission ................. . 

53,241 714,280 95,127 10,769 
518 2,341 130 1,307 

90,000 852,364 4,814 $360,000 22,000 
12,399 78,388 

TOTAL ........................................... . 
Percent of TOTAL ....................... . 

$1,310,275 $2,450,705 $31,359 $360,000 $291,689 
25.1% 47.0% .7% 6.9% 5.6% 

OtlJer Total 

$3,343 
$596,561 2,732,285 

7,283 

171,945 1,045,362 
4,296 

517 1,329,695 
53 90,840 ---

$769,076 $5,213,104 
14.7% 100% 
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B. State and Local Support for Higher Education 

For 1977-78 to 1979-80, Table 5 shows state and local support for public / 
higher education, exclusive of capital outlay. State level expenditures are 
budgeted to increase by 3.9 percent, while state and local expenditures 
combined will increase by 3.3 percent. The state and local percentage is 
lower because local expenditures are not expected to increase in 1979-80. 

The Governor's Budget assumes a continuation of $260 million in state 
"bail-out" funds for the comrimnity colleges in 1979-80. The inclusion of 
these funds will provide the community colleges with a 4.5 percent in­
crease in state support. Total support for the community colleges, howev­
er, will increase by 3.1 percent because local support is not expected to 
increase in 1979-80. While this level of support represents an increase over 
1978-79, it is 2.7 percent less than actual state and local support in 1977-78, 
the last year prior to passage of Proposition 13. 

State support for UC and CSUC is budgeted to increase by 3.9 percent 
and 3.2 percent, respectively. Each of these figures will go up substantially; 
however, if salary increase funds are provided. For instance, a 6 percent 
salary increase augmentation would raise the total UC budget 9.2 percent 
above the level of 1978-79. 



t." '. Tabl~5 , . 
State and Local F!unds Budgeted for Higher EdIJcation'Operating Expenses' 

. . (millrons)," . ' 

Year 

UniverSity of 
California 

State 
General 
Fund 

1974-75 ................................................ .. 
1975-76 .................................................. . 
197&-77 ................................................. . 
1977-78 ................................................ .. 
1978-79 (est.) ..................................... . 
1979-80 Governor's Budget... .......... . 
1979-80 increase over 1978-79 ...... .. 

$515 
586 
684 
737 
767 
797 d 

3.9% 

California State 
University and' 

CoUeges 
State 

General 
Fund 
$482 
538 
605 
666 
691 
570 d 

3.3% 

California Community Col/eKes 
State Total. 

General State and 
Fund Local Local 
$410 $334 $744 
485 367 852 
508 481 989 
570 667 1,237 
861 c 316 1,177 
900 c 313 1,213 

4,5% .9% 3.1 % 

a Excludes all capital outlay. 
b Includes Hastings School of Law, California Maritime Academy and the Student Aid Commission. 
c Includes $260 million in "bail-out" funds: 
d Excludes salary increase funds. 

Other Higher 
Education 
Agenciesb 

State 
General 
Fund 

$47 
58 
65 
76 
83 
85 
2.4% 

State 
General 
Fund 
$1,454 
1,667 
1,862 
2,049 
2,402 
2,496 

Totals 

3.9% 

State.and 
Local 
$1,788 
2,034 
2,343 
2,716 
2,718 
2,809 

3.3% 
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C. California Expenditures Compared Nationally; 

In 1975-76 California's state and local public expenditures for higher 
education were 1.60 percent of state personal income, ranking it sixth 
among the 50 states. The national average for that year was 1.11 percent. 

According to a Carnegie Council study, in 1973-7412 states had expendi­
tures per pupil (full-time equivalent) from state and local sources in pub­
lic institutions which were. higher than California ($1,642). However, of 
the 12, only Alaska had a higher'percentage of its 18-45 year old population 
enrolled in public higher education, and in seven of these states, the 
percentage was less than one-half of that in California. Thus, these states 
were able to "target" their state support on a much smaller proportion of 
their total population. . 

In California, no funds go directly to the support of private higher 
education institutions. However, approximately 40 percent of the state 
student aid grants and 70 percent of total aid is received by students who 
attend private institutions. In 197~75 California ranked eighth in appro­
priations per full-time equivalent student enrolled in private institutions. 
Although comparison data are not available for more recent years, student 
aid funds have more than doubled since that time. 

3. TUITION AND FEES 

Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by Califor­
nia's system of higher education to gather additional revenue. According 
to the Master Plan for Higher Education, "tuition is defilled generally as 
student charges for teaching expense, whereas fees are'charged to stu­
dents, either collectively or individually, for services not directly related 
to instruction, such as health, special clinical services, job placement, hous­
ing and recreation." Although there has been a traditional policy as enun­
ciated in the Master Plan that tuition should not be charged to resident 
students, there has been an equally traditional policy to charge "fees" to 
resident students. All three segments impose a tuition qn students who are 
not legal residents of California, including foreign students. 

The California Maritime Academy is a traditional exception to the free 
tuition policy. Tuition income usually is expended for instructional serv­
ices resulting in a direct offset to state. funding requirements. 

Table 6 illustrates the budgeted levels oftuition and fees at the various 
segments. Where th~se vary from campus to campus, a range is indicated. 

Table 6 

Basic Academic Year Student Charges 1979-80 
(estimated) 

Fef' 
Tuition·nonresident I foreign .......................................... . 
Tuition-educational fee:'" .. 

Undergraduate ........... ~ .... ; ... , .... : .................................. .. 
Graduate ........................... :~ ... , ... :; ....................... ; .... ,.; .... . 

~~~l~~:~~: f:: .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::':::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::. 
Campus mandatory fee ................................................. . 
Auxiliary service fees: 

Room and board .......................................................... .. 
Parking ............................................................................ . 
Health ............................................................................ .. 

UC 
$2,400 

300 
360 
375 
20 

27-94 

1,890 
30-108 

csuc 
$1,800 

144 
20 

0-50 

1,200-1,890 
40 

CCC C.\14 
$1,540 81,110 

525 

145 

2,100 
0-40 
1-10 96 
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As a basis of comparison, Table 7 lists the 1978-79 average cost of tuition 
and fees nationally as well as the average for the three California higher 
education segments. The figures do not include the costs of nonresident 
tuition or auxiliary service fees. 

Table 7 

Tuition and Fees, 1978-79 

California: 
Community Colleges ........................................................................................................................... . 
CSUC........................................................................................................................................................ $195 
UC ............................................................................................................................................................ 700 

National: 
Public 2-year .......................................................................................................................................... 408 
Private 2-year ........................................................................................................................................ 1,930 
Public. 4-year .......................................................... ,............................................................................... 651 
Private 4-year ........................................................................................................................................ 2,647 
Proprietary .............................................................................................................................................. 2,038 

Source: Student Expenses at Postsecondary Instituhons, 1978-79, CEEB. 

The Carnegie study mentioned previously reported that California re­
lies less on student tuition and fees to finance public higher education than 
any other state. In 1973-74, California ranked last in average student 
charges ($133). It is likely that California's student charges are still lowest 
in the 50 states because they have increased very little since that time.' 

4. AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

A. Student Affirmative Action 

Since the 1960's, the Legislature has supported a variety of efforts in all 
segments of higher education to: (a) increase the enrollment of qualified 
students from underrepresented ethnic and economic groups and (b) 
provide such students with the support necessary to complete a college 
education successfully. One of the major actions taken by the Legislature 
was ACR 151 (Resolution Chapter 209, Statutes of 1974) which requested 
all. three segments of higher education to prepare a plan for overcoming 
by 1980 the ethnic, economic and sexual underrepresentation in higher 
education student bodies as compared to that of recent high school gradu­
ates. 

Progress toward meeting this objective is monitored by the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC). CPEChas issued two re­
ports on the segments' efforts to comply with ACR 151 (an update should 
be completed by April 1979). Both reports were critical of the progress 
made in attempting to increase the proportion of ethnic-minority enroll-
ment. . 

Table 8 summarizes the latest available data on ethnic distributions in 
all segments. Two comparison groups are shown: (1) the entire K-12 
population and (2) the high school population. Neither of these groups 
adequately reflects the actual ethnic distribution of graduating seniors­
the comparison group designated by ACR 151-because minority students 
exhibit a disproportionately high drop-out rate in the late high school 
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grades. To provide a more appropriate comparison group, we have re~ 
quested the Department of Education to include a racial and ethnic break­
down for high school seniors in its next student survey (Fall, 1979). 

Table 8 

Racial and Ethnic Distribution of Students 

,\'ative Chicano/ 
American Asian Filipino BlacK Hispanic White Totaf 

Public K-12 Schools 
Nwnber .................................................................................... : ......... 38,799 149,132 51,899 430,367 892,113 2,722,995 .4,2&';,305 
Percen!... ............................................................................................. 0.9 3.5 1.2 10.0 20.8 63.5 100.0 

Public High Schools 
Nwnber .............................................................................................. N/A" N/A" N/A" 109,845 201,575 839,338 1,215,154 
Percent.. .............................................................................................. N/A N/A N/A 9.0 16.6 69.1 100.0 

Community Colleges 
Nwnber .............................................................................................. 13,027 45,138 88,000 87,621 633,870 867,656 
Percen!. ............................................................................................... 1.5 5.2 10.1 10.1 73.1 100.0 

California State University and Colleges (Undergraduate Only) 
Nwnber .............................................................................................. 2,121 11,391 1,536 12,007 13,542 124,881 165.478 
Percent ............. ; ................................................................................. 1.3 6.9 0.9 7.3 8.2 75.5 100.0 

University of California (Undergraduate Only) 
Nwnber .............................................................................................. 448 8,480 742 3,343 4,468 62,765 80.246 
Percen!... ............................................................................................. 0.6 10.6 0.9 4.2 5.6 78.2 100.0 

Independent Colleges (Undergraduate Only) 
4,716 b Nwnber .............................................................................................. 573 5,755 5,950 58,253 75,24i 

Percen!... ..... ; ....................................................................................... 0.8 6.3 7.6 7.9 77.4 100.0 

a 64,396 students not broken 
b Includes Filipino students. 

down. 

State Support 

'. The Legislature has provided General Fund support to help meet the 
goal of ACR 151. Over $18 M is budgeted annually for such activities as 
outreach programs in the secondary schools, and counseling and tutorial 
services at the college level. Table 9 summarizes the support available for 
these services (excluding financial aid) from 1976-77 through 1979-80. 

Table 9 

Student Affirmative Action Services 0 

(millions) 

4ctl1:11 
UC-General Fund/ (Nonstate) b. c lY;6-i'; 

Outreach .......................................................... $0.0 (0.7) 
Support Services : ............ : .............................. 0.3 (0.3) 

Total UC Support .......................................... $0.3 (1.0) 
CSUC 

Outreach .......................................................... 
Support Services (EOP) .............................. 3.6 

Total CSUC Support... ................................... 3.6 
Community College 

EOPS (Outreach and Support Services) 4.6 

Total General Fund Support ..................... 88.5 

a Excludes Financial Aid. 
b :\r11011nts in parf"nthc's('s r£>prpspnt TlnIl!'tak' ~\lpptH'1 
C Excludes UC support for EOP. 

----- -- ---------------

.ktwi! 
Jy;i·-/~) 

$1.1 (0.8) 
0.8 (0.3) 

$1.9 (1.1) 

4.3 

4.3 

6.2 

812.4. 

estimllted Budg<,fc,d 
1978-1.9 1979-80 

$1.3 10.7), . S2.3 1,OO} 
1.0 (0.2) 1.2 (0.0) 

$2.3 (0.9) .. 83.5 (0.0) 

0.1 0.3 
5.0 5.1 -----
5.1 5.4 

7.7 9.3 -_ .. _-
815.1 818:2 
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. As the table indicates, total General Fund support for student affirma­
tive action has increased dramatically from 1976-77 through 1979-80. As 
program stlPport increases within each segment, so too does the opportu­
nity for program duplication between segments. The need for greater 
inters~gmental program coordination is more thoroughly discussed in the 
CSUC Analysis (Item 359). 

B. Employee Affirmative Action 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget continues support for the UC and 
CSUC employee affirmative action programs which were first funded in 
1978-;.79 (community colleges have no separate state support for employee 
affirmative action). Table 10 displays the funding level for 1978-;.79 and 
1979-80. 

Table 10 

Employee Affirmative Action 
General Fund Support 

California State University and Colleges 
Employee Affirmative Action (Administrative Intern) ........................... . 
Faculty Development Program ..................................................................... . 

Total CSUc. ...................................................................................................... . 
University of California a 

Employee Program Development ............................................................ ,; ... . 
Faculty Program Development ..................................................................... . 

Total UC ............................................................................................................ . 

(EstiIlliltea) 

1978-79 

$345,120 
505,426 

$850,546 

$253,000 
352,000 

$605,000 

(Budgeted) 

1979-80 

$415,569 
592,281 

$1,007,850 

$253,000 b 

352,OOOb 

$605,OOOb 

a In addition to General Fund support, UC has allocated University Funds as follows: $213,000 for H117-78, 
and $300,000 for 1978-79 and 1979-80. 
b Does not include price increase adjustment. 

The fUIlds included in Table 10 are aimed at expanding and broadening 
access to promotional opportunities through specific faculty management 
and staff personnel development efforts. Affirmative action costs associat­
ed with recruitment, advertising, meeting federal reporting require­
ments, etc., have not been included as they are subsumed as part of the 
operating costs of the entire administration. 

5. SERVICES FOR DISABLED STUDENTS 

Programs for disabled students in institutions of higher education are 
directedhy federal regulations promulgated pursuant to Section 504 of the 
federal Rehabilitation Act of 1973, ACR 201 of 1976 and Chapter 275, Stat­
utes of 1976 (AB 77). 

504 Regulations 

Compliance with the federal 504 regulations would require that: 
1. Qualified handicapped students or participants in college programs 

or actiVities not be excluded from any course, course of study, or other 
program or activity on the basis of handicap. 
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2. Qualified handicapped students or participants in college programs 
or activities not be excluded on the basis of handicap from participation 
in, be denied the benefits of, or otherwise be subjected to discrimination 
under any academic, research, occupational training, housing, health in­
surance, counseling, financial aid, physical education, athletics, recreation, 
transportation, other extracurricular activity, or other educational pro­
grams or activities offered by the college. 

3. In providing any aid, benefit, or service, a college not take any dis­
criminatory action on the basis of handicap to: 

a. Deny a qualified handicapped person the opportunity to participate 
in, or benefit from, the services it provides. 

b. Afford any qualified handicapped person an opportunity to partici­
pate in or benefit from any aid, benefits, or services, that are not 
equal to those afforded to others. 

c. Provide a qualified handicapped person with any aid, benefits, or 
services, that are not as effective as those provided to others. To be 
"equally effective" an aid, benefit, or service need not produce an 
identical result or level of achievement for handicapped and non­
handicapped persons.' However, the college must afford hand­
icapped persons with an equal opportunity to obtain the same result 
or level of achievement in the most integrated setting appropriate to . 
the person's needs. . , 

d. Provide any different or separate aid, benefits, or services to hand­
icapped persons unless such action is necessary to provide qualified 
handicapped persons with aid, benefits, or services that are as effec­
tive as those provided to others. Qualified handicapped persons shall 
not be denied the opportunity to participate in programs or activities 
that are not separate or different, if they can qualify for such pro­
grams' or activities. 

e. Aid or perpetuate discrimination against a qualified handicapped 
person by providing any significant assistance to any agency, organi­
zation, or person that discriminates on the basis of handicap against ._­
beneficiaries of the college's programs. 

f. Deny a qualified handicapped person the opportunity to participate 
as a member of planning or advisory boards. 

g. Otherwise limit a qualified handicapped person in the enjoyment of 
any right, privilege, advantage or opportunity enjoyed by others. 

h. Regionalize services. 
While these federal regulations appear to provide comprehensive cov­

erage of services, the state gave additional program support by adopting 
ACR 201 in 1976. 

ACR 201 

Significant features of ACR 201 include: 
"The Legislature recognizes that handicapped persons are also under­

represented in our institutions of public higher education and should be 
treated in the same manner as other underrepresented groups; ,and 

It is the intent of the Legislature that such underrepresentation' be 
addressed and overcome by 1980; and 
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It is the intent of the Legislature that this underrepresentation be elimi­
nated by providing necessary auxiliary services and procedures to ensure 
entrance and retention rather than by rejecting any qualified student; and 

"It is the intent of the Legislature to commit the resourcE'S to implement 
this policy; and 

It is the intent of the Legislature that institutions of public higher educa­
tion shall consider the following methods for fulfilling this policy: 

(a) Affirmative efforts to search out and contact out and contact quali­
fied handicapped students. 

(b) Experimentation to discover alternate means of evaluating the stu­
dent potential of handicapped students. 

(c) Augmented handicapped '5tudent financial assistance programs. 
(d) Improved counseling for handicapped students." 

Students to be Served 

The actual number of disabled students in California has not been pre­
cisely determined. However a student survey estimates a currenttotal of 
36,000 consIsting of 30,000 in the CCC, 5,000 in the CSUC and 900 in the 
Uc. IUs also expected that a program of full service to meet the require­
ments of Section 504 and and ACR 201 could expand such enrollments to 
upwards of 80,000 in the next decade. Of this group is it is likely that half 
will require services of a significant nature. 

1979-80 Budget Requests 

A student coalition estimates that potential costs of this program could 
exceed $40 million. In 1978-79, resources available to meet the above 
requirements include: $670,402 at UC; $591,936 at CSUC and $8.7 million 
apportionment to the CCC. All segments concur that the existingbudgets 
are inadequate and have made 1979-80 General Fund budget requests 
totaling $18 million as follows: 

Segment 
DC ....................................................................................... . 
CSUC .................................... ; ...........•..................•.............. 
CCC ................................................................................... . 
Totals .....•............................................................................ 

Estimated 
1978-79 
$670,402 • 

591,936 
8,700,000 

$9,962,338 

Requested 
1979-80 
$1,750,953 
1,395,777 

15,000,000 

$18,146,73(} 
• Non general fund. . 
b Does not include approximately $200~OOO for special deaf program at Northridge. 

The components of UC and CSUC requests include: 

ue 
Service 

Students: 
Information and Awareness .. 
Outreach and Admission ....... . 
Counselmg and Placement ... . 
Auxiliary Aids ........................... . 
Transportation ......................... . 
Administrative Staff ................. . 

Requested 
Augmentation 

$47,950 
43,737 

102,700 
530,037 
53,675 

422,521 

csue 
Service 

Interpretative Services ......................... . 
Readers, Notetakers ............................... . 

Requested 
Change 
$1,080,551 

803,841 
6,300,000 

$8,184,392 

Requested 
Augmentation 

$485,344 
268,116 
32,757 
50,961 

250,514 
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SubtotaL ......................................... . 
Eniployees: 

Miscellaneous Services ........... . 

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

$1,200,953 

550,000 
$1,750,953 " 

"Requested to augment $670,402 in 1978-79 base. 
b Requested to augment $591,936 in 1978-79 base. 
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$1,087,692 

308,085. 
$1,395,777 b 

Of the additional amount requested, the Governor's 1979-80 budget 
provides (a) $309,467 from the General Fund to UC, (b) $49,092 to CSUC 
and (c) an additional $500,000 to CCC, as follows: 

Segment 
uc: .............. . 
csuc ......... . 
ccc ........... . 
Totals ......... . 

Estimated 
197~79 

$670,402 
591,936" 

8,700,000 

$9,962,338 

Budgeted 
1979-110 

$979,689 
641,028" . 

9,200,000 

$10,820,897 

Requested 
1979-110 
$1,750,953 
1,395,777 

15,000,000 

$18,146,730 

Difference Between 
Budget and Request 

$771,084 
754,749 

5,800,000 
$7,325,833 

" Does not include approximately $200,000 for special deaf program at· Northridge. 

Plan Neede~ 

We recommend that the Department of Finance a.) coordinate a re­
view of services to disabled students in institutions of higher education and 
b.) report to the legislative fiscal committees by Apri115, 1979 on appropri­
ate responsibilities, service levels and funding. 

The Governor's Budget is inconsistent in its approach to services for the 
disabled. Administrative coordinator staff positions are currently provided 
CSUC,but not UC; new employee services are providedUC but not 
CSUC; and finally neither segment is augmented for essential services 
such as interpretors, readers, and auxilliary aids. 

To complicate the matter further, there appears to be some confusion 
between the State Department of Rehabilitation the Department of Fi­
nance and the segments of higher education as to whiCh agency has the 
primary responsibility for services. Rehabilitation believes that it will no 
longer be responsible for higher education services and will pull back in 
this area; higher education believes that Rehabilitation should maintain its 
service level; and finally, the Finance staff believes that Rehabilitation 
should expand its services in order to take advantage of federal funds. In 
all of this confusion, no one has determined whether the state can fiscally 
support the "open access to every institution" level of service mandated 
by the state and federal policy guidelines. 

We believe that the responsibility for clarifying this matter lies with the 
administration. A plan which addresses· responsibilities and appropriate 
services at specified funding levels should be presented by the Depart­
ment of Finance to the Legislative fiscal committees by April 15, 1979. 

3.>-78673 
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Item 345 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 936 

Requested 1979-80 ...................................................................... ; .. . 
Estimated 1978-79 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1977-78 ................................................................................. . 

$1,664,935 
1,739,933 
1,491,456 

Requested decrease $74,998 (4.3 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Costs of Instruction. Recommend CPEC determine com­
parable costs of instruction and support services for higher 
education segments. 

2. Community College Salaries. Recommend that commu­
nity college salaries and benefits be included in annual 
salary report. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

None 

Analysis 
page 

1011 

1012 

The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC), com­
prised of 23 members, was created by Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1973. It is 
an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor. The functions assigned 
to CPEC include planning, evaluation, and coordination. No person who 
is regularly employed in any administr~tive, faculty or professional posi­
tion by an institution of public or private postsecondary education may be 
appointed to the Commission. 

Postsecondary institutions advise the Commission through a special 
committee, consisting of the chief executive officer of each public seg­
ment, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the association or associa­
tions for private universities and colleges, the California Advisory Council 
on Vocational Education and Technical Training and the Council for Pri­
vate Postsecondary Education Institutions. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 1 presents a summary of expenditures and funding sources for the 
commission. 

Table 1 
CPEC .Expenditures and Funding Sources 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Amount Percent 

I. Information Systems $290,664 $300,518 $318,827 $18,309 6.1% 
II. Coordination and 

Review ........................ 278,110 265,338 279,704 14,336 5.4 
III. Planning and Special 

Projects ...................... 301,017 462,160 367,698 -94,462 -20.4 
IV. Federal Programs .... 1,076,952 1,739,399 1,749,451 10,052 .1 
V. Executive .................. 295,085 290,755 306,450 15,695 5.4 

VI. Staff Services ............ 222,443 257,395 221,502 -35,893 -13.9 
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yn. Commission Activi-
, ties .......................... , ... . 

'':VIII. WICHE ..................... . 
TOTAL PROGRAMS ............. . 

"General Fund· ' 
,/;,L Regular Support ., ........... . 

': :,,;2.Specia/ Study ................... . 

'l"OTAL;CENERAL FUND .. 

, ~ericlo~s~~~.::::::::::::::::::::::::::' 

44,BOO 
39,000 

$2,548,071 

$1,491,456 

$1,491,456 
$1,056,615 

50,2 

78,331 
39,000 

$3,432,896 

$1,618,558 
121,375 

$1,739,933 
$1,692,963 

57.1 

61,324 -17,007 -21.7 
39,000 

$3,343,956 $-88,940 -2.6% 

$1,664,935 $46,377 2.9% 
- ..:'121;375 -100% 

$1,664,935 ' $-74,998 -4.3% 
$M79,021 $'-13,942 -.1%, ' 

59.1 2.0 3.5% 

";'i"~~, the table shows, CPEC will experience a 2~6 percellt decrease in total ' 
~sl,ipport in 1979-80. This is primarily the result ofaone-time $121,375 
:i#crease in the current year fora study of student financial aid (Item 321.1 
it!: t~e Budget Act of 1978). When these funds are removed from the 
d16ulations, the regular General Fund support for CPEe increases by 
, $46,377 Or 2,9 percent and totalsu,pport increases by $32,435 or 1.0 percent. 
, The budget proposes a net increase of two positions 'iriCPEC, both of 
',whichare9!~rical. We recomipend approval. ' 

'ii1terse9me~tal Compariscms 

! ,We recommend that the California Postsecondary Edudation Commis­
;sioil (CPEC) be directed to aevelop comparable costs¢l:a) instruction, 
,:by major disciplines and level qfinstruction, 'and b )supp'9rt services, in 
'the three public higher education segments, andsl!bIiii(a preliminary 
repQrttd the Legislature byMifrch 1, 198Q. , ,\ 

There have been a variety of attempts in recent yea.r~ ,tb secure com-
parative d,ata on the cost of higher education prograins:;", ' , 

(1) In 1965, SCR 51 directed:CPEC's predecessor, tJ.1~:1Coordinating 
Council on Higher Education,'t.6develop all' annual report comparing 

" salary levels and benefits of' C~Uf<>.rnia institutions witl-i!,,tp.ose in other 
" states. This indirectly facilitated l~omparisons between tl)(:l',two California 
; segments then in existenc~. " , .. r '}/;, 
\ (2) In 1971, scn 105 ditected}theCouncil to report'lIt:iiform data on 
:costs of instruction for the three segments of higher edti~tion. This was 
ionly partially complied with and:~ventually' suspended d$\to methodo-
: . . : \ :: ' . , :. t, , ~ ; 

logical problems. ,i\:> '.' \'?:\;\ , 
(3) In 1978, supplementallan~a:ge,to the ,Budget ,Bill4M~~ted CPEC 

to develop common definitions for\feporting graduate FrEl.~~reliminary, 
report has been distributed. " ,r ,·\;".~:"h,\ , ' 

In spite of these efforts, the Legi~latur c' still lacks ,the adt::i:'necessary to 
make intersegmental program cost comparisons. ',', ", 

In addition to the historical concern, the emergence of the community 
colleges as the single largest item of state support for higher education 
raises new questions about the equity of funding between the segments. 
In the next section of this analysis we are recommending the inclusion of 
community colleges in the annual CPEC report on salaries and benefits. 
The inclusion of salaries paid at community colleges will provide one 
important source of comparative data. However, much additional infor­
mation is necessary to assIst the Legislature in evaluating the allocation of 
state support between the three segments of higher education, the distri-
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bution of support within each segment, and the merit of requests for 
program increases. 

Because of the variability found between programs, levels of instruction, 
and support services, we recommend that separate cost and staffing fac­
tors be developed for. each of these elements. This task logically falls to 
CPEC, the agency created specifically to foster an intersegmental ap­
proach to higher education. The development of comparable cost and 
staffing factors is basic to any attempt to interrelate the segments, and thus 
should be given top priority by the agency. A deadline of MarchI, 1980, 
would provide sufficient time for the agency to develop preliminary fac­
tors that could be reviewed in hearings on the 1980-81 budget. 

Salary Comparisons 

We recommend that the California Postsecondary Education Commis­
sion (CPEC) be directed to include community college salaries and bene­
fits in its annual report on faculty salaries. 

As a result of Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 of the 1965 Legisla­
tive Session, CPEC is required to submit an analysis of faculty salaries, and 
the cost of fringe benefits, in the UC and CSUC systems each year to the 
Governor and Legislature. These reports are based on a comparison of the 
salaries and benefits of the California faculty with comparable faculty 
throughout the United States, and assist the Governor and the Legislature 
in determining appropriate salary levels. 

Now that the state has assumed primary responsibility for support of the 
community colleges, this system should also be covered by the annual 
report. We note that a recent study by the American Association of Uni­
versity Professors indicates that salaries in the California community col­
leges are 27 percent above the average for two-year public institutions in 
the United States. This situation needs to be analyzed. Including commu­
nity colleges in the annual CPEC report would permit a more accurate 
and systematic comparison of the community college faculty with faculty 
in other states as well as with the UC and CSUC faculty. 
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Items 346-356 from the General 
Fund and Item 357 from the 
California Water Fund Budget p. 941 

Requested 1979-80 .......................................................................... $797,246,631 a 

Estimated 1978-79 ............................................................................ 767,673,491 
Actual 1977-78 ............................................................. ; ..................... 740,098,960 

Requested increase $29,573,140 (3.9 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... $7,664,396 
a Salary increase funds are not included in this total. They are discussed elsewhere in the Analysis under 
Item 435. 

197s.;ao FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item Description Fund Amount 

346 Support General $786,744,448 
347 Institute of Appropriate Technol- General 102,900 

ogy 
348 State Data Program General 119,500 
349 Undergraduate Teaching Excel- General 1,381,700 

lence 
350 Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Edu- General 77,400 

cation Program 
351 Berkeley-San Francisco Medical General 745,210 

Education Program 
352 Riverside-UCLA Biomedical Pro- General 623,913 

gram 
353 Teaching Hospital Loan General 3,919,600 
354 Drew Postgraduate Medical Pro- General 2,165,860 

""355 
gram 
California College of Podiatric General 726,800 
Medicine 

356 Institute of Transportation Studies General 539,300 

357 Mosquito Control Research California Water 100,000 

Total $79i ,246,631 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Instructional Computing. Reduce Item 346 by $500,000. 1028 
Recommend deletion of augmentation as an unneces-
sary enrichment in light of other funding sources. 

2. Teaching Assistants. Augment Item 346 by $990,288. Rec- 1030 
ommend that 92 FTE Teaching Assistants be added subject 
to DC providing TA training for all TAs. 

3. Health Science Tuition. Reduce Item 346' by $635,000. 1036 
Recommend that a $1,OOO/year health science tuition fee 
for medicine, veterinary medicine and dentistry students 
be phased in over two years beginning with a $500 fee in 
1979-80. " 
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4. Affiliated Residents.. Reduce Item 346 by $231,000. Rec- 1039 
ommend that state support for 52 additional affiliated resi-
dents be deleted. 

5. Graduate Academic Students. Recommend supplemen- 1040 
tal language stating that the increase of 41 health science 
graduate academic students for 1979--80 is one-time only. 

6. Medical Residents. Recommend supplemental language 1043 
directing that in 1980--81 the number ofiesidents trained 
by UC will be no greater than the number in 197B:79'and 
that the reduction from the 1979--80 level must be in non­
primary care specialties. 

7. Malpractice Insurance. Reduce Item 346 by $686,000. 1047 
Recommend that state support for malpractice insurance 
be reduced to reflect (1) the savings from partial DC self 
insurance and (2) a ~ower estimate of the probable price 
increase. 

8. Institute of Transportation Studies. Delete General Fund 1051 
Appropriation of $539,300 and increase DriverPenalty As­
sessment Fund support by $539,300 in Item 356; Recom­
mend that support for the Institute of Transportation 
Studies be provided by the priver Penalty Assessment 
Fund rdher than the GeneraLFund. . 

9. California Writing Project. Augment Item 346 by $300,- 1055 
000.. Recommend that a $300,0Q0 augmentation for core 
suppo:rt ofthe California Writing Project be provided. Also 
that supplemental language be adopted requiring that a 
formallldvisory panel be established to evaluate individual 
proposals for funding. 

10. Patient Discharge Data. Recommend that supplemental IO(i4 
language be adopted requiring the' UC to submit patient 
abstract and hilling information to the California Health 
Facilities Commission. ' 

11. Student Affirmative Action Program. Reduce Item 346 10n9 
by $1,877,000. Recommend that the General Fund aug­
mentation for the replacement of Education Fee funds be 
eliminated. . 

12. Collective Bargaining. Reduce Item 346 by $298,000. Rec- 1072 
ommend elimination of state support for (1) collective bar­
gaining negotiations and (2) the collection of employee 

, salary data because they are unnecessary in 1979--80. 
13. Application Fee. Reduce General Fund and increase 1080 

reimbursements to Item 346 by $61O,OOO.-Recommend 
that the application for admission fee be raised from $20 to 
$25 and that the percentage of fee waivers be maintained 
at 6 percent of applicants. 

14. General Reimbursements. Reduce General Fund and in- 10lB 
crease reimbursements to Item 346 by $356,157. Recom-
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mend general reimbursements be increased to reflect 
anticipated income more accurately. ' 

15. Utilities Support. Reduce Item 346 by $3,647,527. Rec- JOI-,,4 
ommend that utility support be reduced on certain cam-
puses as a result of (1) overestimated electricity rate 
increases and (2) excess energy consumption per square 
foot of space. 

16. Social Security Coordination. Reduce Item 346 by $114,- 1086 
000. Recommend that General Fund support for social 
security coordination be reduced based on a revised esti-
mate of UC employee turnover. 

17. Price and Salary Increase Funds. Recommend that price 1086 
and merit salary increase funds be allocated to the separate 
UC Budget Act items for which they were intended prior 
to passage of the Budget Bill. 

18. Office Copiers. Recommend that UC report to the Joint 1087 
Legislative Budget Committee by December 1, 1979, on its 
use of office copiers. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recommended Fiscal Changes' 
to the 197~ Budget 

Activity 
Instructional Computing ....... . 
Teaching Assistants ................. . 
Health Science Tuition ......... . 
Affiliated Residents ................. . 
Malpractice Insurance ........... . 
California Writing Project ... . 
Student Affirmative Action 

. Program ............................. . 
Collective Bargaining Activi-

ties ..................................... . 
Application Fee ....................... . 
General Reimbursements ..... . 
Utilities Support ..................... . 
Social Security. Coordination 
Total ........................................... . 

Program Changes 
Augmen· 

Reductions tations 
$-500,000 

$-231,000 
-686,000 

-1,877,000 

-298,000 

-3,647,527 
-114,000 

$-7,353,527 

$+900,288 

+300,000 

$1,290,288 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Funding Impact 

General Fund 
$-500,000 

+990,288 
-635,000 
-231,000 
-686,000 
+300,000 

-1,877,000 

-298,000 
-610,000 
-356,157 

-3,647,527 
-114,000 

$ -7,664,396 

Reimburse-
ments 

$+635,000 

+610,000 
+356,157 

$1,60hI57 

The University of California is the land grant State University of the 
State of California. Established in 1868, it has constitutional status as a 
public trust to be administered under the authority of an independent 26 
member governing board-the Regents of the University of California. 

A broadly based -curriculum leading to the baccalaureate degree is of­
fered by the university. In addition, the Donahoe Higher Education Act 
of 1960 (Master Plan) gave the university exclusive jurisdiction in public 
higher education over instruction in the professions of law, medicine, 
dentistry and veterinary medicine. The university has sole authority to 
award doctoral degrees in all disciplines, although it may award joint 
doctoral degrees with the California State University and Colleges. The 

_._--------- ----. 



1016 I POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 346-357 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

Donahoe Act also designated the university as the primary state-support­
ed academic agency for research. 

Administrative Structure 

The university encompasses eight general campuses and one health 
science campus. Overall responsibility for policy development, planning 
and resource allocations rests with the President of the University, who is 
directly responsible to the Regents. Primary responsibility for individual 
campus management has been delegated to the Chancellor of each cam­
pus. This includes the management of campus resource allocations as well 
as campus administrative activities. . 

The academic senate has the delegated authority to determine condi­
tions of admission (subject to the constraints of the Master Plan) and 
degree requirements,and to approve courses and curricula. Responsibility 
for administering research activities rests in three organizations: (1) aca­
demic departments, (2) agricultural research stations and (3) organized 
research units. 

Admissions 

The Board of Regents has the authority to establish its own admission 
standards (which it has delegated to the academic senate) subject to the 
guidelines established in the Master Plan of 1960. These guidelines are 
intended to limit admission as first time freshmen to the top one-eighth 
(12~ percent) of California's high school graduates. Nonresident fresh­
men applicants must be in the upper one-sixteenth of their state's high 
school graduates to be admitted. The university is permitted to waive the 
admission standards for up to 6 percent of the incoming freshman enroll­
ment. 

California transfer students are required to have ·at least a 2.4 average 
in prior academic work to be eligible for admission to advance standing. 
The minimum requirement for admission to a graduate program is posses­
sion of a valid 4-year degree from an accredited institution. 

1979-80 Budget Overview 

Table 1 shows the total UC budget for the 1978-79 and 1979-80 fisc:al 
years. The 1979-80 budget, which totals $2.7 billion, has two components: 
(1) the support budget for continuing operations ($1.6 billion) and (2) 
sponsored research and the three Department of Energy laboratories 
($1.1 billion). Revenues for the support budget are shown in Table 2. The 
proposed increase in the UC support budget for 1979-80 is $95,180,713, or 
6.3 percent of 1978-79 expenditures. State appropriations increase 
$30,096,740, university general funds increase by $8,938,601 and other uni­
versity reven1le sources increase $56,145,372. Detail on the source of funds 
for all programs is provided in Table 3. The state General Fund increase 
of $30,096,740 is detailed in Table 4. 
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Funding Considerations 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget provides UC with a 3.9 percent increase 
in General Fund support before making allowances for salary increases. 
If all UC employees, both academic and nonacademic, receive a 6 percent 
salary increase, the total UC General Fund budget will increase by 9.2 
percent. While this would be significantly greater than the 3.9 percent 
increase obtained in 1978-79 (no salary increase funds were provided), it 
would be below the average 12.8 percent increase for the three budget 
y~ars preceding passage of Proposition 13. 

Looking only at the percentage increases in the UC General Fund 
budgets for 1978-79 and 1979-80 can give one a faulty impression of what 
is being proposed. Despite the relatively small increase, a number of new 
or enriched programs are included in the budget. In 1978-79 these pro­
grams totaled $17.5 million. These new or enriched programs, however, 
have been partially funded by unspecified savings in existing programs. In 
the current fiscal year, savings totaling $15.4 million were made pursuant 
to Sections 27.1 and 27.2 of the 1978 Budget Act. (The $15.4 million was 
partially offset by a one-time $5.7 million allocation of education fee re­
serves and $3.8 million in malpractice insurance and utility savings.) 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget continues the Section 27.1 and 27.2 
reductions and requires further "unspecified" reductions of $7.67 million. 
This amount represents 1 percent of the actual 1978-79 budget. UC has 
been directed by the Department of Finance to determine how the $7.67 
million reduction will be ac\1ieved. We will comment on UC's proposals 
as they are developed. 



Table 1 c: ... 
University of California Z 0 ... 

Proposed UC Expenditure Budget for 197~ < CO 
m "-:II ExDenditures tn "tl Personnel Estimated Proposed Change :::j 0 
-< CIl 1978-79 1979-IJ(J Change 1978-79 197!J.-80 Amount Percent ..., 
0 CIl I. Instruction 
~ t"l 

A. General Campuses ............................................ 12,375.58 12,281.29 -94.29 $304,445,793 $307,215,352 $2,769,559 0.9% (') CJ 
0 B. Health Sciences .................................................. 4,514.71 4,654.26 139.55 138,672,124 141,938,275 3,266,151 2.4 » Z r-C. Summer Sessions ................................................ 419.26 419.26 5,442,245 5,499,905 57,660 1.1 :;; 0 
> D. University Extension ........................................ 1,383.54 1,383.54 36,561,096 36,967,455 406,359 1.1 0 
~ II. Research .................................................................... 2,608.86 2,608.86 71,594,115 71,944,177 350,062 0.5 :II 

Z III. Public Service .......................................................... 1,061.56 1,065.56 4.00 33,645,912 34,182,989 537,077 1.6 f 
t"l 
0 IV. Academic Support 
c: A. Libraries .............................................................. 2,214.07 2,2lO.62 -3.45 56,964,883 58,483,915 1,519,002 2.7 (') CJ 

0 > B. Organized Activities-Other .......................... 2,461.18 2,476.18 15.00 58,626,502 59,999,478 1,372,976 2.3 :::I ..., 
C. Teaching Hospitals & Clinics .......................... 17,207.04 17,207.04 385,455,242 433,894,242 48,439,000 12.6 ~ -S' 0 V. Student Services c Z 

CD A. Activities .............................................................. 2,773.90 2,773.90 61,300,353 62,336,795 1,033,442 1.7 0.. 
B. Financial Aid ...................................................... 30,478,055 31,394,480 916,425 3.0 VI. Institutional Support 
A. General Administration & Services .............. 6,014.44 6,014.44 100,294,150 100,784,182 490,002 0.5 B. Operation & Maintenance of Plant .............. 3,214.65 3,232.65 18.00 89,396,261 89,985,278 589,017 0.7 VII. Independent Operations (Auxiliary Enter-
prises) ........................................................................ 1,650.00 1,650.00 81,071,542 84,638,302 3,566,760 4.4 VIII. Special Regents' Programs .................................... 22,474,325 24,325,000 1,850,675 8.2 IX. Unallocated Adjusbnents 
A. Provisions for Allocation .................................. 39,694,897 . 40,193,383 498,486 1.3 
B. Fixed Costs & Economic Factors .................. 35,188,000 35,188,000 

X. Reductions Related to Proposition 13 -A. Sections 27.1 & 27.2,1978 Budget Act.. ........ -409.00 -409.00 -15,430,000 -15,430,000 ..... 
Ol B. Additional Reductions in 1979-80 .................. -7,670,000 -7,670,000 3 en Totals Support Budget ............................................ 57,489.79 57,568.60 78.81 $1,500,690,495 $1,595,871,208 $95,180,713 6.3% w Sponsored Research Activities .............................. 440,292,000 464,388,000 24,096,000 5.5 "'" Major Deparbnent of Energy Laboratories ...... 672,026,000 672,026,000 ~ GRAND TOTAL .................................................................... 57,489.79 57,568.60 78.81 $2,613,008,495 $2,732,285,208 $119,276,713 4.6% Ql 
""-l 
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T.able 2 
UC Revenues-T.otal Support Budget 

&timatieJ Proposed Change 
1978-79 .197!J..1JO Amount Percent 

General Funds: 
State Appropriation ............................ $767,049,891 $797,146,631 $30,096,740 3.9% 
University General'Funds: 

Nonresident Tuition ...................... 14,004,189 19,000,189 4,996,000 35.7 
Other Student Fees ........................ 3,661,453 3,661,453 
Other Current Funds .................... 1,730,690 1,730,690 

Funds Used as Income: 
Federal Overhead .......................... 24,325,496 26,323,500 1,998,004 8.2 
Department of Energy-Over-
head & Management... ................... 1,500,000 1,500,000 
Prior Year Balances ........................ 2,679,009 4,623,606 1,944,597 72.6 
.Other .................................................. 712;326 712,326 

Total General Fund ................................ $815,663,054 $854,698,395 $39,035,341 4.8% 

Restricted Funds: 
State Appropriations: 

Transportation Research .............. $523,600 $-523,600 -% 
. Mosquito Research .......................... 100,000 $100,000 
Federal Appropriations ...................... 9,\01,181 9,101,181 -
United States Grants .......................... 6,026,410 6,026,410 

. University Sources: 
Student Fees .................................... 123,375,209 124,627,423 1,252;214 1.0 
Sales & Services .............................. 27;413,805 27,413,805 
Teaching Hospitals .......................... 347;766,639 396,205,639 48,439,000 13.9 
Organized Activities ...................... 27,888,652 28,750,628 861,976 3.1 
Endowments .................................... 16,094,871 16,094,871 
Auxiliary Enterprises ...................... 80,163,640 83,730,400 3,566,760 4.4 
Other .................................................. 12,803,728 12,612,796 -i90,932 -1.5 

Prior Year Balances ............................ 7,757,660 8,531,660 774,000 10.0 
Special Regents' Programs ................ 26,012,046 27,978,000 1,965,954 7.6 

Total Restricted Funds .......................... $685,027,441 $741,172,813 $56,145,372 8.2% 

Total Revenue (Support Budget) ...... $1,500,690,495 $1,595,871,208 $95,180,713 6.3% 



Table 3 c ... 
Source of Funds by Subprogram 2 0 

N 

(1979-80 Governor's Budget) .< 0 
m ....... :u State of (I) '"C California United Student Sales and Services =t 0 

.andOtiJer States Fees TeaCliiiiJ Education8f AUXibary OtiJer -< ~ General Funds of America and Tuition Hospit'S Activities Enterprises Endowments Sources Total 0 
Instruction: " t%J 

n 0 
General Campuses ........................ $303,220,938 $335,799 $279,205 $138,085 $1,493,576 $1,747,749 $307,215,352 » 0 
Health Sciences ........... : .................. 114,149,169 6,026,410 19,563,242 866,923 1,332,531 141,938,275 !: Z 
Summer Session ............................ 5,499,905 5,499,905 0 

" :> University Extension .................... 36,967,455 36,967,455 0 ::c :u >< Total Instruction ........................ 417,370,107 6,362,209 42,746,565 19,701,327 2,360,499 3,080,280 491,620,981 2 t%J 

Research .............................................. 63,123,986 2,419,495 738,344 4,334,309 1,328,043 71,944,177 f 0 
c:: 

n (j 

Public Service: 0 :> 
::I :j Community Service ...................... 119,163 2,351,303 3,708,597 592,721 778,564 7,550,348 .. 

Cooperative Extension ................ 17,174,365 6,345,887 215,000 4,729 23,739,981 :i" 0 
c Z 

Drew Postgraduate Medical GI 

SchooL ......................................... 2,165,860 2,165,860 Q, 

Calif. College of Podiatric Med. 726,800 726,800 
Total Public Service .................. 20,186,188 6,345,887 2,351,303 3,923,597 597,450 778,564 34,182,989 

Academic Support: 
Libraries .......................................... 57,325,481 25,500 948,157 184,777 58,483,915 
Museums and Galleries ................ 1,055,654 36,959 157,438 1,200,051 
Intercollegiate Athletics .............. 795,380 89,591 884,971 
Ancillary Support-General 

Campuses .................................... 1,759,646 179,684 1,867,245 14,000 3,820,577 
Ancillary Support-Health 

26,956,437 54,093,879 Sciences ........................................ 13,000 27,118,321 ~ 
Total Academic Support .......... 87,047,220 988,064 29,137,616 1,1ll,716 198,777 118,483,393 -.... (1) 

Teaching Hospitals ............................ 37,583,266 $396,205,639 105,337 433,894,242 3 
'" (j.;) 

Student Services: ""-
Social and Cultural Activities .... 1,264,638 9,873,364 79,056 30,705 317,651 11,565,414 L; 
Supplemental Educational Serv· 

300,881 1,795,012 18,630 2,114,523 
CJ{ 

ices ................................................ ~ 



Counseling and Career Guid- -1,427,186 9,866,232 200 1,515,768 12,809,386 
...... ance .............................................. ('I) 

Financial Aid Administration .... 729,782 6,179,089 250,900 7,159,771 3 
Student Admissions and Records 8,097,223 1,004,513 9,101,736 '" Student Health Services .............. 12,201,035 2,732,850 14,933,885 (j.l 

"'" Employee Benefits ........................ 2,710,384 1,941,696 4,652,080 
~ Total Student Services .............. 14,530,094 41,856,428 79,256 30,705 5,840,312 62,336,795 
Ol 

Institutional Support: -.l 
Executive Management .............. 24,486,115 198,249 469,341 25,153,705 
Fiscal Operations .......................... 11,040,478 718,968 2,491,428 14,250,874 
General Administrative Services 18,417,480 228,127 1,865,325 15,500 6,379,688 26,906,120 
Logistical Services ........................ 14,249,401 1,812,279 16,061,680 
Community Relations .................. 4,378,1171 614,423 81,016 5,1173,510 
Employee Benefits ........................ 13,197,505 55,346 85,442 13,338,293 

Total Institutional Support ...... 85,769,050 228,127 2,584,293 883,518 11,319,194 100,784,182 

Operation & Maintenance of Plant 89,625,294 310,980 49,004 89,985,278 
Student Financial Aid ...................... 28,704,580 $2,000 2,671,614 16,286 31,394,480 
Auxiliary Enterprises ........................ 808,023 83,728,400 . 3,101 98,778 84,638,302 

Unallocated Adjustments: 
27,375,190 6,944,333 3,885,642 2,188,218 40,193,383 '" Provisions lor Allocation .............. 0 

Program: Maintenance: . Fixed (J) 

35,188,000 35,188,000 .>-3 Costs & Economic Factors ...... (J) 

Total Unallo. Adjustments .. 62,563,190 6,944,333 3,685,642 2,188,218 75,381,383 t'l 
n 
0 

Special Regents' Programs .............. 24,325,000 24,325,000 Z 
Reductions Per Control Sections 1::1 

:> 27.1 and 27.2 ................................ -15,430,000 -15,430,000 ~ 
Unident. Savings & Low Priority >< 

Act ................................................ -7,670,000 -7,670,000 t'l 
1::1 

TOTALS, BUDGETED PRO- c:: 
GRAMS ......................................... $854,698,395 $15,127,591 $124,627,423 $396,205,639 $56,164,433 $83,730,400 $16,094,871 $49,222,456 $1,595,871,208 n 

:> 

Sponsored Research and Other Ac- ::l 
$87,066,000 $464,388,000 

0 
tivities .......................................... $324,122,000 $53,200,000 Z 

Depar,tment of Energy Laborato-
672,026,000 672,026,000 

....... 
ries ............................................ ; ... -Totals (Budgeted and Extramural) 0 

$854,698,395 $1,011,275,591 $124,627,423 $396,205,639 $56,164,433 $83,730,400 $69,294,871 $136,288,456 $2,732,285,208 N Programs ...................................... -
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Table 4 
UC General Fund Support 

Summary of Changes from 1978-79 Budget 

1978-79 Base Budget ...................................................................................... .. 

I. Program Changes 

A. To maintain existirig budget ......................... ; ............................ : ........ . 

a: Price increases .................................................................................. .. $11,175,000 
h. Merit increases and .promotions ..................................... , ............. . 
c, MaJpractice Inslirance .................................................... : ................. . 

12,430,000 
-856,000 

d. General risk/liability insurance .................................................... .. 856,000 
I). State Compensation Insurance ................................... ; ................ .. 1,702,000 

<f; University of California Retirement System ............................... . 7,000,000 
g. Public Employeees Retirement System ........... ; ........................ .. 
h. Social Security ....................................................... : ............................ . 

800,000 
1,510,000 

i. Collective Bargaining ....................................................................... . 571,000 

B. Workload and other changes to existing programs ...................... .. 

a. General Campus instruction ........................................................ .. 2,721,289 
b .. Health Science instruction ............................................................ .. 3,266,147 
c. Organized Research ......................................................................... . 789,300 
d. Public Service .................................................................................. .. 238,000 
e. Libraries ............................................................................................ .. 1,476,805 
f. Academic Support ............................................................................ .. 511,000 
g. Institutional Support ....................................................................... . -234,000 
h. Operation and Maintenance of Plant ........................................ .. 586,100 
i. Services for handicapped ................................................................ ;. 309,000 
j. Student Affirmative Action ............................................................ .. 
k. Drew one· time capital planning .................................................. .. 

1,903,700 
-50,000 

I. Additional reductions related to Proposition 13 ....................... . -7,670,000 

Subtotal Program Changes ............................ , .......................... . 

II. Funding Changes and offsets to State appropriations 

a. Nonresident tuition ........................................................................... . $4,996,000 
b. Overhead receipts ....................................................... , .................. .. 1,998,004 
c. Prior year balances .......................................................................... .. 1,944,597 

Subtotal Fl!Ilding' Changes ................. : ...................................... .. 

Total Change .................................. : ......... : ............ ; ............ : .. ;;,: .................. . 

Total 1979-80 Support ................................................................................ .. 

Increased Salary Flexibility Proposed for UC 

$767,049,891 . 

35,188,000 

3,847,341 

($39,035,341) 

$-8,938,601 

($30,096,740) 

$797 ,146,631 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes to give the Regents increased 
flexibility in making salary adjustments. The budget states that: 

"The University will be given the authority to use, at its discretion, any 
savings in its normal operating budget resulting from economies of con­
solidation or elimination of activities in order to provide flexibility for 
salary3ncreases beyond that specifically provided. Allowing the University 
to exercise this option at its discret~on will permit the Regents to deter-
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mine the relative priority of ongoing activities of the University in relation 
to the need for special salary adjustments for faculty and staff." 

This additional flexibility is to be provided through a separate provision 
in the budget bill that will be proposed as an amendment to the bill as 
introduced. Until the text of that amendment is available to the Legisla­
ture, we cannot evaluate its potential effect. Legally, UC already has the 
fiscal flexibility that the budget intends to give it. Because UC is a constitu­
tional rather than a statutory agency, it is exempt from many of the fiscal 
constraints imposed on other state agencies. One of those constraints is 
Section 31 of the Budget Act which prohibits agencies from (1) perma­
nently establishing new positions or (2) expending funds for salaries which 
are not specifically appropriated for that purpose without the approval of 
the Department of Finance. 

While UC has broad expenditure discretion, it also recognizes that the 
Governor and the Legislature have the authority and the responsibility to 
determine the level of state support for state services. Consequently, UC 
allocates for salary increases only that amount of funds specifically appro­
priated by the Legislature for this purpose. 

What the statement in the Governor's budget apparently means is that 
in the future, UC will have the Governor's approval, as well as the legal 
authority, to reduce or eliminate activities and use the released funds to 
supplement the salary increase appropriation. What is not clear is the 
extent of the flexibility being offered. For example, will the amendment 
permit UC to retain the unplanned savings at the close of the fiscal year, 
or only the planned savings resulting from specific policy decisions? Most 
agencies typically have unspent funds at the end of the fiscal year. Prudent 
managers must allow for a margin of error because there is no way to 
predict precisely total expenses in a large complex organization. 

Regardless of the specific fiscal flexibility offered UC, the Governor's 
proposal raises two questions which the Legislature should consider when 
the Governor's Budget amendment is submitted: (1) why single out UC 
for this added flexibility?; and (2) how should this flexibility, if granted, 
be monitored by the Legislature. 

Why UC Only 

UC could not have been singled out for special treatment because it is 
the only state-supported institution in which personnel salaries are lagging 
behind those paid to comparable employees. Many state employee classifi­
cations also have salary ranges below those of similar workers elsewhere. 

It may be that UC was singled out because it is a constitutionally estab­
lished institution which already enjoys considerable independence from 
both the Governor and the Legislature. However, if current state practice 
is to be altered, it should be done on the merits of the matter. If the 
concept of added flexibility has merit for UC, it would appear to have 
merit for other state agencies as well. Was UC chosen to test the concept? 
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Reports Necessary 

If the Legislature permits UC this added flexibility, it is essential that UC 
annually report all funds expended on salaries which were originally ap­
propriated for other purposes. Where the funds for salary supplements 
were obtained might influence future legislative decisions on the UC 
budget. For example, a particular program identified by UC as a low 
priority might have a high priority to the Legislature. If such a program 
were eliminated after the budget was enacted, the Legislature might 
consider budgeting funds for this program in the future with the stipula­
tion that they be used for this program, or not at all. Similarly, the Legisla­
ture might view a particular UC program augmentation request in a 
different light if it were known that UC had voluntarily reduced this 
program earlier to provide additional salary increase funds. 

Of course, a more workable approach might be for UC to report to the 
Department of Finance during the budget planning process where it 
would like to reduce or eliminate programs and use the funds for salary 
purposes. If concurred in by the Department of Finance, such a change 
would be included in the. Governor's proposed Budget and reviewed by 
the Legislature during the budget hearings, before any action is taken. 

The flexibility proposed in the budget must be kept in mind as the 
following recommendations are reviewed. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Budget Presentation 

The university budget is separated into nine program classifications. 
The first three, Instruction, Research, and Public Service, encompass the 
primary higher education functions. The next four, Academic Support, 
Student Services, Institutional Support, and Independent Operations, pro­
vide supporting services to the three primary functions. The remaining 
two program classifications, Special Regents Programs and Unallocated 
Adjustments include special resource allocations and budget reporting 
procedures which affect all of the other seven programs. 

I. INSTRUCTION 

The Instruction program includes (1) enrollment, (2) general campuses 
instruction, (3) health science instruction, (4) summer session, and (5) 
university extension. 

1. ENROLLMENT 
General campus and health science enrollments are the primary indica­

tors of workload. As Table 5 indicates, the 1979-80 Governor's Budget 
assumes a drop of 773 FTE general campus students, which is a reduction 
of .7 percent. Health science enrollments are budgeted to increase by 365 
FTE students, or 3 percent. 
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Table 5 
University of California 

Full-Time Equivalent .Students (FTE) 
(Three-Quarter Average) 

Covernor's Budget 
Change 

Actual Budgeted Proposed From 78-79 Percent 
Berkeley 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Budgeted Change 

., 

General Campus: 
Undergraduate .................................... 18,106 18,422 18,690 268 1.5% 
Graduate ................................................ 7,5m 7,620 7,567 . -53 -0.7 

Health SCiences ........................................ 621 769 788 19 2.5 --
Subtotal .............................................. 26,324 26,811 27,045 234 0.9 

Davis 
General Campus 

Undergraduate .................................... 11,985 12,042 12,200 158 1.3 
Graduate ................................................ 2,888 2,869 2,927 58 2,0 

Health Sciences ................................. , ...... 1,752 1,843 1,915 72 3.9 

Subtotal .............................................. 16,625 16,754 17,042 288 1.8 
Irvine 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ............................. , ...... 7,037 7;300 7,500 200 2.7 
Graduate ................................................ 1,210 1,266 1,223· -43 -3.4 

Health· Sciences ........................................ 926 982 1,032 50 5.1 

Subtotal .............................................. 9,173 9,548 9,755 207 2.2 
Los Angeles 

.General Campus 
Undergraduate .................................... 17,141 17,525 17,224 -301 -1.7 
Graduate ................................................ 7,280 7,529 7,136 -393 -5.2 

Health Sciences ........................................ 3,631 3,721 3,813 92 2.5 

Subtotal .............................................. 28,052 28,775 28,173 -602 -2.1 
Riverside 

General Campus 
Undergraduate .................................... 3,314 3,409 3,010 -399 -11.7 
Graduate ................................................ 1,226 1,260 1,239 -21 -1.7 

Health Sciences ........................................ 16 40 44 4 10.0 
Subtotal .............................................. 4,556 4,709 4,293 -416 -8.9 

San Diego 
General Campus 

Undergraduate .................................... 7,928 8,036 8,187 151 1.9 
Graduate ................................................ 1,228 1,265 1,225 -40 -3.2 

Health Sciences ........................................ 909 999 1,035 36 3.6 

Subtotal .............................................. 10,065 10,300 10,447 147 1.5 
San FranCisco 

Health Sciences ........................................ 3,542 3,686 3,778 92 2.5 

Subtotal .............................................. 3,542 3,686 3,778 92 2.5 
Santa Barbara 

General Campus 
Undergraduate .................................... 11,fJ73 11,941 11,901 -40 -0.3 
Graduate ................................................ 1,796 1,862 1,741 -121 -6.5 

Subtotal .............................................. 13,769 13,803 13,642 -161 -1.2 
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Santa Cruz 

General Campus 
Undergraduate .................................... 5,504 5,569 5,019 -640 -11.3 
Graduate ................................................ 330 369 457 -22 -6.0 --

Subtotal .............................................. 5,834 6,028 5,366 -662 -11.0 
Reduction by State 

General Campus 
Graduate ................................................ -465 

Total University 
Undergraduate .................................... 82,988 84,334 83,371 -603 -0.7 
Graduate ................................................ 23,555 23,575 23,405 -170 -0.7 --

General Campus ...................................... 106,543 107,909 106,776 -773 -0.7 
Health Sciences ........................................ 11,397 12,040 12,405 365 3.0 

TOTAL .......................................................... 117,940 119,949 119,541 -408 -0.4% 

2. GENERAL CAMPUS INSTRUCTION 

Included under this subprogram is the cost of faculty (other than 1979-
80 pay increases) , teaching assistants and related instructional support for 
the eight general campus programs. 

Table 6 presents the general campus instruction budget by program 
element. The 1979-80 budgeted General Fund increase of $2,721,000 re­
sults from: 

(1) a 773 FTE student enrollment decrease ($ -1,779,000) , 
(2) an increase in support for the replacement of instructional equip­

ment ($4,000,000), 
(3) additional support for instructional use of computers ($500,000). 
The 773 student FTE decrease results in a reduction of 45 faculty posi­

tions, 13 T A positions and 36 other staff positions. 



PROGRAM ELEMENTS:. 
1. Faculty ....... ; ................................ , ......... . 
2. TA·s ............... : ... ; .............. ; .................... . 
3. Instructional Support ....... ,: ............... , 
4. Other ........ : .. :, ........................................ . 
5. Equipment Replacement Pro-

gram* ..... ; .... , ............... : ....................... ... 
6. Employee Benefits ........................... . 

PROGRAM TOTAL ............................... . 

PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS 
(FTE) . 

Academic' 
Faculty ................................................... . 
TA·s ..............................•........................... 
Other Academic ................................. . 

Staff ........................... :.: ............................. . 
TOTAL ... : ......................................... . 

General 
. Funds 

$150,648 
19,555 
86,649 

141 

3;381 
40.126 

$300,500 

" lIicludes funds allocated to the health sciences. 

Table 6 
Program I 

Instruction-General Campus 
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 

(in thousands) 

197~79 Bud~t 1979-80 Governor's Bud~et 
Restricted 

Funds 

$2,766. 
'1,180 '. 

$3,946 

Total 
$150,648 

19,555 
, ·89,415 

1,321 

3,381 
40,126 

$304,446 

6,173 
1,815 

370 
4,017 

12,375 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$149,914 
19,415 
86,531$2,814 
. 141' 1,180' 

7,381 
39,839 

$303,221 $3,994 .. 
' .. 

Total 
$149,914 

19;415 
89,345 

. 1,321' 

7,381 
39,839 

$307,215 

6,128 
1,802 

370 
3,981 

12,281 

l!J79-8()Jncrease 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 
$-734 

-140 
~1l8 $48 

..,.. 

4,000 
'-~-

$2,721' '$48 

Total 
$-734 

-140 
-70. 

4,000 
-287 

$2,769 

-45 
-13 

-36 
-94 
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~. 
~ 
~ 
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A. Faculty Time Use Study 

In the 1977-78 Analysis, we presented internal UC data which indicated 
that the amount of time UC faculty were spending in classroom instruc­
tion had been declining in recent years. A UC faculty committee was 
formed to review the accuracy of the data. It determined that there were 
substantial variations in the quality of the data from campus to campus and 
that no valid conclusion could be drawn from this information. 

The Legislature agreed to forego action based on these data ifUC would 
conduct a comprehensive annual survey of faculty workload. (The dis­
carded data had been collected by UC each year since 1972 in response 
to a similar state request.) UC agreed and contracted with a private survey 
research firm for the survey. 

The survey results indicate that the average full-time regular faculty 
member spent over 62 hours a week in University-related activities during 
the 30 instructional weeks of the 1977-78 academic year. This total in­
cludes: 

Hours 
• instructional activities .............................................................. 27.1 
• research/creative activities .................................................... 22.9 
• university service ...................................................................... 7.5 
• professional activities/public service .................................... 4.9 
The average full-time faculty member paid entirely from "Instruction 

and Research" funds spent 28 hours a week in instructional activities. 
Approximately 13 hours of that time involved direct student contact in the 
following activities: 

Hours 
• teaching regularly scheduled courses .................................. 5.9 
• student advising ........................................................................ 3.5 
• supervising independent/special study................................ 2.4 
• noncredit instruction ........ .............................................. .......... 0.8 
• participating in oral examinations ........................................ 0.3 

Of the 5.9 hours spent in regularly scheduled courses, 2.7 hours were in 
upper division courses, 1.9 hours in graduate courses, and 1.2 hours in 
lower division courses. 

UC intends to conduct this survey annually and publicly report the 
findings. 

B. Instructional Computing 

We recommend that the augmentation for instructional computing be 
deleted for a General Fund savings of $5()(J,OOO (Item 346). 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget provided a $500,000 augmentation for 
instructional computing, which would have brought to approximately $3.4 
million the annual appropriation specifically budgeted for this function. 
Following passage of Proposition 13, however, the $500,000 increase was 
eliminated by the Legislature. 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget again includes this $500,000 increase, 
which is half of the increase requested by uc. We believe, however, that 
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funding for instructional computing should come through (1) existing 
support formulas and (2) the Instructional Equipment Replacement 
Fund. 

(1) Existing Support Formulas. For each budgeted faculty member, 
UC receives a lump-sum of unrestricted "instructional support". This per­
mits UC maximum flexibility to meet its academic needs. Given the in­
creasing importance of instructional computing for the academic 
program, some portion of the funds should be available for this function. 
This is acknowledged in the recently completed UC Computing Plan 
1977-1982which states, "Such increased funding can derive from a variety 
of sources including a reorientation of university and campus priorities." 
However, this will occur only ifUC recognizes that special augmentations 
are unlikely. 

(2) Instruch'onal Equipment Replacement Program. This program 
was established to enable UC to replace obsolete instructional equipment. 
To date, UC has not authorized campuses to purchase computing equip­
ment with these funds, primarily because of the lack of a computing 
master plan which would monitor and control such expenditures. As soon 
as the recently completed computing master plan is integrated into the 
annual budget process, the purchase of instructional computing equip­
ment should be permitted. 

Use of these funds to purchase computing equipment is unlikely, 
however, unless the Legislature restores the $4 million cut from the In­
structional Equipment Replacement program in 1978-79. After passage of 
Proposition 13, the Legislature reduced this program from the $7.4 million 
contained in the Governor's Budget to $3.4 million, or by more than 50 
percent. The 1979-80 Governor's Budget restores the program to $7.4 
million (see Table 7). We believe this augmentation is justified. UC has an 
equipment inventory in excess of$90 million, and a planned program for 
the replacement of equipment, including computers, is essential to the 
instructional program. 

Table 7 

Instructional Equipment Replacement Program 
(millions) 

Year 
197&-77 ........................................................................................................ .. 
1977-78 ........................................................................................................ .. 
197s.:.79 ........................................................................................................ .. 
1979-80 ........................................................................................................ .. 

Support 

$4,425 
6,905 
3,381 
7,382 (budgeted) 

C. Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program (Item 349) 

The Governor's Budget continues a special appropriation to support a 
universitywide program begun in 1973-74 for the improvement of under­
graduate education. Since 1973-74 the General Fund support has supple­
mented ongoing instructional improvement projects financed from 
Regent's funds. For 1978-79, a special $300,000 augmentation was provided 
to improve undergraduate education by expanding teaching assistant 
(T A) training programs. The various funding sources and programs are 
summarized in Table 8. 
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General Fund support for the Undergraduate Teaching Excellence 
Fund in 1979-80 is $1,381,700. This is less than the $1,410,000 provided in 
1978-79 because a share of the UC Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 reduc­
tions was taken from this item. The actual level of support for 1979-80 will 
be higher than $1,381,700, however, because price and merit increase 
funds for this item are contained in the main support item (346). (Else­
where in the Analysis, we have recommended that these funds be trans­
ferred to this item prior to final passage of the· Budget Bill.) We 
recommend approval. 

Table 8 

Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program 

Act Act Act .. Est Proposed 
1975-76 197~77 1977-:78 197~79 1979-80 

A. General Fund: 
Undergraduate Teaching Excellence ................ $999,999 $1,000;000 $1,290,000 $1,410,000 $1,381,700 
TA Training Program ............................................ 300,000 300,000 

B. Regents Funds: 
Innovative projects in University instruction .. 400,000 
Regents undergraduate instructional improve-

ment grants ............ , ......................................... 300,000 
Instructional Improvement Program ................ 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 

C. Educational Fee Funds: 
Regents TA Training Fund .................. : ............... 150,000 
Multi-campus projects ........................... , ................ 150,000 

TOTAL .............................................................................. $1,999,999 $2,000,000 $2,290,000 ~,710,000 $2,681,700 

D. Teaching Assistant Increase 

We reqommend a General Fund augmentation of $990,288 for 92 FTE 
teaching assistants subject to a UC commitment that within two years at 
least 95 percent of all teaching assistants will receive training prior to or 
concurrent with their first teaching assignment .. 

The 1979-80 UC Regent's budget requested $990,288 for an additional 
92 FTE Teaching Assistants (TAs). The Governor's budget did not fund 
this request which would have lowered the undergraduate/TA ratio from 
46.46/1 to 44.2/1, a 5 percent enrichment. 

The UC undergraduate/TA ratio is the second highest among the eight 
.. UC faculty comparison institutions. Since 1968-69 the undergraduate/TA 

'ratio has increased from 40.82/1 to 46.46/1. In addition, from 1971-72 to 
1977-78 undergraduate enrollments have increased by 25 percent in labo­
ratoryi:lisciplinesand only 5 percent in non-laboratory disciplines. This 
differential growth is significant because laboratory courses are Illore T A­
intensive. Thus, over the past 10 years the relative need for TAs has 
increased· while the undergraduate / T A ratio has declined. 

It should also be noted that the CSUC has experienced a shift of student 
enrollment toward the laboratory disciplines which has generated in­
creased state support. Over the last three years, 147 FTE faculty, in addi­
tion to those generated by the accepted student/faculty ratio, have been 
provided to assist the CSUC with the workload increase. The additional 
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$990,288 sought by UC is less than one-third the total augmentation re­
ceived by the CSUC for the same purposes. 

TA Training 

The quality of instruction provided by teaching assistants (T As) is cru­
cial to the educational process within Uc. During the first two years of 
college, most UC students have more direct contact with T As than with 
regular faculty. In recognition of this, UC has been developing programs 
to help !Jain T As in the art of teaching. Although some progress has been 
made using existing funds, UC has indicated that state support for TA 
training is required. To help fund these programs UC requested and 
obtained $300,000 in the 1978-79 budget. 

In a report to the Legislature last year, UC indicated that the goal 
"should be" to insure that all TAs are trained in basic skills and properly 
supervised and that they are "committed to moving towards this objective 
over the next two years." We believe, however, that a more positive 
commitment is necessary. Specifically, we believe that within two years 
at least 95 percent of all TAs should receive training, either prior to or 
concurrent with their first teaching assignment, with all additional train­
ing expenses to be met using existing UC resources. If UC is willing to 
make this commitment, which we understand it is, we recommend that 
the augmentation for 92 FTE teaching assistants be provided. UC, howev­
er, should be required to report on the details and extent of the TA 
training to be provided. Moreover, we recommend that the Legislature 
indicate in supplemental language that if the required T A training is not 
provided, the augmentation will be deleted from future budgets. 

3. HEALTH SCIENCE INSTRUCTION 

Included under this subprogram is the cost of faculty, teaching assistants 
.and related instructional support for the five health science centers. The 
budgeted General Fund increase of $3.3 million includes: 

• $2.9 million for workload related to enrollment growth of 402 FTE 
students (an additional 61.39 FTE faculty and the related sup­
port), and 

• $.4 million for additional instructional funds for the schools of public 
health. 

Table 9 presents the health science instruction budget by program ele­
ment. 

Student/Faculty Ratios 

The proposed budget increase is based on maintaining the current year 
level of state support for the anticipated 1979-80 enrollments. Conse­
quently, the number of additional faculty was determined by applying 
university approved student/faculty ratios for each health science school 
to the planned total enrollment. 

These approved ratios are shown in Table 10. 



PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Faculty ......................................... . 
2. Instructional Support ............... . 
3. Employee Benefits ................... . 

Program total ........................... . 
PERSONNEL REQUIREMENT 
FiE 

Academic 
Faculty ....................................... . 
Other Academic ..................... . 

Staff ............................................... . 
Total ................................................... . 

Table 9 
Program I 

Instruction-Health Sciences 
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 

(in thousands) 

1978-79 BlKket 197!J..1j{) Governor's Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$52,037 
44,036 
14;810 

$110,883 

$21,064 
4,603 
2,122" 

$~,789 

Total 

$73,101 
48,639 
16,932 

$138,672 

1,951 
112 

2,452 

4,515 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$53,394 
45,335 
15,416 

$114,145 

$21,064 
4,603 
2,126" 

W,793 

$74,458 
49,938 
17,542 

$141,938 

2,023 
112 

2,520 

4,655 

General 
Funds 

$1,357 
1,299 

606 
$3,262 

• Includes Capitation Grants employee benefits which were included in various program elements in the Governor's Budget. 

197!J..1j{) Increase 
Restricted 

Funds Total 

$1,357 
. 1,299 

$4 610 --
$4 $3,266 
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Table 10 

Schools of Medicine: 

University Approved Student/Faculty Ratios 
Medical and Health Sciences 

M.D. curriculum ........................................................................................................ 3.5:1 
Interns and residents 

Campus and county hospitals.............................................................................. 7:1 
Other affiliated hospitals ...................................................................................... 10:1 

Allied health programs.............................................................................................. 20:1 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

Schools of Dentistry: 
D.D.S. curriculum ...................................................................................................... 4:1 
Graduate professional................................................................................................ 4:1 
Interns and residents 

Campus and county hospitals.............................................................................. 7:1 
Other affiliated hospitals ...................................................................................... 10:1 

Dental hygienists ........................................................................................................ 8:1 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

Schools of Nursing: 
B.S. curriculum............................................................................................................ 7.5:1 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

Schools of Public Health: 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 9.6:1 

School of Veterinary Medicine: 
D.V.M. curriculum .................................................................................................... 5.4:1 
Interns and residents ................................................................................................ 7:1 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

School of Pharmacy: 
Pharrn.D. Curriculum................................................................................................ 11:1 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

School of Optometry: 
O.D. curriculum and graduate academic ............................................................ 12.5:1 overall 

School of Human Biology: 
Graduate academic .................................................................................................... 8:1 

The overall student I faculty ratios budgeted for each school are shown 
in Table 11. 

Table 11 
Overall Student/Faculty Ratios 

Medical and Health Sciences Schools 

Program 
Medicine .............................................................................. .. 
Dentistry ............................................................................... . 

~~~~:~tt~·:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
~:~~~~th .. :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::. 
Veterinary Medicine ......................................................... . 

Overall ............................................................................. . 

. Budgeted 
1976-77 

5.70:1 
4.60:1 
7.75:1 

12.50:1 
10.30:1 
9.60:1 
5.97:1 

6.11:1 

Budgeted 
1977-78 

5.78:1 
4.73:1 
7.77:1 

12.68:1 
10.30:1 
9.60:1 
5.98:1 

6.18:1 

Budgeted Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 

5.76:1 5.76:1 
4.74:1 4.7~:1 
7.78:1 7.78:1 

12.67:1 12.59:1 
10.27:1 10.29:1 
9.60:1 871:1 
5.97:1 5.97:1 

6.i7:1 6.15:1 
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Table 12 gives the allocation of the proposed increases by campus and 
program. 

Table 12 
FTE Faculty Medical and Health Sciences 

1979-80 
Governor's 

Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Budget 
1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 Total Increase 

Berkeley 
Health and Medical Sciences .................. 6.86" 6.86" 13.74 13.86 .12 
Optometry .................................................... 21.04 22.00 23.28 23.28 
Public Health .............................................. 40.10 40.10 41.14 43.22 2.08 --- --- --

Total Berkeley ........................................ 68.00 68.96 78.16 80.36 2.20 

Davis 
Medicine ...................................................... 205.02 213.72 215.15 217.64 2.49 
Veterinary Medicine .................................. 91.95 92.57 100.46 108.97 8.51 --- ---

Total Davis .............................................. 296.97 306.29 315.61 326.61 11.00 

Irvin 
Medicine ...................................................... 155.47 162.17 167.31 177.36 10.05 

Los Angeles 
Dentistry ...................................................... 100.74 100.74 99.70 101.70 2.00 
Medicine ...................................................... 398.47 b 407.17 b 418.54 b 427.09 8.55 
Nursing .......................................................... 34.58 36.46 38.96 41.09 2.13 
Public Health ............................................... 49.49 51.05 52.09 54.17 2.08 --- --

Total Los Angeles .................................. 583.28 595.42 609.29 624.05 14:76 

Riverside 
Medicine ...................................................... 4.00 9.00 11.71 12.85 1.14 

San Diego 
Medicine ...................................................... 166.01 180.36 190.37 201.02 10.65 

San Francisco 
Dentistry ...................................................... 104.15 104.15 109.48 114.54 5.06 
Medicine ....................................................... 324.82 331.28 341.70 347.10 5.40 
Nursing .......................................................... 75.23 75.23 75.48 75.61 .13 
Pharmacy ...................................................... 47.94 50.48 52.46 53.46 1.00 

--
Total San Francisco ................................ 552.14 561.14 579.12 590.71 11.59 

Total Health Sciences .................................... 1,825.87 1,883.34 1,951.57 2,012.96 61.39 c 

a 6.86 FTE faculty related to the instruction of 12 M.D. students in each of the first two years of .the 
combined San Francisco-Berkeley Medical Education Program were budgeted under the School of Medi­
cine at San Francisco in Hl16-77 and 1977-78. Beginning in 1978-79, these students and faculty positions 
are reflected in the budget for Berkeley. 
b Includes 19 Instruction and Research basic sciences faculty teaching dentistry. 
C In addition to the 61.39 FTE new faculty provided for workload, 10 FTE new faculty are provided for 

additional instructional support for the schools of public health. 
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A. New Medical Education Programs (Items 350-352) 

The Budget Act of 1974 provided three new UC medical education 
programs with state support for the first time. They were: the Berkeley­
San Francisco Joint Medical Education program, the Riverside-UCLA Bi­
omedical Program, and the Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Education Pro­
gram. In subsequent years these programs have continued to receive state 
support. The funding history of each program is summarized in Table 13. 

"Item 
. 350 
351 
352 

Table 13 
New Medical Education Programs 

Actual Estimated 
Program 1976-77 197t .. 78 

Fresno·San Joaquin programs ................ .. $323,000 $351;000 
Berkeley-San Francisco program ........... . 251,500 396,000 
Riverside-UCLA program ....................... . 70,000 79,000 

"Includes Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 reductions. 

Budgeted 
1978-79" 
$745,210 
623,913 
77,400 

Proposed 
197~b 

$750,878 
()[4,rn 
77,400 

b Includes programmatic increases for faculty and related support but does not include funds for merit, 
price increase, or range adjustment costs. 

The Legislature supported these programs after UC provided assurance 
that the program would emphasize: 

a. The training of family physicians and other primary care physicians. 
b. The training of medical students and residents with other health 

personnel to develop appropriate health care delivery models. 
c. Research into methods of improving the delivery of primary health 

. services. 
d. The decentralization of the clinical tr'ltining program into existing 

public and community hospitals and clinics in· order to maximize the 
beneficial impact of the health care services provided pursuant to the 
teaching program . 
. , e. Periodic evaluation of each program to determine the extent to 
which it is meeting these objectives. 

The 1978-79 budgets reflect the Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 reduc­
tions. The 1979~0 Governor's Budget includes the programmatic in­
creaseS for faculty and related support, but does not include funds for 
price increases or merit salary increases. Elsewhere in the Analysis we 
have recommended thatthe funds he transferred to these items prior to 
filial passage of the Budget BilL 

B;Heaith Sciences TUitionElimin.ted in 1971-72 

'~lJIltilI970-71 a special resident tuition was charged to students in medi­
cine ($250) and students inde»tistry and pharmacy ($200). This iiicome 
\\ia~;d'eposited in the UC General Fund and used as an offset to required 
statl:l.CeIleral FUIld support. When the regents imposed the educational 
fee in 1970-71 they terminated these charges effectivewitrrthe 1971-72 
academic year so that health science students would pay the same fees as 
all other graduate students. Because the effect of this decision· was to 
eliminate over $500,000 in annual revenue to the State General Fund, the 
Legislature has required the regents to allocate annually to the General 
Fund an amount of Regents' funds equal to the lost revenue (currently 
$732,000). 

,.) .". 
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Reinstatement of Health Science Tuition Proposed 

We recommend that a $1,{)()()/year health science tuition fee for medi­
cine, veterinary medicine and dentistry students be phased in over two 
years beginning with a $5()() fee in 1979-80. This will produce a General 
Fund savings of approximately $635,{)()() in 1979-80 and approximately $3.2 
million annually once fully established 

Currently, all UC students, both graduate and undergraduate, pay two 
major fees: the registration fee and the education fee. The registration fee 
varies by campus from $372/year to $393/year and supports a variety of 
services which include: health care, recreational activities, counseling and 
financial aid administration. The education fee, which supports student 
financial aid, is $300/year for undergraduates and $360/year for graduate 
students. Depending on the particular campus, a number of small inciden­
tal fees also exist, but total annual fees do not exceed $825 on any campus. 

Based on our review of the UC student fee structure, we recommend 
establishing a $1,OOO/year health science tuition fee for students in medi­
cine, veterinary medicine and dentistry. Our recommendation is based on 
three considerations: (1) the extremely high General Fund cost per stu­
dent of these disciplines relative to other disciplines, (2) the high incomes 
earned by students who graduate in these disciplines, and (3) the current 
fees charged in other universities for these three programs. 

High Per Student Costs 

One way to illustrate the high cost of these three programs is to compare 
their state-funded student/faculty ratios with that for the general cam­
puses. As shown below, these three programs have ratios over three times 
richer than the average of all general campus programs, both undergradu­
ate and graduate. But just looking at studentlfaculty ratios understates the 
true cost difference. 

Student/Faculty Ratio 
Medicine .................................................................................................................. :....... 3.5 to 1 
Dentistry ........................................................................................................................ 4.0 to 1 
Veterinary MeClicine ............................................................ ;....................................... 5.4 to 1 
General Campus............................................................................................................ 17.45 to 1 

A better way to illustrate the high cost of these programs is to compare 
the incremental General Fund cost of additional students. Table 14 shows 
that in 1979-80, the incremental cost of each additional Veterinary Medi­
cine and Dentistry student is over $10,000, more than four times the 
incremental cost of a general campus student. The cost of each additional 
Medicine student is over $12,000, more than five times greater than the 
incremental cost of a general campus student. These figures also under­
state the true cost differential because these three programs have other 
support costs which are much higher than the average in other programs. 
The most prominent example is Clinical Teaching Support (CTS) funds, 
which help subsidize the hospital and clinic operations that are essential 
to all three programs. In 1979-80, $45.5 million is budgeted for this pur-
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pose. CTS funds alone are equal to 5.7 percent of the entire 1979-80 
General Fund budget for uc. According to the Governor's Budget, over 
$13,000 in CTS funds are budgeted for each UC clinical student in medi­
cine. 

Table 14 
Incremental Cost of Additional 

Students in 1979-80 

Incremental 
Cost per Student 

Medicine ......................................... ,................................................................................ $12,629 
Dentistry ........................................................................................................................ 10,081 
Veterinary Medicine .................................................................................................... 10,772 
General Campus .......................................................................................................... ,. 2,400 

High Incomes for Medicine, Veterinary Medicine and Dentistry Practitioners 

According to the American Medical Association, the average net income 
of physicians in the Pacific Region in 1976 was $58,584. The American 
Dental Association (ADA) reports that the average net income of dentists 
in the Pacific Region in 1977 was $44,706. Comprehensive information on 
the average income of veterinarians was not available, but a recent sample 
survey conducted by the American Association of Veterinary Medicine 
Colleges (AA VMC) indicated that in 1977 the average nationwide was 
approximately $30,000. 

Because these figures are simple averages, they can obscure significant 
variations in income within each profession. But these figures nevertheless 
indicate that upon graduation, students entering any of these professions 

. are going to begin to earn annual incomes well in excess of most other 
individuals with or without college degrees. 

Health Science Tuition and Fees in Other States 

Unlike the UC, many other institutions already charge higher fees for 
medicine, dentistry and veterinary medicine students than for under­
graduates. Table 15 shows the student tuition and fees for the eight institu­
tions UC relies on for faculty salary comparisons. All but one of the eight 
have higher fees for undergraduates. This is true of the public as well as 
the private institutions in this group. 

Table 16 lists the average student tuition and fees for all medicine, 
dentistry and veterinary medicine schools. The table shows that a $1,000/ 
year increase in UC medicine and dentistry fees would bring UC up to the 
average level of fees in public medicine and dentistry schools; UC fees 
would still be far below' the average of private medicine and dentistry 
schools. 

A $1,ooo/year increase in UC veterinary medicine student fees would 
place UC fees approximately $700 higher than the 1977-78 average fee in 
public veterinary medicine schools, but still below the average in the two 
private veterinary schools. 
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Table 15 

Items 346-357 

Health Scien~e Tuitioriand Fees '. 
at UC Comparison Institutioris 

1971h79 Veterinary 
Undergraduat~Medicine; Dentistry Medicine 

Non: .' .. '. .' Non-; . Non- Non-
Resident resident Resir1eiJtresident Resident resident Resident resident 

Stanford ............ : .. , ............. ;........................ $5,130 $5,130'·, $5,388 $5,388 
Yale .............................................................. 5,150 5,150' . 5,480 .. 5,480 
Harvard ,..................................................... 4,&50 4,&50'. 6,060. 6,060. $5,000 $5,000 
SUNY,Buffalo :~., .......... ,........................... 930 1,380 3,167>. : 4,367 3,000 4,000 
Cornell ........... , ............... :............................ 4,&50 4,850 \5,5(X) 5,500 $2,800 $4,500 
Michigan .............. :..................................... 1,020" 3,244 ",;:2,790,' 5,390 2,080 4;160· 
Wisconsin, Madison.................................. 705 " 2,565 ".. 2,425 "4,117 
lllinois ......... : ... , ................... ·......................... 814 " 1,986·· .• ~ .. \. 5,840 1,317 . 2!1JT 

Average .............................. :................... $2,931 $3,644 $4;133 .' '$5,261l 
UC................................................................ 825 2,730 Ii25 2,730 

$2,849 $4,017 $2$X1 
825 2,730 .825 

• Data are for Hl17-78. 

Table 16 

$4,500 
2,730 

Health Science Tuition and Fees 
A verage Tuition and 

Student Fees. 

Medical Schools" 
Resident Nonresident 

AIl-121 schools .................................................................................................................................. $3;603 
Public (72) ............................................................................................ : ......................... ,................... '. 1,772 
Private (49) ................................................................................ , .......................... ,............................ .' 6,293 

Dental SdJoolsb . . . 

AIl-59 schools .... : ................................................................................... , ........ ; ...... :........................... . 3,020 
. Public (36) .......................................................................................................................................... 1,773 

Private (23) ........................................................................................... ,............................................. .. .. '4,972 
Veterinary Medical Schoolsb 

. . 

AIl-21 schools ................................................................................ , ............. , ..................................... :.. 1,363 
Public (19) ......................................................................................... , ............ : .................................. , ' 1,146 
Private (2) ........................................................................................................................................ " . 3,425 

uc Medical, Veterinary and Dental Schools a ........................................................................... , .. : .. 

a 1978-79 tuition and fees. 
b IfYl'T-78 tuitionand fees. 

. '. 

" .. :'. 
".. . . 

825 

$4,722 
3,653 
6,293 

4,078 
3,348 

• 5,220 

2,507 
2,331 
4,175 

2,730 

Tuition Deferrals Needed for Low-Income StulWnts . . 

If a $500 tuition were charged in 1979-&t.49 all medicine, dentistry ~nd 
veterinary students, it would raise appro~tely$1.9 million. (Based on 
a total of 3,808 students: 2,548 in five medical schools, 816 in two dentistry 
schools, and 444 in one veterinary medicine school.) Under our recom­
mendation, however, the actual revenue flowing into the General Fund 
would be less than this amount. This is because we also recommend that 
a tuition deferral option be provided. 

Part of our rationale for a health science tuition is the high incomes of 
those graduating from the three programs. Many of the students in those 
programs, however, are from low income families, and the added fee 
would create a financial hardship which in some instances might preclude 
attendanc~. Therefore, we propose that a tuition deferral option similar 
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to the one already in effect for the UC education fee be available to low 
income students. 

Under this program, students defer fee payment until 9 months after 
graduation. The program, modeled after the federal National Direct Stu­
dent Loan Program, charges a nominal 3 percent annual interest on the 
outstanding balance. UC estimates that up to 65 percent of the enrolled 
students in the three programs might be eligible for and elect to defer 
payment. This would reduce the General Fund reimbursement in 1979-:80 
to approximately $665,000, with the remaining $1.2 million to be repaid in 
latter years. (According to the legal office of the American Council on 
Education (ACE), the tuition increases we have proposed would be per­
mitted under the current federal wage and price guidelines. 

With a $1,ooo/year tuition beginning in 1980-81, the annual savings to 
the General Fund would be approximately $3.9 million. The actual cash 
flow in the early years of the program, however, would depend on the 
number of students who elected to defer payment. 

Elimination of Health Science Tuition Offset 

Once the $1,ooo/year tuition fee is established for medicine, dentistry 
and veterinary students, we believe that UC should no longer be required 
to reimburse the General Fund for the previous health science tuition 
which the regents abolished in 1~71-72 (see previous discussion). Elimina­
tion of this health science tuition offset would release $730,000 annually in 
Special Regents funds, and reduce the annual General Fund savings from 
$3.9 million to $3.2 million. 

c. Affiliated Residency Programs 

We recommend the elimination of state support for the 52 additional 
affiliated residents, for a GeneralFund savings of $231,000. 

Most General Fund support for the health sciences is distributed on the 
basis of the number of students enrolled. The definition of student in­
cludes medical residents, who are medical school graduates in specialty 
training. In UC there are two major types of residents: (1) those who 
receive most of their training in UC owned or controlled hospitals and (2) 
those who received most of their training in community or federally run 
hospitals which have affiliation agreements with Uc. The support for­
mulas provide UC with more support for the former than for the latter. 
This is because UC is totally responsible for the training of residents in its 
hospitals but only assists in the training of affiliated residents. In 1979-:80, 
$4,450 in General Fund support is budgeted for each additional affiliated 
resident. 

Support Not Reaching Affiliated Programs 

In many instances the support for affiliated residency prognims is not 
reaching the affiliated hospitals, either as dollar grants or in-kind services. 
We are aware of one instance in which an affiliated hospital receives no 
support but is billed for the consulting services of medical faculty. In 
another case, the hospital receives no state support for its affiliated resi­
dents and provides instruction at hospital expense for first, second, third, 
and fourth year medical students. Initially, we believed this occurred only 



1040 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 346-357 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

in affiliated family practice residency programs. After making more inqui­
ries, we now. believe this situation to be fairly common among affiliated 
residency programs, regardless of specialty. 

Rationale 

UC maintains that most affiliated residency programs receive substan­
tial state support. However, UC acknowledges that the budget formula 
generates more total funds than are needed and spent on these programs. 
This was done purposely when the formulas were developed in 1970 be­
cause UC wanted to provide the medical schools with an incentive to 
develop affiliated residency programs. Also, UC maintains that this did not 
result in excess resources flowing to the health sciences because the stu­
dent/faculty ratios for the other programs were less than needed. Overall 
resources were in balance because some of the resources generated by 
affiliated residents would be directed towards these oth~r programs. 

Incentives 

Even if UC's arguments were valid in 1970 when the formulas were 
established, they are no longer. In 1970, affiliated residents represented 
only 16 percent of health science students. The current 10:1 student/ 
faculty ratio for affiliated residents was chosen based on this percentage 
of affiliated residents to total hea.lth science students. The incentive sys­
tem developed by UC has worked so effectively that for 1979-80 affiliated 
residents will represent 26 percent of all health science students. Conse­
quently, the overall student/faculty ratio has been unintentionally en­
riched beyond workload needs as a result of the disproportionately rapid 
growth in the number of affiliated residents. 

For this reason, we recommend that the 1979-80 Governor's Budget 
augmentation of $231,000 to support 52 additional affiliated residents be 
deleted. This reduction would not eliminate all of the unintended support 
which the growth in affiliated residents has generated but without an 
extensive reevaluation of workload needs, it is not possible to do so with 
any precision. Because it.is very unlikely that any future growth in resi­
dent positions, either on campus Or in affiliated hospitals, will occur, we 
believe the benefits of an extensive restudy of workload formulas would 
not justify the time or the expense required. However, future support for 
affiliated residents should not be provided without specific justification. 

D. Gra.duate Academic Students 

We recommend supplemental language stating that the increase of 41 
health science graduate academic students in 1979-80 is one-time only. 

The 1979-80 Governor's budget provides $235,000 for an additional 41 
graduate academic students in the UC health science programs. This 
represents a 4 percent increase over the 1,055 graduate academics cur­
rently enrolled. The distribution of the current and proposed students by 
campus and by program is provided in Table 17. 

Graduate academics are masters degree and PhD students. They obtain 
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degrees in awide variety of disciplines-from Scientific Nutrition to Bio­
chemistry-but the largest percentage of students are in basic physical 
and biological sciences. 

We recommend that no additional graduate academic students be sup­
ported by the state. We do not make this recommendation because of any 
doubts about the quality of these programs. At a time when the state is 
striving to restrain budget growth, however, it is appropriate to ask 
whether these program increases are essential, either to serve the public 
generally or to meet the state's obligation to provide educational access. 
We believe the answer is no in both instances. 

ue maintains that most of these students will be in disciplines where 
future employment possibilities are good. This may be true, but it is not 
a compelling reason for supporting them at taxpayers' expense. Because 
of the high quality of ue graduate programs, most ue graduate students 
(other than those who are in the humanities) find employment related to 
their training. If general campus graduate enrollment were increased, 
most of the additional students would find work as well. 

ue also makes the point that these 41 students and the additional 66 
budgeted over the next five years are necessary to help "balance" the 

. student body of the newer schools. If "balance" at the newer schools is 
essential, it can be achieved by relatively minor reallocations of existing 
students. Table 17 shows that almost one-half of the increase is in the San 
Francisco Medical School which currently has more graduate academics 
than any other campus or program.·· 

36-78613 



Table 17 
Health Sciences 

1979-80 Budgeted Increase in Graduate Academics 

Optometry 
1978-79 1979-/JO 

Budgeted increase 
Berkeley ................................................................................................ 23 2 
Davis ...................................................................................................... . 
Irvine ................................................................................................... . 
Los Angeles ......................................................................................... . 
Riverside ............................................................................................. . 
San Diego ........................................................................................... . 
San Francisco ..................................................................................... . 

TOTAL.............................................................................................. 23 
Additional growth planned past 1979-80 ................................... . 

2 
8 

Public Health Medicine 
1978-79 1979-/JO 1978-79 1979-/JO 

Budgeted Increase Budgeted Increase 
65 5 

85 
52 8 

125 220 

120 
240 20 

190 5 717 28 
48 

Veterinary 
Medicine VenOsITy Totals 

1978-79 1979-/JO 1978-79 1979-/JO 1978-79 1979-/JO 
Budgeted Increase Budgeted increase Budgeted increase 

105 10 

8 

12 -4 

105 10 20 -4 1,055 41 
10 66 
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Finally, we do not believe that this reduction in any way changes state 
policy regarding student access to higher education. State policy has never 
been to accept for graduate study all qualified applicants. In fact, most DC 
graduate programs are highly selective, turning away each year a large 
number of students who could almost certainly succeed if admitted. 

Because the 41 additional students will have been accepted by UC for 
1979--80 prior to final legislative action on the budget, we recommend that 
this policy be implemented for 1980--81 rather than in the budget year. We 
propose that the legislature adopt supplemental language which clearly 
states that the 41 student increase is one-time only, and that in 1980--81 UC 
will be budgeted at 1,055 students, the current year enrollment. This 
provides sufficient planning time to insure that all currently enrolled or 
accepted students can be retained. 

E. UC Medical residents 

We recommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language di­
recting that in 1980-81 the number of residents trained by UC will be no 
greater than the number in 1978-79 and that the reduction from the 
1979-80 level must come in nonprimary care specialties. 

Table 18 shows the proposed total number of medical residents, dis­
tributed by specialty, for the five UC medical schools in 1979--80. Of the 
proposed increase, 72 are in primary care specialties (includes 12 in Ob­
stetrics and Gynecology which is not considered primary care by the 
federal government) and 26 are in nonprimary care specialties. The Gen­
eral Fund cost of these 98 residents is $543,000. These funds will provide 
additional faculty positions, the related general support allocation and a 
portion of the stipend for residents in UC controlled hospitals. 

California's Health Care Needs 

UC has persuasively argued that increases in the number ofinterns and 
residents trained by the UC is one of the best investments California can 
make. Because most residents tend to settle in the state in which they do 
their residency training, increasing the number of residents is a very 
cost-effective way of obtaining additional physicians because the state 
avoids the great expense of putting these physicians through medical 
school. It now appears, however, that California has no shortage of physi­
cians (although there is a geographic distribution problem and a specialty 
distribution problem: that is, we have more doctors than we need in some 
locations and too few in others, and we have too many of some types of 
doctors and not enough of others) . 

Table 18 

UC Medical Students 

PRIMARY CARE 
Family Practice ........................................................... . 
Internal Medicine ....................................................... . 
Obstetrics and Gynecology ...................................... .. 
Pediatrics ....................................................................... . 
Flexible .......................................................................... .. 

Total, Primary Care .............................................. .. 

Actual 
1.977-78 

406 
843 
199 
282 

62 

1,792 

. Budgeted 
1978-79 

484 
868 
203 
301 

64 -
1,920 

Proposed 
197~ 

514 
fiT5 
215 
323 

65 

1,992 

Increase 
over 

1978-79 
30 
7 

12 
22 

1 

72 
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NON·PRIMARY CARE 
Allergy and Immunology ............................................ 13 
Anesthesiology .............................................................. 153 
Dermatology """"""""""""""""""""."",,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 54 
Emergency Medicine a................................................ 6 
Internal Medical Specialties ...................................... 376 
NeurolOgical Surgery.................................................. 31 
Nuclear Medicine.......................................................... 17 
Occupational Medicine a ..................................... ~...... 0 
Ophthalmology ...... :....................................................... 74 
Orthopedic Surgery...................................................... 129 

. Otolaryngology .............................................................. 61 
Pathology ........................................................................ 153 
Pediatric Specialties .................................................... 94 
Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation a.................. 31 
Plastic Surgery.............................................................. 16 
Psychiatry & Neurology 

Psychiatry.................................................................... 305 
Child Psychiatry ........................................................ 61 
Neurology.................................................................... 86 

Radiology 
Diagnostic Radiology................................................ 176 
Therapeutic Radiology ............................................ 21 

Surgery-General ...................................... ,................. 382 
Thoracic Surgery.......................................................... 11 
Urology ............................................................................ 53 
Vascular Surgery :......................................................... 1 

Total, Non·Primary Care ........................................ 2,304 

TOTALS .............................................................................. 4,096 

a Areas which the University considers as shortage specialties. 

13 
160 
56 
32 

. 370 
31 
23 
0 

74 
119 
65 

158 
94 
31 
18 

301 
60 
88 

184 
27 

403 
12 
50 
1 -

2,370 

4,290 

12 
162 
56 
52 

370 
29 
24 
4 

73 
120 
65. 

157 
94 
34 
18 

302 
60 
88 

184 
28 

402 
12 
50 
1 -

2,396 

4,388 

Items 346-357 

-1 
2 

20 

-2 
1 
4 

-1 
1 

-1 

3 

1 
-2 

26 

98 

According to a study recently completed by the California Department 
of Health, Office of Health Professions Development (OHPD), the overall 
supply of physicians in California is well above the average for the entire 
U.S. More importantly, the study reports that in California the "present 
estimated future supplies of overallphysician manpower are well in excess 
of even the highest requirement standards so far developed for use as 
planning yardsticks." 

There is much debate among the experts over what the proper physi­
cian to population ratio should be. The significance of the Department of 
Health's findings is that by any generally accepted standard, California has 
a more than adequate supply and "there is not anticipated to be (in the 
next five to ten years) an overall shortage of physicians in California." 

Distribution of Residents by Specialty 

Most health care experts acknowledge that California and the U.S. 
should be training more primary care residents and fewer residents in 
some other specialties. Federal legislation stipulates that by 1979, 50 per­
cent of all first-year residencies must be in primary care. And a recent 
health care report by the Institute of Medicine of the National Academy 
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of Sciences recommended a substantial increase in this goal. The report 
said "that a figure significantly greater than 50 percent, perhaps in the 
range of 60 percent to 70 percent should be chosen," 

According to the OHPD report, "graduate medical education in Califor­
nia is contributing to present and future surpluses· of some categories of 
physician specialists. At the same time there are not enough graduate 
medical residencies producing sufficient numbers of physicians to meet 
California's needs for comprehensive primary care." 

With the above information in mind, we had originally planned to rec­
ommend that (1) the General Fund increase of $543,000 to support 98 
additional interns and residents in 1979-80 be deleted and that (2) the UC 
planned increase of 60 primary ca.re residents (30 in Family Practice, 7 in 
internal medicine, 22 in pediatrics and 1 in Flexible) be funded by a 
reallocation of positions within UC from specialties judged to be in over­
supply by the Department of Health. 

We have been informed by UC, however, that because the annual na­
tional resident match program concludes in March, UC will have made 
1979-80 resident assignments, based on the Governor's budget, prior to 
final legislative action. Consequently, if the Legislature deleted the funds 
to support these 98 positions, it would create financial difficulties for the 
UC medical schools . 

. Instead, we propose that the Legislature adopt supplemental language 
which clearly states that the increase of 98 positions is for 1979-80 only and 
that for 1980-81 the number of residents trained by UC will return to the 
1978-79 level. Moreover, the reduction from the 1979-80 level must come 
in non primary care specialties. Our rationale for these recommendations 
is given below. 

No net increase for residents 

Because California has more than an adequate supply of physicians 
using any generally accepted standard it does not make sense to increase 
state expenditures in order to further increase the supply even though the 
cost of training residents is far less than the cost of putting a student 
through medical school. The price may be cheap, but it is not a bargain 
if the state does not need the product. Moreover, an increasing number 
of people are questioning whether the price in this case is in fact cheap. 
They argue that the training of more physicians than needed increases 
health costs by promoting unnecessary health care services. 

It is true that California is a large net importer of physicians and conse­
quently we are at the mercy of other states which at any time might take 
steps to stem the outflow of their medical graduates. We believe, however, 
that the importation will continue because California isa desirable place 
to live. Also, if at some time in the future other states begin taking steps 
to reduce their loss of medical students, California can begin increasing its 
supply of residents reasonably quickly. Unlike medical students, resident 
output can be increased within 4 to 5 years. 
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Reallocation to Primary Care 

UC has often argued against reductions in any of its residency programs 
because of their excellence. According to this argument, if reductions are 
necessary they should be made in lower quality community hospital pro­
grams. 

We agree that, on average, UC programs are better than those in unaf­
filiated community hospitals. Moreover, once the absolute magnitude of 
the current overproduction of physicians is known, it would be desirable 
to enact legislation to reduce the community hospital residency programs. 
In the interim, however, we believe our recommendation is warranted. 
The reduction in UC nonprimary care residencies we are proposing (98) 
is very minor relative to the overall number of residents trained annually 
in California (8,058). When one considers that over 70 percent of Califor­
nia'sphysicians migrate from other states, many after completing their 
residency, the impact on the quality of California's health care of refusing 
to permanently increase the number ofUC residents by 98 is small indeed. 

If UC is required to maintain the number of non primary care residents 
trained at the current year level, it is quite likely that much of the reduc­
tion will be accomplished by eliminating or reducing existing affiliation 
agreements with community hospitals. To the extent that some of the 
disaffiliated positions are continued, the state would realize whatever 
benefits result from the residencies without having to subsidize their 
training.· . 

Finally, we do not believe that the very modest reallocations we are 
recommending would have a significant impact on either the health care 
or teaching provided by Uc. A reallocation of 98 nonprimary care residen­
cies to primary care represents less than a 4 percent reduction in nonpri­
mary care specialties. 

In conclusion, we cannot justify increasing state costs to train needed 
primary care residents when they can be funded from reductions in non­
primary care specialties which are in over supply. 

F. Malpractice Insurance 

UC is currently insured for medical malpractice liability through the 
California Hospital Association (CHA). The cost of malpractice insurance 
for UC's five teaching hospitals and associated clinics has increased 
dramatically since 1975-76 (Table 19). Despite this increase the cost is still 
low relative to the insurance costs of other health-care providers. This is 
priqlarily a result of two factors: the relative actuarial stability of UC's 
health care activities and the magnitude of the health care provided. The 
combination of these two factors permits UC to negotiate directly with 
insurance providers for policies covering health science faculty, clinical 
staff, other licensed staff, and regularly matriculated medical, dental, 
pharmacy, optometry, veterinary medical, and nursing students. 
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Table 19 

Malpractice Insurance Cost 
(Thousands) 

General Fund Hospital 
Component Component 

1975-76 ............. , ...................................................................... ,............................... $5,618 $4,982 
1976-77 .................................................................................................................... 8,496 7,534 
1977-78 .............................. :..................................................................................... 8,226 7,294 
1978-79 (budgeted) ..............................................................................................9,915 8,792 
1978-79 (estimated) ............................................................................................ 7,612 a 7,050 
1979-80 (budgeted) .............................................................................................. 9,059 8,033 

a Cost estimate reduced from $7,950 as a result of partial self insurance. 

Total 
$10,600 

16,030 
15,520 
18,707 
15,000 
17,092 

The General Fund cost shown in Table 19 represents only 53 percent 
of the total annual malpractice insurance cost. This percentage is based on 
a 1971 study conducted by UC and the Department of Finance which 
indicated that approximately 53 percent of the malpractice risk was as­
sociated with the clinical instruction of students, interns and residents and 
other faculty duties. The remaining 47 percent was associated with regular 
hospital and clinic services. This latter portion is considered a cost of 
hospital care. Therefore, it is recouped through hospital charges collected 
from patients and third party providers, such as Blue Cross and Blue 
Shield. 

Budgeted Malpractice Cost for 1979-80 Too High 

We recommend that budgeted support for malpractice insurance be 
reduced by $686,000: $382,000 to reflect the continued saving from partial 
self-insurance, and $304,000 to reflect a reduction in the expected price 
increase. 

We believe the $9.1 million in General Fund support budgeted for 
malpractice insurance in 1979-80 overstates the actual need by $686,000 
because: (1) the 1978-79 base (from which the 1979-80 increase was cal­
culated) was not adjusted to reflect the savings from partial selflnsurance 
and (2) the anticipated cost increase for 1979-80 appears unrealistically 
high. 

(1) Partial Self-Insurance. Because of the high cost of malpractice 
insurance, UC periodically reviews whether self-insurance or partial self­
insurance would be more economical than a purchased policy. The Legis­
lature has also been interested in these alternatives. In adopting the 1977-
78 budget, the Legislature requested UC to determine "whether self­
insurance offers a viable, cost-effective alternative to the high and increas­
ing cost of University malpractice insurance." The UC response briefly 
summarized the increasing cost of malpractice insurance and the reasons 
for it, the variety of available self-insurance options and the key factors to 
consider before embarking on self-insurance. 

As a result of the study, UC began a partial self-insurance program for 
1978-79. UC estimates that partial self insurance will reduce the 1978-79 
General Fund premium by $338,000. The released funds are being used to 
partially offset the reductions resulting from control Sections 27.1 and 27.2; 
Although UC intends to continue the partial self-insurance program in 
1979-80, the ongoing savings were not considered in the calculation of 
1979-80 costs. UC applied a 14 percent price increase to the original 1978-
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79 cost esimtate ($7,950,000), rather than to the 1978-79 figure adjusted for 
the anticipated savings ($7,612,000). Therefore, the 1979-80 premium 
should be reduced by $382,000. 

(2) . The 1979-80 Malpractice Price Increase. The 1979-80 Governor's 
Budget assumes a 14 percent price increase for malpractice insurance. 
Based on the experience of the past few years, we see no reason to assume 
an increase of this magnitude. Malpractice insurance costs did increase 
dramatically through 1976-77, but the experience of the last few years 
indicates that some price stability has returned. In fact, malpractice costs 
for ue actually decreased in 1977-78 andagairi in 1978-79. It is unlikely 
that malpractice costs will continue to decline, but allowing for a 10 per­
cent increase for 1979-80 should adequately protect ue from the malprac­
tice shortfalls experienced in the mid-1970's. (The possibility of greater 
UGself-insurance, and the subsequent loss of business by the malprac~ice 
carrier, is one of the reasons for the stabilization ofUe malpractice costs.) 
Reducing the anticipated price increase from 14 percent to 10 percent 
produces a General Fund savings of $304,000 (after adjustment for con~ 
tinued partial self insurance as discussed previously). . 

Our total reduction in the malpractice insurance is $686,000 calculated 
'(.l" f"I1"",<;. 

(Thousands) 
Legis/alive 

Governor's UC Analyst's 
Budget Revised Projection 

1978-79 (est) .............. ,................................................................................... $7,950 $7,612 $7,612 
114% 114% 110% 

1979-80 (projected) ...................................................................................... $9,059 SR,fi17 $8.373 
~~ 

$382 S304 
'-~ 

8686 
4. SUMMER SESSION AND EXTENSION INSTRUCTION 

Summer sessions are operated on all of the university campuses and 
offer regular degree credit courses to all qualified applicants. The program 
was initiated in response to the master plan for higher education, which 
recommended that every public higher education institution able to offer 
academic programs in the summer months do so to make full use of the 
state's higher education physical facilities. No General Fund support, 
however, is provided. Student fees and extramural funds pay the incre­
mental costs associated with the summer programs. 

In 1978 the actual headcount enrollment was 25,782, a 2.2 percent in­
crease over enrollment in 1977. 

Like summer sessions, University Extension is self-supporting, primarily 
through student fees. The goals of Extension are: (1) to provide education­
al opportunities for adults, (2) to promote participation in public affairs, 
and (3) to provide solutions to community and statewide problems. 

Extension programs are open to . everyone and are offered throughout 
the state. They have proven to be very popular. In 1979-80, an estimated 
334,483 people will enroll in one or more extension offerings, an increase 
of 2,813 over the 1978-79 budgeted level. 



TABLE 20 
Program II 
Research 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
. (in Thousands) 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Organized Research Units and Research Support 

General Campuses .................................................................................. ; ...................... . 
Health Sciences ............................................................................................................. , .. 

2. Agricultural Sciences ........................................................................................................... . 
3. Marine Sciences .................................................................................................................... . 
4. Individual Faculty Grants and Travel ............................................................................. . 
5. Employee Benefits .: ........... , ....................... , .. , ...................................................................... . 

PROGRAM TOTAL ................................................................................................................... . 

PERSO~NEL REQUIREMENTS (FTE). .. 
'AcademIc ..................................................................................................................................... . 
Staff ......................................... , .................................... ; ................. : .............................................. . 

TOTAL .............................................................................................. ; .......................................... . 

a Does not include $464 million in· direct research support. 

1978-79Budlfet 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$12,703 
1,845 

32,125 
3,917 
3,129 
8,388 

$62,107 

$2,488 
2,009 
3,191 

229 
200 
815 

$9,532 

Total 

$15,191 
4,454 

35,316 
4,146 
3,329 
9,203 

$71,639 

897 
1,712 

.2,009 

1979-80 Governor's Budget 
General Restricted 
Flmds Funds Total 

$13,492 $2,036 $15,528 
1,845 2,622 4,467 

32,125 3,191 35,316 
3,917 229 4,146 
3,129 200 3,329 
8,388 815 9,203 --

$62,896 $9,093 $71,989" 

897 
1,712 

2,009 

1f1!9...8(}lncrease 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$789 

$789 

$-452 
13 

$-439 

$337 
13 

$350 
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II. RESEARCH 

The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education designated UC as the "pri­
mary state-supported agency for research". Table 20 lists the major re­
search activities supported by the state and the budget for each. Although 
direct state support for research is budgeted at $62 million in 1979-80, the 
largest portion of the research budget ($464 million) is received from the 
federal government, private individuals, and foundations. These funds are 
not included in the support budget. 

Approximately half of the General Fund support is spent on research in 
the agricultural sciences. The next highest expenditure is for the Organ­
ized Research Units (ORUs), with the remaining funds used for research 
in Marine Sciences, faculty research. grants, and travel to professional 
meetings. 

ORUs are formal agencies established by action of the Regents to pro­
mote and coordinate research in specified interdisciplinary areas. Cur­
rently, there are approximately 130 ORUs. Each unit is reviewed at 
intervals of five years or less by a special committee of the Academic 
Senate. Such reviews are intended to provide the information necessary 
to allocate funds properly among the ORUs. Occasionally, reviews result 
in the elimination of particular ORUs and the establishment of others with 
different research emphases. 

The budgeted General Fund increase for 1979-80 of $789,300 is com­
posed of two items: (1) $250,000 for the California Policy Seminar and (2) 
$539,300 for support of the Institute of Transportation Studies, which was 
previously funded by the State Transportation Fund. 

UC also requested a General Fund augmentation for research in the 
following areas: (1) conservation and management of land, air and water 
resources ($200,000), (2) energy ($200,000), (3) predictive techniques in 
climatology and seismology ($200,000) and (4) the humanities and an 
interdisciplinary program on aging ($150,000). The 1978-79 Governor's 
Budget included funds for these items (plus, $500,000 for "space" re­
search), but the funds were deleted by the Legislature. The 1979-80 Gov­
ernor's Budget does not contain an augmentation for these research 
programs. 

1. CALIFORNIA POLICY SEMINAR 

The California Policy Seminar, established in 1977, is a cooperative ef­
fort between UC and state government officials to define significant policy 
issues facing California and to commission research on these issues. Each 
year 11 research papers are commissioned and later four are funded for 
further research. The four projects selected in 1977-78 were on the follow­
ing subjects: (1) environmental chemicals that cause cancer and genetic 
birth defects; (2) computerized models to determine the impact on Cali­
fornia of fundamental state policy changes; (3) social and ecological ques­
tions related to agricultural policy in California; (4) and potential savings 
from energy consumption in buildings and appliances. The research re­
sults will be published by the seminar. 

When the seminar was established, UC agreed to cover all costs through 
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1978-79 with the understanding that, if judged successful, the state would 
provide continued funding. The 1979-80 Governor's Budget includes 
$250,000 for the seminar. While it is too early to evaluate the program, it 
is an important effort and the participants judge it successful to date. We 
recommend approval. 

2. INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION STUDIES (ITEM 356) 

We recommend that state support for the Institute of Transportation 
Studies be provided from the Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund 
rather than from the General Fund (Item 356), for a General Fund saving 
in 1979-80 of $539,300. 

The Institute of Transportation Studies (ITS) was established by the 
Regents in 1947 in response to a legislative request. It was chartered to 
provide instruction and research related to the design, construction, oper­
ation and maintenance of highways, airports and related public transpor­
tation facilities. 

In 1971, the Legislature recommended that the scope and responsibili­
ties of the institute be expanded to enable it to cooperate in research and 
training with the State Business and Transportation Agency and other 
agencies with public transportation responsibilities. 

Since 1975-76 the major state support for this institute has come from 
the Transportation Planning and Research Account, which was created by 
the Legislature in 1972. Account revenues are determined by a formula 
which compares taxable sales of gasoline with all other taxable sales. As a 
result of the decline in the value of gasoline sales, relative to other taxable 
sales, the Department of Finance determined that there are not sufficient 
funds to support the ITS in 1979-80. Consequently the Governor's Budget 
includes $539,300 from the General Fund to continue support of ITS at the 
1978-79 level plus 3% for price increase. The additional $107,000 in Gen­
eral Fund support for 1979-80 is a continuation of existing funding from 
within the regular UC lump sum appropriation (Item 346). Table 21 sum­
marizes all sources of funding for the ITS. 

Table 21 
Institute of Transportation Studies Research 

General Fund ............................................................................................................ .. 
State Transportation Fund ..................................................................................... . 
Federal ......................................................................................................................... . 
Other ..........................•................................................................................................. 

Totai.. ....................................................................................................................... . 

Actual 
1977-78 
$106,664 
451,627 
257,903 
67,889 

$884,083 

Budgeted 
1978-79 

$106,696 
523,600 
354,121 
162,282 

$1,146,699 

Projected 
1979-80 

8646,300 

380,000 
170,000 

$1,196,300 

We are in agreement with the Department of Finance that another 
source of revenue for the ITS must be found. However, we recommend 
that the ITS be supported by the Driver Training Penalty Assessment 
Fund rather than the General Fund. According to the Governor's Budget, 
this fund, which derives its revenue from the state share of motor vehicle 
related fines, has uncommitted reserves of approximately $13 million in 
1979-80 after full funding of those programs it typically supports. We 
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believe that our approach has merit because (a) the Penalty Assessment 
Fund is a more appropriate source of support for ITS than the General 
Fund and (b) it would release $539,300 in State General Funds for other 
priorities. 

3. INSTITUTE OF APPROPRIATE TECHNOLOGY (ITEM 347) 

In 1977-78 the Legislature provided UC with a $190,000 augmentation 
to establish a new Institute of Appropriate Technology. The goal of this 
Institute is to promote the development of technologies "which are less 
harmful to people and the environment than our present technologies, 
which reduce dependence on nonrenewable resources, which are 
economically sound and which offer small-scale, practical alternatives to 
our current level of resource consumption." The Institute is awarding 
small research grants for projects which meet these criteria. 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget proposed $208,000 for the Institute. The 
Legislature reduced this to $105,900. For 1979-80 the Governor's Budget 
provides $102,900, which is the current year level minus this item's share 
of Control Section 27.1 and 27.2 reductions. Price and merit salary increase 
funds for this item are budgeted in the main UC support item (346). 
Elsewhere in the Analysis we have recommended that these funds be 
transferred to this item prior to final passage of the Budget Bill. 

We recommend approval. 

4. MOSQUITO CONTROL RESEARCH (ITEM 357) 

The Budget Bill continues a special appropriation of $100,000 from the 
California Water Fund for Research in mosquito control. This special 
appropriation was initiated in 1966-67 to supplement anticipated funding 
from other sources. All General Fund support ($619,900 in 1979-80) for the 
program is within the University's main lump-sum support appropriation 
(Item 346). 

Table 22 summarizes the funding for the program. We recommend 
approval. 

Table 22 

U. C. Mosquito Research 

State 
Water Fund ........................................................................................................ .. 
Special Fund ....................................................................................................... . 
General Fund ..................................................................................................... . 

Federal ..................................................................................................................... . 
~osquito Abatement Districts ........................................................................... . 
Other Sources 

Industry ............................................................................................................... . 
International... .................................................................................................... . 

Actual 
1977-78 

SI00,OOO 
353,500 
594,400 
522,800 

8,150 

2,500 
1,000 

TOTAL...................................................................................................................... SI,582,350 

Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 

SI00,OOO $100,000 
373,750 377,100 
592,500 619,900 
514,300 514,700 

200 

1,450 1,850 

~ ~ 
$1,589,200 $1,623,250 
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III. PUBLIC SERVICE 

The Public Service Program includes four subprograms: campus public 
service, cooperative extension; the Drew Postgraduate Medical School 
and the California College of Podiatric Medicine. The budgets for each of 
these subprograms are provided in Table 23. 

1. CAMPUS PUBLIC SERVICE 

The public service subprogram supports cultural and educational activi­
ties on the campuses and in nearby communities. Opportunity is provided 
for additional experience in the fine arts, humanities, social and natural 
sciences and related studies. Programs such as concerts, dramas, lectures 
and exhibits are designed to be of interest to the campuses as well as 
surrounding communities. This program is supported primarily with re­
stricted funds. No General Fund increase is budgeted for 1979-80 ($119,-
000). 

2. COOPERATIVE (AGRICULTURE) EXTENSION 

Cooperative Extension applies the technology derived from agriculture 
research to solve specific, often local, problems. It is a cooperative endeav­
or between the University, county boards of supervisors and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. Operating from three University campuses 
and 56 county offices in rural and urban areas, it provides problem solving 
instruction and practical demonstrations. 

The 1979-80 budget includes a $100,000 increase in this program to 
support four additional small farm advisors for Monterey, Yolo, Tulare­
Kern and Glenn-Colusa counties. According to UC, "these advisors would 
serve predominantly Mexican-American farmers and they would be bilin­
gual as well as trained in special communication skills." 

.3. CHARLES R. DREW POSTGRADUATE MEDICAL SCHOOL (ITEM 354) 

The 1979-80 Budget Bill continues state support for a special program 
of clinical health sciences education, research and public service operated 
in conjunction with the Drew Postgraduate Medical School. 

The Charles R. Drew Postgraduate School, founded in 1966, is a private 
nonprofit corporation which conducts educational and research programs 
in south central Los Angeles in collaboration with the Martin LutherKing, 
Jr. County Hospital located in Watts. In addition to the state appropriation, 
programs are funded through county appropriations to the hospital,and 
federal and private grants. 

Currently, the UCLA medical school has an "affiliation agreement" 
with Drew. In brief, this agreement provides that some UCLA medical 
students, interns and residents receive a portion of their clinical training 
at Drew and a number of Drew faculty have nonsalaried faculty appoint­
ments at UCLA. 

Last year Drew completed negotiations with UC for (1) greater pro­
gram autonomy over the instruction offered at Drew and (2) a staged 
increase in the number of 3rd and 4th year medical students to be trained 
at Drew. These changes are not expected to have any major impact on 
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TABLE 23 

Program III 
Public Service 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(in thousands) 

1978-79 Bud~et 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

1. Campus Public Service ........... , ........................................................................................... . 
2. Cooperative Agriculture Extension ................................................................................. . 
3. Drew Medical School ........................................................................................................... . 
4. California College of Podiatry Program ......................................................................... . 

$U9 $7,132 
17,074 6,566 
2,063 

692 
PROGRAM TOTAL .............................................. : ................................................................... .. $19,948 813,698 

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS (ITE) 
Academic .............................................................................................................................. . 
Staff ............................................................ : .................. : ................................................. ; .............. . 

TOTAL ......................................................................................................................................... . 

total 
$7,251 
23,640 
2,063. 

692 
$33,646 

495 
567 

1.062 

1979-80 Governor's Budget 
General Restn"cted . 
Funds Funds 

$U9 87,431 
17,174 6,566 
2,166 

727 

Total 
$7,550 
23,740 
2,166 

727 

820,186 $13,997 $34,183 

495 
571 

1,066 
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state costs in 1979-80, but they could have major fiscal consequences in the 
future. 

Budgeted state support for 1979-80 is $2,165,860, an increase of $103,000 
(5 percent) over the 1978-79 budget. The additional funds are for price 
increases and merit salary adjustments. No program expansion is included. 

We recommend approval. 

4. CALIFORNIA COLLEGE OF PODIATRY MEDICINE (ITEM 355) 

The Budget Bill continues state support for a cooperative program in 
basic and clinical health sciences education and primary health care deliv­
ery research in podiatry. State support began in 1974-75 to assure the 
instruction provided by the only college of podiatric medicine in Califor­
nia would continue to be of high quality. The program is operated in 
conjunction with the University's San Francisco campus. 

Budgeted state support for 1979-80 is $727,000. This is an increase of 
$35,000 (5 percent) over the amount provided for 1978-79. The additional 
funds are for price increases and merit salary adjustments. No program 
expansion is included. 

We recommend approval. 

5. STATE DATA PROGRAM (ITEM 348) 

The state data program began in 1968. Organized in the Institute for 
Governmental Studies on the Berkeley campus, the program collects, 
coordinates and disseminates data of value to scholars, students, research­
ers and policy planners who are concerned with the problems of state and 
local government. 

Budgeted state support for 1979-80 is $119,500, unchanged from the 
i97~791evel except for a $2,500 reduction related to Control Sections 27.1 
and 27.2. The 1979-80 price and merit salary increase funds for this item 
are contained in the main UC support item (346). Elsewhere in the Analy­
sis we have recommended that these funds be transferred to this item 
prior to final passage of the Budget Bill. 

6. CALIFORNIA WRITING PROJECT 

We recommend a $3mooo General Fund augmentation in order to 
provide UC with a permanent base level of support [or the California 
Writing Project. 

We also recommend that supplemental language be adopted requiring 
that a formal advisory panel be established to review, rank and award the 
funds annually for individual projects. 

The California Writing Project (CWP) is an outgrowth of the Bay Area 
Writing Project (BA WP) which originated on the UC Berkeley campus in 
1975 in an effort to improve the writing skills of students in California. The 
assumptions underlying the BA WP are as follows: 

1. The writing problem is shared by both the universities and the 
schools; it can best be addressed by cooperatively planned and coop­
eratively funded university / school efforts. 

2. Most teachers have not been adequately prepared as teachers of 
writing. 
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3. Although much is known about the teaching of writing, most teachers 
are unaware of that knowledge. 

4. The best teacher of teachers is usually another teacher who has had 
success in a similar situation. 

5. Successful teachers of writing can .be identified; the best practices of 
successful teachers can be effectively demonstrated to others. 

6. Teachers of writing must themselves write. 
The program began in the summer of 1974 with a Summer Institute for 

the instruction of 25 teachers from. 21 Bay Area School Districts. The 
BA WP now offers a number of Berkeley campus programs for teachers, 
in-service training programs for school districts and several institutes and 
workshops outside the state. 

The original support for the BA WP came from the Berkeley campus and 
local Bay Area public schools. Since 1976, the project has attracted national 
attention and considerable additional support from the following sources: 
the National Endowment for the Humanities, $1,564,000; the Carnegie 
Corporation of New York, $217,000; UC'sJames Sutton Endowment Fund, 
$186,000; and California Title IV-C project funds, $380,000. In addition, the 
1978-79 Budget Act provided BA WP with $140,000 in General Funds to 
help train teachers from junior and senior high schools identified as having 
large low-income or minority enrollments. 

The California Writing Projectis the umbrella title for the new writing 
projects developed at other sites throughout California. Each prbject, 
modeled after, but not identical to BA WP, was selected through a com­
petitive grant process. Presently, there are 13 programs in operation, each 
centered within a UC, CSUC, or. CCC campus. Eight of the programs 
receive $10,000 each plus added funds or in-kind services from the par­
ticipating public school districts and the host campus. The remaining 
programs are funded from a variety of other sources. To date, it is estimat­
ed that 407 teachers have been through one of the writing project pro­
grams. These teachers have gone on to provide in-service training for 3,000 
other teachers in 76 school districts. 

Core Support Requested 

For 1979-80 UC requested $300,000 to provide core support for the 
California Writing Project central coordinating, planning and consulting 
office ($95,000), and 10 writing project sites within California ($20,500 
each). The core support is needed, according to UC, because the founda­
tion support .on which the program has primarily relied cannot be depend­
ed upon in the future. Funding from the National Endowment for the 
Humanities, the major source of support to date, will lapse on June 30, 
1979. 

The core support requested by UC would provide approximately 60 
percent of the support needed for each site. School districts participating 
in in-service training programs and the host campus would continue to 
donate funds or in-kind services. The program would also continue active­
ly to solicit foundation support to supplement state support and hopefully 
establish additional sites. 
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The 1979-80 Governor's Budget did not provide the $300,000 requested. 
We recommend that the UC budget be augmented to provide these funds. 
The writing problem these programs seek to correct is a serious one. 
Moreover, while the formal evaluation of the program has not been com­
pleted, the perceived success of the program by virtually all who have 
observed it, including CPEC, has convinced us that it is a worthwhile 
investment of state resources. 

Need for Formal Advisory Board 

Normally we would be opposed to one educational segment having 
responsibility for a program involving the allocation of funds to all three 
higher education segments. However, after reviewing the program, meet­
ing with the program administrators and evaluator and talking with CSUC 
personnel, we believe nothing would be gained by establishing a new 
administrative structure. In fact, something might be lost. Often new 
prograrris are successful in large part because of the vision, drive and 
commitment of the program developers. 

We believe, however, that the Legislature should adopt supplemental 
language to require that a formal advisory panel be established to review; 
rank and award the funds for the individual projects annually. This panel 
should be broadly representative of all groups concerned with the success 
of the program. We recommend that the group have a representative 
from the following organizations, with each selecting its own participant: 

California Community Colleges . 
California State University and Colleges 
University of California 
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities 
State Department of Education 
California Postsecondary Education Commission 
In addition, it should be made clear that additional state support in 

future years must be justified on merit, not just as replacement of lost 
external federal or foundation support. 

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

The academic support program includes: (1) libraries, (2) organized 
activities and (3) teaching hospitals, as shown in Table 24. 

1. LIBRARIES 

Support for the university's nine campus libraries as well as for the 
college and school libraries is included in this subprogram; The principle 
objective is to support the instructional and research programs of the 
university by providing access to scholarly books and other documents. 

Budgeted state support for libraries is presented in Table 25. The Gen­
eral Fund increase of $1,476,000 is primarily for a 32,000 increase in library 
volume acquisitions and the transportation of library materials between 

. the nine campuses. 



. PROGRAM 
1. Libraries ......................................... ; ........................................................... . 
2. Organized Activities ................................................................................ .. 
3. Teaching Hospitals ................................................................................... . 

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

PERSONNEL 
Libraries ........................................................................................................... . 
Organized Activities .................................................................................... .. 
Teaching Hospitals ......................................... ; ............................................. . 

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

CeneriJ 
Funds 

$55,849 
29,211 
37,583 

$122,643 

Table 24 

Program IV 
Academic Support 

(in Thousands) 

1978-79 
Restncted 

Funds 

$1,116 
29,415 

347,872 

$378,403 

TotiJ 

$56,965 
58,626 

3&5,455 

$501,046 

2,214.07 
2,461.18 

17,207.04 

21,882.29 

1979-80 Governor's Budget 
CeneriJ Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$57,325 $1,159 
29,722 30m 
37,583 396,311 

$124,630 $427,747 

TotiJ 

$58,484 
59,999 

433,894 

$552,377 

2,210.62 
2,476.18 

17,207.04 

21,893.84 

1979-80 Increase 
CeneriJ Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$1,476 $43 
511 862 

48,439 

$1,987 $49,344 

TotiJ 

$1,519 
1,373 

48,439 

$51,331 

-3.45 
15 

11.55 
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Table 25 

Academic Support-Libraries 
(in Thousands) 

Program. Elements·. 
L Books and Binding ................................................................................................. . 
2. Acquisitions Processing .................................................................................................... .. 
3. Reference Circ!!1ation ................................. ; .................................................................... .. 
4. Automation ........................................................................................................................... .. 
5. Intercampus Movement of Materials .............. , ............................................................. .. 

PROGRAM TOTAL ...................................................................................................... . 

1978-79 Budf[et 
Ceneral Restricted 
FuiJds Funds 
814,846 $477 

21,107 459 
17,701 175 
2,195 5 

Total 
815,323 
21,566 
17,876 
2,200 

855,849 81,116 $56,965 

. 197f)...8() Govemor's Budget 
General Restn'cted 
Funds Funds 
815,835 $520 
21,239 459 
17,643 175 
2,195 5 

413 

$57,325 $1,159 

Total 
816,355 
21,698 
17,818 
2,200 

413 

$58,484 

1979-80 Increase 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$989 $43 
132 

-58 

413 

$1,476 $43 

Total 
81,032 

132 

413 

81,519 
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A. Library Development Plan 

In 1978-79 DC presented to the Legislature a comprehensive 10 year 
library development plan. The plan explicitly recognizes that the library 
collection of all nine campuses must be thought of as a single university­
wide resource. Much of the plan is devoted to a practical outline of how 
the resources of each campus library will be made available to users at any 
UC location. 

The additional operating costs resulting from the plan fall into three 
categories: (1) volume acquisitions, (2) automation and (3) transportation 
of materials. For acquisitions, UC requested that the annual book acquisi­
tion rate be increased 86,000 volumes a year: from 523,000 to 609,000. The 
annual cost of the requested increase was $2.7 million. Under automation, 
which had a number of components, UC requested $1.4 million. For the 
transportation of materials between campuses, UC requested $413,000. 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget fully funded UC's request for the first 
two components, but did not provide funds for the transportation of 
materials. In initial budget hearings the Legislature supported the Gover­
nor's Budget. After passage of Proposition 13, however, the Legislature 
reduced support for the acqusition component by $1 million. This reduced 
the annual book acquisition rate increase from 86,000 volumes to 54,000. 

1979-80 Governor's Budget Fully Funds Library Request 

Besides continuing the automation component of the library develop­
ment pla.n, the 1979-80 Governor's Budget provides the full support re­
quested by UC for the other two components. An augmentation of 
$1,122,000 ($1 million and price increase) is provided to bring the annual 

,;hook acquisition rate up to the 609,000 level called for in the UC plan. In 
. addition, $413,000 is included to support the transportation of materials 
;componentas requested by Uc. 

We recommend approval. 

2. ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES 

This subprogram includes partially self-supporting activities organized 
and operated primarily as necessary adjuncts to the work of various de­
partments. General Fund support is primarily used in six areas: (1) art, 
music, and drama, (2) the UCLA elementary school, (3) vivariums which 
provide maintenance and care of animals necessary for teaching and re­
search in the biological and health sciences, (4) the dental clinic subsidy, 
(5) support for two neuropsychiatric institutes which provide mental 
health care and training and (6) clinica.l teaching support for the veteri­
nary medical teaching facility at Davis. 

As indicated in Table 26, budgeted state support for these activities 
increases by $511,000 in 1979-80. These funds are needed for (1) the partial 
support of two new dental clinics associated with UC, San Francisco 
($391,000) and (2) the increased clinical costs at the UC Davis Veterinary 
Medicine School ($120,000). 



Table 26 
ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

Organized Activities 
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 

(in Thousands) 

1!!7IP9 B/Jd%et l!!7U Coremor's B/Jd%et 
General Restricted General Restricted 
FllDris FllDris Total FllDris FllDris Total 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Other Academic Support-General Campuses 

Museums and Galleries ...................................................................... $1,006 $194 SI,200 $1,006 $194 $1,200 
Intercollegiate Athletics .................................................................... 867 867 885 885 
Ancilliary Support-General 

Campuses 
Demonstration Schools .................................................................. 5&1 140 723 5&1 140 723 
Vivaria and Other ............................................................................. 752 1,590 2,342 752 1,866 2,618 
Employee Benefits .......................................................................... 425 55 480 425 55 480 

2. Ancilliary Support-Health Sciences 
Dental Clinics .................................................................................... 1,994 2,206 4,200 2,385 2,522 4,907 
Neuropsychiatric institutes ............................................................ 18,435 8,420 26,855 18,435 8,600 27,035 
Optometry Clinic ............................................................................ 500 500 500 500 
Veterinary Medicine Teaching Facility ...................................... 1,441 1,361 2,802 1,561 1,433 2,994 
Vivaria and Other ............................................................................ 676 14,082 14,758 676 14,082 14,758 
Employee Benefits .......................................................................... 3,899 3,899 3,899 3,899 

PROGRAM·TOTAL ............................................................................... $29,211 $29,415 $58,626 $29,722 $30,277 $59,999 
PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS (FTE) 
Academic .......................................................................................................................................... 270 270 
Staff ........................................................................................................................ : ........................... 2,191 2,206 

l!!7U fncreilSl' 
Geneial Restricted 
FllDris FllDris Total 

$- $- $-
18 18 

276 276 

391 316 7fJ1 
ISO ISO 

120 72 192 

$511 $862 81,373 
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3. TEACHING HOSPITALS 

Items 346-357 

Included within this subprogram is funding for the teaching hospitals 
and clinics for which the university has major operational responsibilities. 
The hospitals include the Los Angeles Center for Health Sciences, the San 
Francisco campus hospitals, the San Diego County University Hospital, 
the Sacramento Medical Center, and the Orange County Medical Center. 

In addition to their role in the university's clinical instruction program, 
the university teaching hospitals serve as a community resource for highly 
sp~cialized (tertiary) care through major research efforts. The teaching 
hospitals also engage in cooperative educational programs with local com­
munity and state colleges by providing the clinical setting for students in 
allied health science areas. 

Budgeted state support for the teaching hospitals is shown in Table 27. 
Direct General Fund support represents approximately 9 percent of hos­
pital revenue. The remaining funds are received through patient fees and 
third partyproviders which include state and federal Medicare I Medi-Cal 
programs. 

Fund 

Table 27 
Academic Support 
Teaching Hospitals 

Estimated 
1978-79 

General 'Funds a .............. ; ... ,............................................................... $37,583,266 
Restricted 'Funds ................................................................................ 347,871,976 

Total .......................................... ;........................................................ $385,455,242 

Budgeted Change 
1979-80 Amount Percent 
$37,583,266 
396,310,976 $48,439,000 13.9% 

$433,894,242 $48,439,000 12.6% 

a Includes appropriations of $4 million in 1978-79 and 1979-80 for estimated Medic;lre/Medi-Cal inpatient 
reimbursement shortfalls. 

A_ Clinical Teaching Support (CTS) 

UC t~ilching hospitals are intended to be self-supporting through pa­
tient fees. A state subsidy, however, called Clinical Teaching Support 
{CTS) is.provided for UC owned hospitals and clinics. The traditional 
justification for CTS funds has been that these funds permit UC to accept 
patients who are useful to the teaching program but unable to pay the cost 
of hospitalization. In fact, CTS funds serve at least in part as an offset to 
the reimbursement limitations of the Medicare/Medi-Cal programs (see 
below).: '., 

The proposed distribution of CTS funds for 1979-80 is shown in Table 
28. No General Fund increase over 1978-79 is provided. 
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Table 28 

Clinical Teaching Support Allocations a 

1977-78 through 1979-80 
(in thousands) 

University Hospitals: 
Irvine Medical Center & Clinics ................................................................... "" .. "". 
Los Angeles ................................................................................................................... . 
Sacramento Medical Center ..................................................................................... . 
San Diego ....................................................................................................................... . 
San Francisco ............................................................................................................... . 

Tota!.. ......................................................................................................................... . 

Actual Eshmated Proposed 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 

$5,558 
8,262 
5,615 
5,026 
7,290 

$31,751 

$5,561 
8,517 
5,987 
5,381 
8,137 

$33,583 

$5,561 
8,517 
5,987 
5,381 
8,137 

$33,583 

a Does not include State funds provided for Medicare/Medi-Cal Inpatient Reimbursement shortfalls. 

B. Medicare/Medi-Cal Underfunding (Item 353) 

In an effort to curb the inflation of health care costs, state and federal 
controls have been imposed on Medicare/Medi-Cal payments. The impact 
of these controls upon university teaching hospitals has been significant 
because the routine cost of providing care is greater than the maximum 
charge allowed. In part this reimbursement gap results from educational 
costs and the unique range of care these hospitals offer. 

The university has appealed the application of these reimbursement 
limitations to teaching hospitals. To help finance the teaching hospitals 
until the appeals process has been completed (to date none of the UC 
appeals has been decided), the 1976-77 Budget Act (Section 28.11) author­
ized UC to request a loan of up to $5 million to be repaid with the proceeds 
from successful appeals. The actual loan, appropriated through Chapter 
214, Statutes of 1977 (SB 335), was for $4.1 million. Only $3.2 million of this 
amount was actually expended with the remainder reverting to the Gen­
eral Fund. Section 28.92 of the Budget Act of 1977 authorized UC to 
request a similar loan for 1977-78. The loan amount was $3.3 million. 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget included a separate Budget Act item 
authorizing the Director of Finance to loan up to $4 million, if necessary, 
to cover hospital operating costs. This loan requires 30 days prior written 
notification to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. The final loan 
amount needed by UC for 1978-79 is not yet known. Table 29 provides the 
history of state support for this purpose. 

The 1979-80 budget again includes a separate budget act item (353) 
authorizing a loan of up to $3,919,600. The loan is less than the current year 
because a portion of the Control Section 27.1 and 27.2 reductions were 
allocated to this item. 

We recommend approval. 
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Table 29 

Teaching Hospital Loan 
(in millions) 

Jfuximllm 
}i'ar Authorized Loull 
197(}o.77 ......................................... : ......................................................... 85.0 (Section 28.11) 
1977-78 .................................................................................................... 5.0 (Section 28.92) 
197~79 .................................................................................................... 4.0 (Item 329) 
1979-80 .................................................................................................... 4.0 (Item 353) 

C, Patient Discharge Data Necessary 

Items 346-357 

Actual Loan 
83.2 

3.3 

Werecommend that the Legislature adopt supplemental language re­
quiring UC to subniit patient abstract and billing data (Uniform Hospital 
Discharge Data Set for California) to the California Health Facilities Com­
mission; 

Health care costs in the nation, particularly in California, have been 
increasing dramatically. Data presented in the California Health Facilities 
Commission's (CHFC) 1978 Annual Report demonstrate that: 

(1) Increases in hospital expenditures in California have averaged over 
18 percent per year from 1972 to 1977. 

(2) During 1977 alorie, hospital costs in California rose from $4.5 billion 
to $5.3 billion even though the level of services/provided did not 
change. 

(3) Between 1972-76 Californians experienced a 93 percent increase in 
hospital costs while the Consumer Price Index rose only by approxi­
mately 36 percent. 

(4) If the inflation rate continues at 18 percen.t per year, expenses of 
California hospitals will rise from the present $5.3 billion to $23 
billion by 1985. 

The rapid rise in health care costs should be a major concern of the state. 
In addition to,the direct impact of rising costs on individuals and families, 
this trend has a significant impact on the cost of government. This is 
because government pays for approximately 60 percent of hospital costs 
in California. The Commission estimates that 7.2 percent of hospital reve­
nues come from county governments, 14.7 percent from Medi-Cal, 33.3 
percent from Medicare, and approximately 5 percent from government 
paid employee health benefits and income tax deductions for health care. 

CHFC collects financial data from health facilities and discloses finan­
cial information to the public. One of the tools critical to the analysis of 
hospital costs is the capacity to review patient discharge and billing data. 
Access to this information permits the Commission to 1) assess the com­
plexity of individual hospital's patient load, 2) group and compare hospi­
tals by difficulty of patient load, and 3) compare the charge structures of 
hospitals for delivery of similar services. Patient discharge and billing data 
are collected in abstracts, without patient or physician name, so providing 
the data to the Commission does not violate confidentiality requirements. 
The data format used, the Uniform Hospital Discharge Data Set For Cali­
fornia, is endorsed by the California Hospitals Association, and is used by 
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many hospitals in Llltfornia. Thf' Cornmission presently collects these 
data from hospitals 011 a \'o\unleer basis. . 

We have recommended in our analysis of Item 291 that all hospitals be 
required to provide these data to the Commission. The information is 
critical to the evaluation of the hospital's cost effectiveness. UC should ellso 
be required to provide these data. 

V. STUDENT SERVICES 

The Student Services program includes student services and student 
financial aid. 

1. STUDENT SERVICES 

This subprogram includes a number of services which are usually classi­
fied into two groups according to the source of support. Services directly 
related to the functioning of the instructional program are financed by the 
General Fund. These include admission, student registration, class sched­
uling, grade recording, and compilation of student statistical information. 
The services that are related to the maintenance of the student's well­
being are financed largely from student registration fees. These include 
medical care, housing, employment placement, counseling, cultural, rec­
reational and athletic activities. 

As shown in Table 30, except for price and merit salary increase funds 
which are provided elsewhere in the budget, no increase in General Fund 
support is included for 1979-80. 

A. Disabled StLidents 

The 1979-80 budget proposes an expenditure of $309,467 from the Gen­
eral Fund for services to disabled students and employees. This augments 
existing nons tate funding of $670,402, but is less than the $1,750,953 plan 
submitted by UC and approved by ePEe. 

At the beginning of the postsecondary education section of this Analysis . 
(p. 1006), we discuss the complex problems associated with this matter 
and recommend that a plan for resolVing these prohlems be submitted by 
the Department of Finance prior to April 15, 1979. 



PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Cultural and Recreational Activities ..................... . 
2. Supplementary Educational Services .................. .. 
3. Counseling and Career Guidance ........................ .. 
4. Financial Aid Administration ................................ .. 
5. Student Admissions and Records .......................... .. 
6. Student Health Services .......................................... .. 
7. Employee Benefits .................................................. .. 

PROGRAM TOTAL ....................................................... . 
PERSONNEL (FTE) 
Academic ......................................................................... . 
Staff .................................................................................. .. 

Table 30 
Program V 

Student Services 
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 

(in thousands) 

General 
Funds 

$1,265 
301 

1,427 
730 

8,rm 

2,710 

$14,530 

1978-79 
Restricted 

Funds 
$10,109 

1,778 
11,170 
6,311 

854 
14,666 
1,885 

$46,773 

Total 
$11,374 

2,079 
12,597 
7,041 
8,951 

14,666 
4,595 

$61,303 

3 
2,771 

1979-80 Governor's 
Bud,fJet 

General 
Funds 

$1,265 
301 

1,427 
730 

8,rm 

2,710 

$14,530 

Restricted 
Funds 
$10,300 

1,814 
11,382 
6,430 
1,005 

14,934 
1,942 

$47,807 

Total 
$11,565 

2,115 
12,809 
7,160 
9,102 

14,934 
4,652 

$62,337 

3 
2,771 

1979-80 Increase 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$191 
36 

212 
119 
151 
268 
57 --

$1,034 

Total 
8191 

36 
212 
119 
!j! 

268 
57 

81.034 
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Table 31 . 
Student Affirm~tive Action Program 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Early Out~each Qunior High Level} .......................................................... .. 
2. High School and Community College Outreach ................................ , .... . 
3. Academic Support Services ........................................................................... . 
4. Graduate Student Services ............................................................................ .. 
5. Financial Aid .................................................................................................... .. 
6. Central Coordination ...................................................................................... .. 

Funding 

Act 
1975-76 

$54,OOO(U} 
292,000(U} 

62,000(U) 

$408,000 

State (S) .............................................................................................................. .. 
University (U) .................................................................................................... $408,000 

• Original appropriation was $1.1 million. 

Act Act 
1976-77 1977-78 

$462,000(U} $1,162,000 
292,OOO(U} 657,000 
550,000 (Yo U) 1,028,000 

44O,000(S} • 582,000 
69,000(U} 119,000 

$1,813,000 $3,548,000 

$715,000 $1,916,700 
$1,098,000 $1,631,300 

UC 
Est. Request 

1978-79 ]979-80 
$1,010,000 $1,280,000 

994,000 1,002,000 
991,000 1,110,000 
100,000 600,000 

1,000,000 800,000 
75,000 85,000 

$4,170,000 $4,877,000 

$2,293,000 $4,877,000 
$1,877,000 

GoI'ernor's 
Budget 
1979-80 
$1,280,000 

922,000 
1,110,000 

800,000 
85,000 

$4,197,000 

$4,197,000 
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B. Student Affirmative Action Program 

The Student Affirmative Action Program is an effort by UC to increase 
the enrollment of qualified students from underrepresented ethnic and 
economic groups, and provide these students with the support they need 
to complete a college education successfully. 

The program was initiated in 1975-76 and the first class of students was 
enrolled in 1976-77. Program expenditures in 1975-76 were $408,000, all 
from UC funds. Since that time program expenditures have been shared 
between the University (45 percent) and the state (55 percent). 

For 1979-80 UC proposed a program budget of $4,877,000, an increase 
of $707,000 over the level in 1978-79. The Governor's Budget contains an 
increase of $27,000 with full General Fund support, as shown in Table 31. 

Under the Early Outreach component of the program, UC is working 
with 250 of the 500 junior high schools identified as having a high popula­
tion of low-income or minority students. The budget proposes a $270,000 
increase for this component to provide program services to an additional 
100 target schools beginning in 1979-80. 

A $160,000 increase is proposed for the High School and Community 
College Outreach component. The added funds will not be used to expand 
the number of schools served. Instead, UC will use the additional funds to 
assist students in the early years of high school as well as in their senior 
year. In particular, UC plans to follow through with those high school 
students who were earlier served through the junior high program. 

The California State University and Colleges (CSUC) has also received 
state support for junior and senior high school outreach programs. Because 
of the potential for duplication in this area, we have recommended else­
where in our analysis that the California Postsecondary Education Com­
mission monitor both the UC and CSUC programs. 

The 1978-79 budget provides funding for the Mathematics, Engineer­
ing, Science, Achievement Program-MESA. UC also requested $80,000 to 
add two additional MESA-model programs (now called Academic Enrich­
ment Programs). The budget does not include these funds on the grounds 
that an augmentation is premature prior to obtaining some experience 
with the two MESA-model programs which are to be established with 
$180,000 appropriated in the 1978-79 Budget Act. 

The Academic Support Services component is proposed for a $119,000 
increase principally to provide tutorial, counseling and academic advising 
services to the increasing number of needy students enrolled at Uc. A 
portion of the funds are being used for an evaluation project to determine 
the effectiveness of the support services offered. 

The Financial Aid component is proposed for a reduction of $532,000. 
UC requested the reduction because "there have been more than ample 
resources available to students from underrepresented groups through 
federal sources and regular University financial aid funds." . 

A new Graduate and Professional School component, at $600,000, was 
requested by UC but not funded. Information is not yet available on the 
specific strategies for improving low income and minority representation 
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in graduate school. A DC task force report on this subject is due in the 
Spring. Depending on the report's findings, DC may renew its funding 
request during legislative budget hearings. 

The Coordination component is proposed for a $10,000 increase. These 
funds cover the costs of evaluation, advisory meetings and 50 percent of 
the salaries of the three systemwide persons who coordinate the campus 
programs. 

Governor's Budget Proposes Full-State Support of Program 

We recommend that the $1,877,000 General Fund augmentation (Item 
346) for the replacement of UC Education Fee funds be deleted because 
it is simply a funding shift which produces an augmentation for unspeci­
fied purposes. 

As mentioned above, the costs of the Student Affirmative Action Pro­
gram have been shared between the state (55 percent) and DC (45 per­
cent, primarily from Education Fee revenues). Since the program began 
DC has proposed that the state assume the full cost. 

The 1979-80 budget provides for the first time a $1,877,000 augmenta­
tion to provide for total state support of the program. We recommend 
against this augmentation. The DC case for full state support has rested on 
the argument that student affirmative action programs are the responsi­
bility of the state and DC was the only higher education segment required 
to partially support its program. While it is true that similar programs in 
CSDC and CCC are supported entirely by the state, only DC has an 
Education Fee devoted to financial aid with annual revenue in excess of 
$36 million. 

More importantly, the Legislature would buy nothing new with this $1.9 
million augmentation. It is a simple fund transfer. An additional $1.9 mil­
lion in state General Funds releases $1.9 million in Education Fee funds 
which could be used for a wide variety of other purposes. In the current 
year, for example, DC used $5.7 million in Education Fee reserves to offset 
a portion of the reductions required by the Legislature in Control Sections 
27.1 and 27.2. Rather than provide DC with a $1.9 million augmentation 
for unspecified purposes, we recommend that the additional General 
Fund support be deleted and that specific DC requests for augmentation 
be considered on their merits. 

2. STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 

This subprogram contains (1) the university supported student aid pro­
grams, (2) student aid from private grants, gifts and endowments, and (3) 
state support for the Student Affirmative Action program. 

The university supported programs are financed entirely from the Edu­
cational Fee. Prior to 1977-78, funding was provided froin two sources: the 
Educational Fee and Regents Opportunity Funds. 

Table 32 shows budgeted student financial aid for 1979-80. This amount, 
however, is only a small portion of the total. DC estimates that total 
student financial aid, including state and federal grants and loans which 
are received directly by students, will exceed $117 million in 1979-80. 
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Table 32 
Financial Aid 

(in Thousands) 

Actual Actual 
FU/Jd 1976-77 1977-78 
General Funds .......................................................... $471 
Restricted Fund~ ...................................................... 30,210 $30,432 

Totals ........... : ....................................................... $30,681 $30,432 

};stimated 
1978-79 

$30,478 

$30,478 

VI. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

Items 346-357 

Proposed Illcrease 
1979-80 1979-80 

$31,394 $916 

$31,394 $916 

Institutional Support includes (1) general administration and services 
and (2) operation and maintenance of plant. 

1. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION ANO SERVICES 

The general administration and services subprogram is a combination 
of two separate functions, general administration and institutional serv­
ices. Activities funded in these closely related functions include planning, 
policymaking and coordination between the Office of the President, chan­
cellors and officers of the Regents. 

Also included are a wide variety of supporting activities such as manage­
ment, computing, police, accounting, payroll, personnel, materials man­
agement, publications and federal program administration, as well as 
self-supporting services such as telephones, storehouses, garages and 
equipment pools. 

As Table 33 indicates, the budgeted General Fund support for this 
subprogram will decline by $234,000 in 1979-80. This occurs because of the 
deletion of one-time startup costs for implementation of Chapter 709, 
Statutes of 1977 (SB 170, privacy legislation). 



General 
PROGRAM ELEMENTS Funds 

1. Executive Management .................. $24,486 
2. Fiscal Operations .......................... , ... 11,041 
3. General Administrative Services .. 18,651 
4. Logistical Services ............................ 14,249 
5. Community Relations ...................... 4,378 
6. Employee Benefits ............................ 13,198 

PROGRAM TOTAL ...................... $86,003 
PERSONNEL (FTE) 
Academic ................................................... 
Staff ............................................................ 

Table 33 

Program VI 
Institutional Support 

General Administrative Services 
Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 

(in thousands) 

1978-79 Budget 1979-80 Govemor's Budget 
Restricted General Restricted 

Funds Total Funds Funds Total 

$611 $25,097 $24,486 $668 $25,154 
3,031 14,072 11,041 3,210 14,251 
8,010 26,661 18,417 8,488 26,905 
1,803 16,052 14,249 1,813 16,062 

696 5,074 4,378 696 5,074 
140 13,338 13,198 140 13,338 

--
$14,291 $100,294 $85,769 $15,015 $100,784 

5 5 
6,009 6,009 

1979-80 Increase 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$-57 
179 

$-234 478 8-234 
10 

$-234 $724 $490 
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A. Collective Bargaining Implementation Funding 

Last year, the Legislature enacted Chapter 744, Statutes of 1978 
(AB 1091), which contained comprehensive provisions governing public 
employer-employee relations in UC (including Hastings College of Law) 
and the California State University and Colleges (CSUC). This act: 

1. Requires UC and CSUC to meet and confer in good faith with em­
ployee groups in an effort to execute written memorandums of under­
standing. 

2. Establishes election procedures, administered by the Public Employ­
ment Relations Board (PERB) for recognizing, certifying and decertify­
ing employee organizations as the exclusive representatives of employees 
in negotiating units. 

3~ Specifies employer and employee illegal unfair labor practices. 
4. Gives PERB responsibility for the adjudication of disputes involving 

(1) the determination of appropriate negotiating units, (2) the scope of 
representation elections and (3) unfair labor practices. 

5. Prescribes mediation and a three-member panel factfinding proce­
dure to enable the parties to resolve impasses. Costs of the mediator and 
chairman of a factfinding panel will be borne by PERB. Costs of the two 
remaining members of the factfinding panel will be shared by the parties. 

6. Allows the parties to agree to a "maintenance of membership" ar­
rangement, under which an employee is not required to join an employee 
organization, but those who do are required to maintain membership for 
the duration of the agreement. 

7. Provides for UC and CSUC to deduct specified employee organiza­
tion fees upon the authorization of the employee. 

8. Specifies procedures for submission of a memorandum of under­
standing to the Governor and Legislature for appropriate review and 
action. If action is not taken, the memoranda shall be referred back to the 
parties. The parties may agree that provisions of the memoranda which 
are nonbudgetary and do not require funding shall take effect whether or 
not the aggregate funding requests submitted to the Legislature are ap­
proved. 

9. Provides for representatives of the Governor, Legislature and stu· 
dents at meet and confer sessions. 

The effective date of the legislation is July 1, 1979. Administrative costs 
were recognized during the fiscal committee hearings, but an appropria­
tion was not made in the bill. 

Governor's Budget Proposes $570,600 for UC 

We recommend that 1978-79 collective bargaining negotiation costs be 
deleted because such activity is premature at this time, for a General Fund 
savings of $121,000. 

In addition; we recommend that funds fOr surveys, cost estimates and 
data be deleted because theState Personnel Board will be providing this 
informationfor a General Fund savings of $177,000. 
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In accordance with the Regents' request, the Governor's Budget con­
tains $570,600 for UC implementation costs related to AB 1091. These 
funds are proposed to be used for: 

(1) the development and implementation of communication and train­
ing programs regarding collective bargaining responsibilities and 
rights ($139,000); 

. (2) the analysis and revision of personnel policies in light of AB 1091 
($14,000); 

(3) the University's involvement in PERB proceedings and organizing 
activities ($119,000); 

(4) negotiations ($121,000); 
(5) surveys, cost estimates, and the maintenance of data on wages and 

terms and conditions of employment for organized employees 
($177,000). 

We agree that certain administration costs will be incurred by the uni­
versity in order for it to administer its new responsibilities. Some costs are 
one-time only while others will. continue. 

The first three cost items listed above are primarily one-time with the 
PERB proceedings (#3) involving the initial certification activity. 

Negotiations (#4) will be a continuing cost and may eventually exceed 
the $121,000 cost shown in the Governor's" Budget. However, budgeting 
these funds in 1979-80 is premature. Judging by the experience to date 
under comparable legislation covering regular state employees, it will 
take a full year (1979-80) for the organization activities and certification 
process to be completed. Negotiations on any significant scale consequent­
ly will not occur until 1980-81. It is at that time that funds should be 
provided for negotiations. (Some of the one-time funding in items 1-3 
could be rolled forward into 1980-81 to cover this expense.) 

Surveys, cost estimates and data maintenance activities (#5) are du­
plicative of activities traditionally carried on by the State Personnel Board. 

. Last year there was some question as to the. continuation of this function 
by SPB. The Legislature, however, subsequently directed that the func­
tion be continued once in the budget act and once in cleanup legislation. 
While UC is concerned that it may not be privileged to the information, 
this should not be the case .. While we recognize the need for data on 
comparability, an independent survey by UC would be duplicative and 
unnecessary. The $177,000 budgeted for this purpose should be deleted. 

2. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF PLANT (OMP) 

Operation and maintenance of plant is a supporting service to the Uni­
versity's primary teaching, research and public service programs. The 
1979-80 Governor's Budget provides an increase of $586,000 for workload 
associated with new building. Table 34 shows the distribution of General 
Fund support by program element. 

37-7Bffl3 
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A.Study of OMP Recently Completed 

Items 346:--357 

In last year's Analysis we pointed out the need to reevaluate the level 
of support provided to UC for OMP. This followed from the fact that, 
although we, the Department of Finance and UC all agree that building 
square footage is the best indicator of workload, we do not agree on a 
method for determining which square footage should be supported from 
the General Fund. UC is concerned that the budgeted level of support for 
its square footage is too low and that some facilities are arbitrarily exclud­
ed from state support. We and the Department of Finance staff are con­
cerned that the state is providing UC with support for space which should 
not be supported by the General Fund. 

Last year all parties agreed that before any changes were made, UC 
would undertake a detailed survey of all existing space by program use. 
This information would permit the determination of the fiscal implications 
of any proposed policy changes. 

We have received the square footage data from UC and we are in the 
process of developing a supplemental analysis of this issue which will be 
presented to the Legislature in time for discussion during hearings on the 
1979-80 UC budget. 



Table 34 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(In Thousands) 

J978-79 Budf{et J!lT9-IJ() Governor's Budf{et 

PROGRAM ELEMENTS 
1. Administration .................................... ~ ......................... . 
2. Building Maintenance ................................................. . 
3. Grounds Maintenance ................................................. . 
4. Janitorial Services ....................................................... ... 
5. Fire Protection ........................................................... ... 
6. Utilities ........................................................................... . 
7. Refuse Disposal ............................................................. . 
8. Employee Benefits' ..................................................... . 

PROGRAM TOTAL ..................................................... . 
PERSONNEL REQUIREMENTS (FTE) 
Staff and General Assistance b ••.•..•.•..•..•.••....•.•..••.••..•..•.. 

General Restricted 
Funds Fund$ 
$3,658 
15,583 
.6,019 
17,526 
1,039 

43,726 
1,488 

(4,512) 
$89,039 

$311 

46 

$357 

Total 
$3,658 
15,894 
6,019 

17,526 
1,039 

43,772 
1,488 

(4,512) 
$89,396 

3,215 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds 
$3,673 
15,703 
6,019 

17,661 
1,044 

44,026 
1,499 

(4,568) 
$89,625 

$311 

49 

$360 

• Employee benefits are distributed to operating accounts where related salaries are budgeted. 
b Includes 11.00 FfE for Field Station maintenance from Organized Research. 

Total 
$3,673 
16,014 
6,019 

17,661 
1,044 

44,075 
1,499 

(4,568) 
$89,985 

3,233 

J!lT9-IJ() Increase 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 

$15 
120 

135 
5 

300 $3 
11 

(56) 
$586 $3 

Total 
$15 
120 

135 
5 

303 
11 

(56) 
$589 

18 
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VII. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 
(Auxiliary Enterprises) 

Items 346-357 

This program includes activities that are fully supported from specific 
fees. Included are student residence and dining facilities, parking systems, 
intercollegiate athletics, bookstores and other student facilities. 

The largest element of this program is student housing with over 20,500 
residence hall spaces and approximately 3,500 apartments as well as as­
sociated dining and recreation facilities. The second major element is the 
parking program which includes more than 53,000 spaces. Table 35 shows 
that the proposed budget for 1979-80 is $3.6 million higher than the 1978-
79 budget. 

Auxiliary 
Enterprises ................. . 

Table 35 
Program VII 

INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 
(Auxiliary Enterprises) 

(in thousands) 

1978-79 Budget 197U Covemor's Budget 
Ceneral Restricted Ceneral Restricted 
Fund Funds ToW Fund Funds Total 

$81,072 $81,072 $84,639 $84,639 

VIII. SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAMS 

1!J7f).8(} Increase 
Ceneral Restricted 
Fund Funds Total 

$3,567 $3,567 

In accorance with Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 66 of the 1976 
legislative session, the Governor's Budget contains the planned programs 
to be financed from the University's share of federal overhead funds. This 
resolution continued the policy of equal division of overhead funds 
between the University and the state. The state's portion is assigned as 
operating income and the University's portion is budgeted as restricted 
funds to finance special Regents' programs. 

The budget for 1979-80 is shown in Table 36. 

Table 36 
Program VIII 

SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAMS 
(in thousands) 

Programs 
1. Extension of Research Opportunities ................. . 
2. Instructional Innovations and Improvements ... . 
3. Sound Administrative Planning ................... ; ....... . 
4. Mandated and Other ReCOgnized University 

Responsibilities ......................................................... . 
5. Interim Funding ....................................................... . 
6. Provision for Increases ........................................... . 
7. Other Needs ............................................................. . 

PROGRAM TOTALS ........................................... . 
Less funds budgeted in other functions ......... . 

Actual 
1977-78 

$4,915 
6,104 
2,976 

2,793 
7,363 

1,039 

$25,190 
$,...7,363 

Estimated 
1978-79 

$6,547 
7,650 
3,908 

4,083 
3,538 

286 

$26,012 
$-3,538 

Proposed 
1979-80 Increase 

$6,503 $-44 
8,649 999 
3,633 -275 

4,os3 
3,653 115 
1,457 1,171 

$27,978 $1,966 
$-3,653 $-115 
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IX. UNALLOCATED ADJUSTMENTS 

This program serves as a temporary holding account for appropriations 
which eventually will be allocated by the system to the campuses and from 
the campuses to the operating programs. Two subprograms are included: 
1) Provisions for Allocation and 2) Fixed Cost and Economic Factors. 

Provisions for Allocation include 1978-79 base budget items which were 
unallocated as of July 1, 1978. Included are funds for merit and promotional 
increases, salary range adjustments, academic and staff position reclassifi­
cations, price increases, deferred maintenance and unallocated endow­
ment income. Also included are incremental provisions for new programs 
related to more than one campus which have not been allocated. 

Fixed costs and economic factors include salary adjustment funds and 
the funds needed in 1979-80 to maintain the university's purchasing pow­
er at 1978-79 levels for such items as utilities, library volumes, general 
supplies and equipment. 

Table 37 provides a detailed account of the items budgeted under Unal­
located Adjustments. 

Table 37 
Unallocated Adjustments 

A. Provisions for Allocation 

General Fund: 
Price Increases ................................................. ; ..... . 
1978-79 Salary Funds ............................................. . 
Employee Benefits ................................................. . 
Student Affirmative Action ............................... ... 
Handicapped Services ............................................ . 
Drew One· time Capital Planning ..................... . 

. Budgetary Savings Target ................................... . 
Other Provisions ..................................................... . 

Subtotal ..................................................................... . 

Restricted Funds: 
Educational Fee ..................................................... . 
Registration Fee ..................................................... . 
Endowments ........................................................... . 
University Opportunity Fund ............................. . 
Contracts and Grants Administration ............... . 
Other Provisions ..................................................... . 

Subtotal ..................................................................... . 

Estimated 
1978-79 

$7,837,303 
11,736,158 
18,573,922 

985,275 

50,000 
-15,776,000 

1,805,832 

$25,212,490 

4,091,109 
5,411,392 
3,690,967 
1,037,462 

251,477 

$14,482,407 

Proposed 
1979-80 

$7,837,303 
11,736,158 
18,573,922 
2,888,975 
·309,000 

-15,776,000 
1,805,832 

$27,375,190 

519,725 
6,424,608 
3,685,642 
1,152,741 

774,000 
261,477 

$12,818,193 

Change 

$1,903,700 
309,000 

-50,000 

$2,162;700 

-3,571,384 
1,013;216 

- 5,325 
115;279 
774,000 

Hi,ooo 
$1,664,214 
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B. Fixed Costs and Economic Factors 
General Fund: 

General Price Increase ......................................... . 
Library Price Increase ........................................ .. 
Utilities Price Increase ........................................ .. 
Merit Salary Adjustments .................................... .. 
Malpractice Insurance ........................................... . 
General Risk Liability Iilsurance ...................... .. 
State Compensation Insurance .......................... .. 
University of California Retirement System .. .. 
Public Employees Retirement System ............ .. 
Social Security ......................................................... . 
Collective Bargaining .......................................... .. 

Subtotal .. : ................................................................. .. 

Restricted Funds: ......................................................... . 
TOTALS 

General Funds ................................................... . 
Restricted Funds ............................................... . 

GRAND TOTAL .................................................. .. 

1. NONRESIDENT TUITION 

$25,212,490 
14,482,407 

$39,694,897 

Items 346--357 

$6,810,400 
2,648,700 
1,715,900 

12,430,000 
-856,000 

856,000 
1,702,000 
7,000,000 

800,000 
1,510,000 

571,000 

$35,188,000 

. $62,563,190 
12,818,193 

$75,381,383 

$6,810,400 
2,648,700 
1,715,900 

12,430,000 
-856,000 

856,000 
1,702,000 
7,000,000 

800,000 
1,510,000 

571,000 

$35,188,000 

$37,350,700 
-1,664,214 

$35,686,486 

UC has increased the nonresident tuition fee charged all out-of-state and 
foreign students, both undergraduate and graduate, to $2,400 beginning 
in 1979-80. This fee was last raised in 197()"';'77 when it was increased from 
$1,500 to $1,905. According to UC, this 26 percent increase "is related 
directly to the inflationary effects of salaries and price increases on instruc­
tional costs since the fee level of $1,905 was established." The new fee is 
expected to increase reimbursements in 1979-80 by approximately $3.5 
million and reduce General Fund support by an equal amount. 

UC Nonresident Enrollment Growing 

As Table 38 indicates, since 1972 the percentage of UC nonresident 
students has increased slightly (from 11 percent to 12 percent). But at the 
undergraduate level the 49 percent growth in nonresident students over 
the last four years has been much greater than the 12 percent growth for 
all undergraduates. This is also true of the CSUC, both at the undergradu­
ate and the graduate level (see Table 39). Moreover, with the exception 
of UC graduate students, the percentage growth in foreign nonresident 
students has been higher than that for other U.S. nonresident students. 
The growth in nonresident enrollment is probably the result of two fac­
tors: (1) California remains a popular place to live and (2) both the UC 
and CSUC are considered quality institutions, worth the added nonresi­
dent tuition charge. 



Table 38 
UC Student Residency at Time of Admission 

Undergr.aduate Graduate 
Nonresident Percent Nonresident Percent 

Other Nonresi" Other Nonresi-
Total u.s. Foreign dent Total u.s. Foreign dent 

1972-73 ............ 77,385 2,346 747 4% 21,655 6,147 2,994 42% 
Change· .......... 12% 45% 64% 9% 7% 4% 
1976-77 ............ 86,427 3,393 ... 1,225 5% 23,644 6,594 3,106 41% 

Table 39 

cslic Student Residency at Time of Admission 

Undergyduate Graduate 
Nonresident Percent Nonresident Percent 

Other Nonresi- Other Nonresi-
. Total u.s. Foreign dent Total u.s. Foreign dent 

1972-73 ............ 216,422 1,657 3,283 2% 60,315 995 1,198 4% 
Change· .......... 8% 65% 77% 16% 19% 83% 
1976-77 ............ 233,862 2,733 5,805 4% 69,872 1,173 2,187 5% 

• Percentage change over 4 years from 1972-73 to 197s;..77. 

Total 
1ll,274 

12% 
124,389 

Total 
276,737 

10%. 
1,303,734 

Total 
Nonresident 

Other 
u.s. 
8,493 
18% 

9,987 

Total 

Foreign 
3,741 
16% 

4,331 

Nonresident 
Other 
u.s. Foreign 
2,652 4,481 
47% 78% 
3,904 7,992 
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The Determination of'Residency 

Most foreign students pay nonresident tuition each year they are in 
attendance atUC or CSUc. However, given the current statutory defini­
tion of residency, virtually all nonresident students from other states are 
eligible for residency status after one year. All a student need do to obtain 
residency is live in the state one year (the first year of academic attend­
ance plus the summer months) and show ihtention to remain in California 
through such actions as registering to votein California, obtaining a Cali­
fornia driver's license, joining local organizations, etc. Thus, many of the 
out-of-state students included in Tables 38 and 39 do not pay nonresident 
tuition after their first year of attendance. (The tables report residency at 
the time of admission.) 

A number of other states' apply an additional criteria: financial in­
dependence. Oregon, for instance, stipulates that to obtain residency sta­
tus, students must verify that they are not being significantly supported 
or claimed as a federal or state tax deduction by their parents or guardian 
if their parents or guardian reside out-of-state. 

We do not have the data to determine the precise savings which would 
result from adoption of a financial independence test for residency status. 
However, in the UC and the CSUC there are currently over 6,000 under­
graduates and 7,500 graduate students who were from other states at the 
time of admission. rr 2,000 of these students were not financially independ­
ent and continued in attendance, the annual revenue to the General Fund 
would exceed $3.5 million. Legislation in this area appears reasonable. 

2. APPLICATION FEE 

We recommend that the application for admission fee be increased 
from $20 to $25 for a reimbursement increase of$61O,OOO and a savings to 
the General Fund (Item 346) of an equal amount. 

All applicants to UC are required to pay a nonrefundable application fee 
which has been $20 since 1972. According to UC policy, the fee level is set 
"to provide income so that the Offices of Admissions are essentially self­
supporting. " 

Given price and salary increases since 1972, the income from this fee is 
well below that necessary to cover the cost of the application process. UC 
estimates that to be self-supporting a fee of approximately $62 would be 
necessary. A fee increase of this magnitude, however, might begin to have 
an adverse effect on the number of students who apply. We believe, 
however, that, if accompanied by a proportionate increase in fee waivers, 
a $5 increase in the fee (to $25) could move the Office of Admissions closer 
to self-support without adversely affecting student access. 

The UC has the authority to grant a waiver of the application fee for all 
low-income students. In recent years between 5-6 percent of the approxi­
mately 130,000 applicants have recejved a fee waiver. If fee waivers we~e 
maintained at the budgeted amount of 6 percent of total fee income, the 
net impact of a $5 application fee increase would be a reimbursement 
increase of $610,000 and a General Fund savings of an equal amount. 
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3. GENERAL FUND REIMBURSEMENT 

We recommend that (1) budgeted income from Student Fees-All 
Other be increased by $238,547 and (2) budgeted income from Other 
Sources be increased by $117,610 for a combined General Fund savings of 
$356,157 and an increase in reimbursement of an equal amount (Item 
346). 

There are four sources of reimbursements to the General Fund in the 
UC budget. One of them-nonresident tuition-was discussed above. The 
remaining three are: Student Fees-All Other, Sales and Service-Educa-
tional Departments and Other Sources. . 

Our review of budgeted and actual levels of reimbursement for these 
three categories has shown that in every year since 1971-72 the actual 
reimbursement figure has exceeded the amount budgeted (Table 40). 
The annual amount of underbudgeting has averaged in ~xcess of $900,000 
during this seven-year period. 



Table 40 
GENERAL FUND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Sales and Services 
Student Fees-AD other Educational Departments 

Actual . Actual 
Compared to Compared to 

Budgeted Actual Budgeted Budgeted Actual Budgeted Budgeted 
1971-72 $3,507,406 $4,144,363 $636,957 $154,348 $197,314 $42,966 $1,273,616 
1972-73 3,825,330 4,159,382 334,052 149,652 176,961 27,309 1,037,480 
1973-74 3,495,327 . 4,223,213 763,886 148,062 197,548 49,486 1,045,519 
1974-75 3,778,162 4,016,385 368,223 169,040 214,636 45,596 1,040,164 
1975--76 3,587,548 4,094,184 506,636 180,900 253,334 72,434 1,123,414 
1976-77 3,894,593 3,823,823 -70,770 197,700 247,486 49,786 1,394,383 
1977-78 3,706,808 4,012,902 306,094 199,550 248,019 48,469 1,158,290 
1978-79 3;661,453 223,300 1,507,390 

Other Sources 

Actual 
$1,291,564 
1,115,728 
1,602,239 
2,612,417 
1,360,818 
1,714,033 
1,850,295 

Actual 
Compared to 

Budgeted 
$17,948 
78,248 

556,720 
1,572,253 

237,404 
319,650 
692,005 

19794lO 3,661,453 223,300 1,507,390 
Annual average ..................................................................................................................................................................................................... , ..................................... . 
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Because reimbursements reduce the required amount of state support, 
consistent underbugeting of this type overstates the need for General 
Fund support. Therefore, we recommend that the budgeted level of reim­
bursement for 1979-80 be adjusted upwards to reflect more accurately the 
probable level of reimbursement. The budgeted level of Student Fees­
All Other should be increased from $3,661,453 to $3,900,000 (+$238,547). 
This is a realistic estimate, given that the actual amount of reimburse­
ments has been lessthan $3,900,000 only once since 1971-72. 

For the category "Other Sources", we recommend that the budgeted 
level of reimbursement be increased from $1,507,390 to $1,625,000 
(+$117,610). This also is a reasonable estimate, given that the actual 
amount of reimbursement has been greater than $1.6 million in each of 
the last two years and in three of the last four years. 

Although each of these increases is warranted, what is most important 
is that the total level of budgeted reimbursements be realized. We think 
this will occur. Our combined estimate of $5.5 million for the two catego­
ries discussed above is less than the average for the past seven years. In 
addition, we have not recommended an increase for the category Sales 
and Services-Educational Departments even though a moderate upward 
adjustment probably is justified. 

4. UTILITY USAGE 

As a result of the "energy crisis" of 1973-74, UC has embarked on a 
program to reduce significantly its consumption of electricity and fuels. 
This may be seen in Table 41. For each campus the first two columns in 
Table 41 show the percentage of electricity and fuel used per square foot 
in 1977-78 relative to usage in 1972-73, the last year before the energy 
crisis. While the table demonstrates that progress has been made, it also 
shows that some campuses have been much more successful than others. 
Irvine, Santa Barbara and Santa Cruz have done an excellent job of reduc­
ing energy consumption. 

Berkeley and San Francisco, in particular, have not made sufficient 
progress in reducing energy consumption. The potential energy reduction 
at San Francisco may be less than on other campuses because the hospital 
represents such a significant percentage of total space. Even so, savings 
are possible. 

In 1975-76, San Francisco's electricity usage was down to 92 percent of 
the 1972-73 level; in 1977-78 it was back to 100 percent. Table 41 indicates 
that San Francisco is projecting virtually no change in fuel consumption 
in 1979-80 over actual consumption in 1977-78. Berkeley is projecting 
some increased conservation. We believe both of these campuses cari do 
much better. We intend to review their projections for the 1980-81 budget 
year carefully. 

Wehave requested the DC to review all of the conservation goals set 
for the campuses in 1974. Many of the campus goals are not sufficiently 
stringent. For example, five of the nine campuses have already reduced 
their current fuel usage below the 1980 targeted level. In some instances 
campuses are using less than 75 percent of their long-term targeted 
amount. 
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Table 41 

Campus Energy Conservation Efforts 

Usage Per Square Foot 
1977-78 

Usage as Percent 
of 1972-73 Actual 

Electricity 
Berkeley .................................................................... 96%. 
Davis ....... ,.:................................................................ 88 
Irvine ................................................................ :......... 75 
Los Angeles ............... ............................................... 88 
Riverside .................................................................... 91 
San Diego .................................................................. 80 
San Francisco .. ;......................................................... 100 
Santa Barbara............................................................ 76 
Santa Cruz ................................................................ 65 

Total System...................................................... 87 

Electricity Rate Increases Overestimated 

Fuels 
86% 
59 
66 
76 
71 
50 
88 
58 
37 

69 

1979-80 Projected 
Usage as Percent of 

1977-78 Actual Usa~1' 
Electncit.v Fuels 

90% 95% 
104 108 
102 101 
99 100 
95 102 

100 100 
100 98 
100 119 
100 116 

99 101 

We recommend that General Fund support for utilities be reduced by 
$569,655 because of overestimated electricity rate increases on three cam­
puses (Item 346). 

Three UC campuses-Los Angeles, Santa Barbara and Davis-have 
overestimated the probable rate increases for electricity in 1979-80. 

(1) Los Angeles. The UC budget includes funds for an 18 percent in­
crease in electricity rates for the Los Angeles campus in 1979-80. The 
Department of Water and Power, which provides electricity to the Los 
Angeles campus, indicated to us that a 7-8 percent increase is more likely. 
Because these rates must be estimated one year or more in advance we 
believe a margin for error should be provided. Therefore, we have recal­
culated the Los Angeles campus electricity budget assuming a 10 percent 
increase in 1979-80: This should provide a reasonable safety margin. The 
savings to the General Fund ofreducing the projected rate increase from 
18 percent to 10 percent are $300,914 .. 

(2) Santa Barbara. The SantaBarbara utility budget projects a 20 per­
cent increase in the electricity rate for 1979-80. However, a 5 percent 
increase is projected by the state Public Utilities Commission, which must 
approve all rate increases. We recommend that the utility budget be 
recalculated based on an 8 percent increase for 1979-80. This will provide 

'-. a sizable margin for error and yet reduce the general budget by $219,388. 
(3) Davis. The Davis electricity budget for 1979-80 assumes a 22 per­

cent increase in Pacific Gas and Electric Company electricity rates. The 
state Public Utilities Commission (PUC) estimates the increase at approxi­
mately J4 percent. We recommend that a 17 percent rate be budgeted: 
This will provide a hedge if the increase is somewhat higher than the PUC 
estimate. The savings to the General Fund are $49,353. 
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Energy Consumption Increasing on Some Campuses 

We recommend that utility cost increases resulting from higher energy 
usage per square foot be eliminated for a General Fund savings of $911,-
752. 

As remembrance of the energy crisis recedes, energy consumption on 
some campuses appears to be increasing. For 1979-80 two of the nine 
campuses are projecting increases in electricity consumption per square 
foot. Five of the nine campuses are projecting increases in fuel consump­
tion per square foot (shown in columns 3 and 4 of Table 41). While this 
is a natural tendency, we believe it is important to maintain the savings 
of past years. Consumption per square foot should not be budgeted to 
increase unless a base year's actual consumption was abnormally low (for 
example, as a result of extremely mild weather throughout the year). 
Because we are not aware of any special circumstances affecting the cam­
puses which are projecting increases, we recommend that consumption 
per square foot not be budgeted above the lowest actual usage for 1976-77 
and later. As Table 42 indicates, this recommendation affects six campuses 
and results in a General Fund savings of $911,752. 

Savings from Energy Conservation Projects Not Being Realized 

We recommend that General Fund expenditures for utilities be re~ 
duced by $2;166,120 to obtain the energy savings predicted by UC as 
justification for state-funded energy conservation projects 'which are now 
on-line. 

Table 42 
Recommended Savings in the UC Utility Budget 

OI1!restimates of {!njustiJied Increases Reductions from Energy 
Rate Increas1!s in Ener!.!:. {!sa!.e/~ Ft Consemtion Proteets 

Campus Eleetridty Fuels Electridty Fuels Eleetridt}' Fuels Total 
Berkeley ........ 
Davis .............. $49,353 $196,986 $153,886 $488,571 $139,278 $1,028,074 
Irvine .............. 41,874 41,874 
Los Angeles .. 300,914 300,914 
Riverside ........ 70,126 70,126 
San Diego .... ,. 119,114 175,000 1,138,687 1,432,801 
San Francisco 
Santa Barbara 219,388 56,907 215,472 47,500 177,084 716,351 
Santa Cruz .... 57,387 57,387 

Total Sys-
tem .......... $569,655 $414,881 $496,871 $711,071 $1,455,049 $3,647,527 

$569,655 $911,752 $2,166,120 

To help reduce energy consumption on the campuses, over $10 rnillion 
in state capital outlay funds have been appropriated for "energy conserva­
tion" projects since 1975-76. Each of these projects has been justified by 
UC on the basis that it will reduce energy consumption. However, on a 
number of campuses with completed projects,consumption per square 
foot is projected to remain constant or increase, rather than decrease as 
indicated in' the UC documents justifying the capital expenditures. In 
order to insure that the will to economize is present along with the tech­
nology, we recommend that the total UC utility budget be reduced by 
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$2,166,120 to reflect the savings used to justify the projects (see columns 
5 and 6 in Table 42). 

Three additional major energy conservation projects, costing $1.4 mil­
lion at Berkeley and Davis and $2.8 million at Los Angeles, will soon be 
completed. We intend to utilize UC's estimates of savings in calculating 
energy needs for those campuses in 1980-81. After the Davis electrical 
generator is in operation, there should be be a. substantial reduction in 
natural gas usage and this too must be taken into account in the 1980-81 
budget. 

Based on the energy savings forecast byUC from state-funded projects; 
we urge UC to expedite future projects. 

5. SOCIAL SECURITY COORDINATION 

We recommend that General Fund support for social security coordina­
tion be reduced by $114,000 based on a revised estimate oFUG employee 
turnover (Item 346). . 

Since April 1976, all new UC employees eligible for the UC retirement 
system must join social security. To determine the probable General Fund 
cost of social security for these new employees, UC estimated the annual 
employee turnover rate at 8 percent. This produced a cost estimate of 
$800,000, which has been carried forward into the 1979--80 Governor's 
Budget. 

UC has now revised downward to 6 percent the probable employee 
turnover rate for 1979--80. As a result of this reduction, the required Gen­
eral Fund support drops from $800,000 to $686,000. This results ina Gen­
eral Fund savings of $114;000, with which UC concurs. 

6. PRICE AND. SALARY INCREASE FUNDS 

We recommend that before final legislative approval of the Budget Bill, 
price and merit salary increase funds now contained in Item 346 be added 
to the separate UG budget act items for which they are intended. 

The following budget act items contain neither price increase funds nor 
salary increase funds: 

347-Institute of Appropriate Technology· 
348-State Data Program 
349-Undergraduate Teaching Excellence 
350-Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Education Program 
351-Berkeley Me~ical Education Program 
352-Riverside Biomedical Program 
The price and merit salary increase funds for each of these items are 

contained within the main UC support item (346). The Department of 
Finance did not allocate these funds to these items, preferring to wait until 
the level of salary increase support was known as well. The salary increase 
amount could not be determined because the Governor chose not to 
include a specific figure in the budget. . 

We recommend that price and merit salary increase funds be added to 
each of the above items before passage of the Budget Bill in order to make 
the costs of programs readily apparent. 
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7. OFFICE COPIER REPORT NEEDED 

We recommend that supplemental language be adopted requiring that 
UC report to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by December 1, 
1979, on its use of office copiers. 

Our 1976-77 Analysis reported that in almost every instance it is more 
economical to purchase rather than lease office copiers, even after adjust­
ment for the cost of maintenance contracts on purchased machines. As a 
result, the Department of General Services is phasing out the leasing of 
office copiers by state departments, thereby producing substantial savings 
to the state. 

Since 1976-77 the CSDC also has been implementing this policy. As of 
January 1979, 455 (84 percent) of the system's 543 copiers have been 
purchased. Most of the remainder are scheduled for purchase in the cur­
rent year with the program due for completion in 1979-80. The CSDC 
conservatively estimates that in 1979-80, a net savings of $320,393 will be 
realized from the copiers already purchased. 

Currently, the DC has a mixture of purchased and leased machines. 
Given the savings possible from purchase versus leasing arrangements, we 
believe that DC should institute a systemwide policy requiring purchase 
of all copiers except where leasing clearly is justified. Therefore, we rec­
ommend that DC provide a report to the Joint Legislative Budget Com­
mittee by December 1, 1979, which details: 

(1) the total number of state-supported copiers in use by DC; 
(2) the total number of state-supported copiers leased by DC and the 

total annual cost of these leases; 
(3) a plan for the phasing out of leased copiers, except where leasing 

clearing is justified; and 
(4) the annual savings to be realized from the phase-out ofleased copi­

ers. 



1088 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Item 358 

HASTINGS COLLEGE OF LAW 

Item 358 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 977 

Requested 1979-80 ........ , ................................................................ . 
Estimated 1978-79 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1977 ~78 ................................................................................. . 

$4,521,173 
4,207,234 
4,149,613 

Requested increase $313,939 (7.5 percent) 
Total. recommended reduction ................................................... . 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Faculty Increase. Reduce Item 358 by $109,455. Recom­
mend deletion of two new faculty positions and related 
clerical staff as unnecessary enrichment. 

2. Scholarly Publications. Reduce by $163,431. Recommend 
reduction of support for law publications as unnecessary 
enrichment. 

3. SabbaNcal Leave. Delete $20,000. Recommend deletion of 
new sabbatical leave program as unnecessary enrichment. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$292,886 

Analysis 
page 

1089 

1089 

1090 

Hastings College of Law was founded in 1878. It is designated by statute 
as the law school of the University of California, and is governed by its own 
board of directors (the university operates three other law schools which 
are governed by the regents). The ChiefJustice ofthe Supreme Court of 
California is president of the eight-member board. All graduates of Hast­
ings are granted the juris doctor degree by the Regents of the University 
of California. Hastings plans to enroll 1,500 students in 1979-80, the same 
as in the current academic year. . 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 1 presents expenditures and funding sources for Hastings College 
of Law. 

Table 1 
Expenditures and Funding for Hastings College 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Program 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Amount Percent 

I. Instruction program ................ $2,267,875 $2,223,893 $2,482,203 $258,310 11.6% 
Ii. Public service program .......... 166,860 178,750 178,750 

III. Instructional support pro-
gram ............................................ 676,687 687,330 790,730 103,400 15.0 

IV. Student service program ...... 1,636,279 1,664,796 ·1,693,897 29,101 1.7 
V. Institutional support pro-

gram ............................................ 1,885,831 1,895,469 2,038,597 143,128 7.6 

TOTAL .......................................... $6,633,532 $6,650,238 $7,184,177 $533,939 8.0% 
General Fund ........................................ $4,149,613 $4,207,234 $4.$21,173 $313,939 7.5% 
Federal funds ........................................ 938,212 897,170 897,170 
Reimbursements .................................. 1,545,707 1,545,834 1,765,834 220,{)()() 14.2 
POSitiOIis .................................................. 173.5 182.6 193.6 11.0 6.0% 
Gross Cost per Student ...................... $4,422 $4,433 $4,789 $356 8.0% 
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As table 1 shows, the Governor's Budget proposes a total program in­
crease for Hastings of $533,939 or 8 percent for the 1979-80 fiscal year. The 
principal components of this increase are for (1) two new faculty mem­
bers, (2) a new faculty sabbatical leave program, (3) a new federally 
funded program on Air and Space Law and (4) additional state funding' 
for two scholarly publications. 

Faculty Increase 

We recommend the deletion of two new faculty positions and related 
clerical staff for a General Fund savings of $109,455. 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes to increase the prest':lnt class­
room faculty at Hastings from 57.1 positions to 60.1 positions, an increase 
of three professors. One of these faculty positions is proposed for the new 
Air and Space law program supported by NASA. The other two positions 
are proposed in response to a general enrichment request by Hastings for 
an additional 18.4FTE faculty to achieve parity with the other University 
of California law schools. 

We believe that proposals for enriched staffing levels must be justified 
by either (a) new workload, (b) ademonstrated need for a new program 
or (c) a demonstrated need to improve quality. . . 

The position for the new Air and Space law program meets these crite­
ria. The other two positions, however; do not. Hastings enrollmc:mt. is not 
expected to increase, no new programs (other than the NASA program) 
have been proposed, and there is no apparent need to increase quality at 
an institution which is already cited for its excellence; .. 

Finally, the comparison with other UC law sqhools dted by . Hastings is 
inappropriate in this context The other schools presently haveclifferent 
purposes. They provide extensive research and graduate opportwlities 
while Hastings provides a basic law education. Hence. staffing ratios at 
these schools cannot be used to justify anincrease.at Hastings. 

Scholarly' Publications 

We recommend that the state support for scholarly law publications be 
reduced from $205,129 to $41,698 fora General Fund savings of $163,431. 

The state currently provides General Fund support for scholarly law 
publications at each UC law school. This support covers the cost of ad­
ministrative and clerical staff, plus pririting expenses. Revenue is also 
derived from fees, advertising, andsllbscriptions. At Hastings, two publi­
cations have traditionally received. state support Table 2. shows existing 
and proposed support levels for publications 'at Hastings, including local 
revenues. 
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Table 2 

Scholarly Publications 

Actual Estimated 
1977-78 1978-79 

Support 
General Fund .................................................... $106,853 $118,562 
Fees, subscriptions ............................................ 20;400 20,400 

TOTALS ...................................................... $127,253 $138,962 
Number of publications .................................. 2 2 

Item 358 

Proposed Change 
1979-80 Amount Percent 

$169,729 $51,167 43.2% 
35,400 15,000 73.5 

$205,129 $66,167 47.6% 
4 2 100.0 

As the table shows, proposed state support for law publications has 
increased by almost 50 percent. This is to provide support for two addition" 
allaw publication~Comment, and International and Comparative Law 
Review. 

These two publications were originally funded in the 1977-78 Gover­
nor's Budget at a support level of $10,000. The 1978-79 Governor's Budget 
proposed an augmentation of $61,000 to provide ongoing support. These 
additional funds were denied by the Legislature. The 1979-80 Governor's 
Budget again proposes a General Fund augmentation ($75,936) to fully 
fund the new journals. 

We do not believe the proposed state support level is justified. We note 
that less than 15 percent of the enrolled students are able to participate 
in law journal activities. Even for this limited group, it is not clear how 
participation in journal activities benefits the state or differs from assign­
ments that could be required as part of the regular curriculum. We there­
fore recommend against General Fund support for an activity· whose 
purpQse appears to benefit only a limited number of students and faculty. 
This would appear to be an activity more appropriately funded by sub­
scriptions or the students. 

While we have some reservations about any General Fund support for 
journals, we also note that the proposed level of General Fund support 

. greatly exceeds support at other law schools. For example, UC provides 
only $27,433 in state support for one general law publication at Boalt Law 
School. All other journals are supported by subscription. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the current publication budget 
at Hastings be reduced to the amount needed for the support of one 
general law journal. Based on the current support level at Boalt, adjusted 
for inflation and the greater· enrollment at Hastings, we recommend a 
support level of $41,698 in 1979-80, for a reduction of approximately $163,-
431 in the budget year. 

Sabbatical Leave 

We recommend the deletion of one sabbaticalleave position for a Gen­
. eral Fund savings of $20,000 per year. 

Last year, the Governor's Budget proposed an augmentation of $20,000 
to initiate a sabbatical leave program at Hastings. This augmentation was 
deleted by the Legislature as an unnecessary enrichment. The 1979-80 
Governor's Budget again proposes funding for the program at the same 
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level. The request is based on the premise that "it is a usual expectation 
of regular tenured faculty members to have an opportunity to qualify for 
sabbatical leaves." 

We do not believe this proposal satisfies the criteria set forth above for 
acceptable budget augmentations. For example, it has not been demon­
strated that sabbaticals improve the quality of the academic teaching 
program. We also believe that the amount requested understates the 
future cost of a sabbatical leave program. The sabbatical leave program at 
UC Boalt law school, for example, will cost more than $300,000 for replace­
ment faculty in the current year. 

For these reasons, we recommend that the augmentation for this pro­
gram be deleted. 

Legal Education Opportunity Program (LEOP) 

The Legal Education Opportunity program, initiated at Hastings in 
1969, permits the admission of a limited number of disadvantaged students 
who would not be admitted under normal selection processes. This pro­
gram was instituted on the assumption that it is desirable to educate 
persons from low economic and minority families for a career in the legal 
profession. Ofl,500 students, approximately 300 students or 20 percent are 
minorities, and approximately 80 of these minorities are. admitted as 
LEOP students. 

In addition to special admission status, LEOP provides student grants, 
tuition.waivers, special tutorials and administrative support for disadvan­
taged students. Table 3 presents estimated expenditures for the program. 

Table 3 

General Fund Support for Legal EducationOpportunity Program (LEOP) 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 

1. Grants: 
Tuition waivers ................................................................................. . 
.Regular grant ..................................................................................... . 
Bar preparation ................................. , ...... , ..... , ......................... , ......... . 

2. Educational Support ...................................... ; .. :; ............................ . 
3. Financial Aid Staff ........................................................................... . 

TOTALS ................................................................................... ~ ..... . 

Performance of LEOP Students on State Bar 

$53,400 
186,140 

6,750 
12,000 
35,000 

$293,290' 

$51,650 
204,861 
16,216 
12,000 
35,000 

$319,637 

$51,650 
217,153 

17,027 
12,000 
35,000 

$332,830 

Students in LEOP have not proven very successful on the bar examina­
tion. In the past five years, of those who take the bar, regular students have 
shown a success rate of 80 percent, while LEOP students have. averaged 
only 33 percent.' . ' 

Notwithstanding this fact, 86 percent of LEOP expenditures consists of 
direct grants to studentsas shown in Table 3. Only 4 percentofthe funds 
are used for student services, such as .tutorials and study groups~ This 
funding split does not appear to respond to the needs ofLEOP. Moreover, 
it appears to contradict state policy in other EOP programs, where a 50/50 
split between grants and services is sought. 

As a result of this low success rate, last year the Legislature adopted 
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supplementary language to the Budget Bill directing Hastings to develop 
a plan for increasing the effectiveness of the program. Using $50,000 from 
a trust, Hastings contracted with the African Technical Educational Con­
sultant Service (ATECS) for a two-phase study of LEOP. 

Results of the first phase of the study were published by ATECS in 
August 1978, and conclude that LEOP needs more staff, more funds, and 
a continuation of the study. Both our office and Hastings staff have found 
the report to be disappointing for the following reasons: (1) the general . 
presentation of the report was disorganized; (2) very little original data 
was presented; (3) findings and conclusions were vague and unquantified; 
and (4) no creative alternatives for use of funds within existing budgets 
were proposed. We suggest that the final phase of the study be discon­
tinued. 

Internal Proposal 

More recently, the LEOP study Group Board, composed of LEOP stu­
dents and staff, has developed its own proposal for short- and long-term 
program reform. This report indicates that a long-term solution for the 
LEOP program must recognize the difficulty of remediating learning 
deficiencies of disadvantaged students. For marly students, this cannot be 
done under pressure of a full-time law school schedule. It is therefore 
apparent that any real change in LEOP should involve a better (and 
earlier) recruitment process, and a pre-law preparatory period of at least 
a full summer and possibly a full year. It may also include a redirection of 
existing state support which now goes almost exclusively for direct aid. 

We believe that the students and faculty involved in LEOP are best able 
to develop major program revisions, and we suggest that their proposal be 
formalized and presented to the Legislature for review. Proposed changes 
should contain several alternatives, with funding and staff levels clearly 
indicated for each. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES 

Items 359-360 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 987 

Requested 1979-80 .......................................................................... $714,280,222 a 

Estimated 1978-79 ............................................................................ 691,934,302 
Actual 1977-78 , .................................................................................. 666,072,072 

Requested increase .$22,345,920 (3.2 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... $13,550,549 
a Salary increase. funds are not inc.Iuded in the total. Provisions for salary increase are discussed in the 
Analysis under Item 435: 
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1979-80 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 

Item 
359 
360 

Description 
Support 
Computer replacement 

"Fund 
General 
General 

Amount 
$713,551,380 

728,842 

Total $714,280,222 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. English Placement Test. Reduce by $206,762 from Gen­
eral Fund. Recommend students scoring above 50th 
percentile on Scholastic Aptitude Test be exempted from 
taking English Placement Test. 

2. Writing Skills Program. Recommend Chancellor's Of­
fice provide to legislative fiscal committees a campus by 
campus breakdown of enrollment and student-faculty 
ratios in classes which provide instruction in basic writing 
skills. 

3. Writing Skills Credit. Recommend Budget Bill language 
making the allocation of the $1,383,083 for differential 
costs in the Writing Skills program contingent upon 
Chancellor's Office approval of campus plans which grant 
student credit units (within existing degree require­
ments). 

4. New Program Development and Evaluation. Augment 
by $271,837 from General Fund. Recommend partial 
restoration of support for Innovative Programs. 

5. Library Resource Utilization. Recommend Chancellor's 
Office develop a cooperative acquisition plan and a sys­
tematic policy on deacquisition. 

6. Library Book Acquisition. Reduce by $1,336,200 from 
General Fund. Recommend deletion of 52,400 volume 
augmentation in the library book acquisition rate. Recom­
mend that Chancellor's Office report on effectiveness of 
book theft detection system and action necessary to 
reduce theft rate. 

7. Joint Doctoral Report. Recommend that the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission conduct a compre~' 
hensive examination of the Joint Doctoral program. 

8. Joint Doctoral Program. Reduce by $193,015 from Gen­
eral Fund. Recommend reduction in budgeted number: 
9f joint doctoral faculty positions by 50 percent. 

9. Student Services. Recommend that Chancellor's Office 
submit a report on the alternatives available to make the 
student services program self-supporting. " " 

10. Nonresident Students. Reduce by $583,200 from General 
Fund. Recommend budget reflect an increase in the 
budgeted number of nonresident students. 

11. Nonresident Tuition. Recommend Budget Bill language 

Analysis 
page 

1119 

1120 

1121 

1122 

1127 

1128 

1131 

1133 

1137 

1138 

1139 
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to control expenditure of excess nonresident tuition reim­
bursements. 

12. Application Fee. Reduce by $1,354,175 from General 1140 
Fund Recommend· increase in application fee from $20 
to $25. 

13. Unnecessary Budget Language. Recommend the elimi- 1140 
nation of budget language waiving enrollment and report-
ing requirements . 

. 14. Student Aflirmative Action. Reduce by $97,760 from 1143 
General Fund Recommend elimination of support for 
counselor in-service training. 

15. Student Affirmative Action. Recommend that prior to 1144 
legislative review of the 1980-81 Budget Bill, the California 
Postsecondary Education Commission review and approve 
proposals for outreach programs. 

16. Collective Bargaining. Reduce by $60,000 from General 1149 
Fund Recommend elimination of two EDP systems ana-
lyst positions. 

17. UtilityCoIisumption. Reduceby$3,562,175from General 1155 
Fund Recommend basing 1979-80· systemwide utilities 
budget upon the actual 1977-78 rate of consumption. 

18. Office Copier Savings. Reduce by $320,393 from General 1156 
Fund Recommend reflection of savings resulting from 
the office copier acquisition program. 

19. Special Repairs. Recommend Chancellor's Office de- 1158 
velop a systematic preventive maintenance proposal. 

20. Public Safety. Reduce by $62,627 from General Fund 1158 
Recommend elimination of four public safety positions. 

21. Salary Savings. Reduce by $6,046,079 from General 1159 
Fund Recommend elimination of proposed revision in 
salary savings requirement. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst Recommended Fiscal Changes 
to the 1979-80 Budget 

Program Changes Funding Impact 
,1cb'vity Reducb'ons Augmentab'ons General Fund Reimbursements 

English Placement Test ............. . -$206,762 -$206,762 
Innovative Programs .................. .. +$271,837 +271,837 
Library Books .............................. .. -1,336,200 -1,336,200 
Joint Doctoral ......... , .................... .. -193,015 -193,015 
NonresidentStuderits ................. . -583,200 - 583,200 $583,200 
Application Fee .......................... .. -1,354,175 -1,354,175 1,354,175 
Student Affirmative Action ...... .. -97,700 -97,700 
Collective'Bargaining ................ .. -00,000 -00,000 
Utility Consumption .................. .. -3,562,175 -3,562,175 
Office Copier Savings ................. . 
Public Safety ................................ .. 

-320,393 
-62,627 

-320,393 
-62,627 

Salary Savings ............ ; .................. . -6,046,079 -6,046,079 

Totals ........................................ . -$13,822,386 +$271,837 -$13,550,549 $1,937,375 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

In accordance with the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education, the 
California State University and Colleges (CSUC) provide instruction in 
the liberal arts and sciences, and in applied fields which require more than 
two years of collegiate education. Instruction in teacher education is also 
mandated. In addition, the doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with 
the University of California or private institutions, and faculty research is 
authorized. 

Governance 

The California State University and Colleges system is governed by a 
23-member board of trustees. 

The trustees appoint the Chancellor. It is the Chancellor's responsibility 
as the chief executive officer of the system to assist the trustees in making 
appropriate policy decisions and to provide for the administration of the 
system. 

The system presently includes 19 campuses with an estimated 1979-80 
full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment of 230,510. 

Admission 

To be admitted to the freshmen class, a student generally must graduate 
in the highest academic third of his or her high school class. An exception, 
however, permits admission of certain students who do not meet this 
requirement, provided the number of such students does· not exceed 8 
percent of the previous year's undergraduate enrollment. 

Transfer students may be admitted from other four-year institutions or 
from community colleges if they have maintained at least a 2.0 or "c" 
average in prior academic work. To be admitted to upper division stand­
ing, the student must also have completed 60 units of college courses. To 
be admitted to a graduate program, the minimum requirement is a bache-
lor's degree from an accredited four-year institution, although individual 
programs may impose more restrictive standards. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Support Budget History 

Table 1 summarizes the CSUC General Fund support from 1970-71 
through 1977-78. During this seven-year period the amount appropriated 
from the General Fund increased by 117 percent while the budgeted FTE 
enrollment increased by 17 percent. 

At the end of each fiscal year, any unexpended General Fund support 
reverts to the General Fund unless specifically authorized for reappro­
priation through legislation. As the table indicates, over the past eight 
years CSUC has reverted an average of 1.1 percent of the total General 
Fund support available, with reversion ranging from 0.1 percent in 1971-
72 to 2.5 percent in 1973-74. 
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Table 2 
Source of Funds by Subprogram 

(1979-80 Governor's Budget) 

I. Instruction 
Regular InstructiOIi ........................................................ .. 
SP.ecial Session Instruction ........................................... . 
Extension Instruction ..................................................... . 

Totals, Instruction ....................................................... . 
II. Research 

Individual or Project Research .................................. .. 
III. Public Service 
IV. ~!e;~S:;ty Service ...................... , ................ . 

Libranes ......................... ; ................................................. . 
Audio-Visual Services ................... ; ................................. . 

~~:§u~~~~.:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Totals, Academic Support ......................................... . 

V. Student Service 

Social.and Cultural Development ............................. . 
Supplemental Educational Services-EOP ............. . 
Counseling and Career Guidance ............................... . 
Financial Aid .... ; .............................................................. . 

Student Support .............................................................. . 
Totals, Student Service ............................................. . 

VI. Institutional Support 

Executive Management. ................................................. 
Financial Operations ..................................................... 
General Administrative Services .................................. 
Logistical Services ........................................................... 
Physical Plant !fsration .............................................. 
Faculty and St Services ............................................ 
Community Relations .................................................... 

TotaIi, Institutional Support ....................... , .............. 
VII. Independent Operations 

Institutional Operations .................................................. 
Outside Agencies .................................. , ............... , ......... 

Totals, fudependent Operations .............................. 
Grand Totals ......................... ; ........................................................ 

Undistributed Sections 27.1 and 27.2 
Bu,d~et Reductions .............................................................. 
Uni entjfied Proposition 13 Savings ................................ 

NET TOTALS .... , ........................................................................... 

Ceneral Fund 
Net Cened Reimburse- Tot3! Ceneral 

Fund ment Fund 

$454,757,935 

$454,757,935 

45,308,003 
9,355,401 

20,984,578 
12,547,1)72 

$88,195,144 

11,921,457 
641,028 

2,733,525 

1ll,984 
$15,407,994 

19,400,213 
11,006,657 
20,114,670 
31,692,493 
82,403,316 
9,492,682 
2,718,461 

$176,888,492 

$735,249,565 

-14,050,000 
-6,919~ 

$714,280,222 

$13,701,001 

$13,701$00 

99,630 

407,Ql4 

455,717 

$455,717 

3,318,221 

15,129,708 
57,149,906 

16,558,696 
$92,156,531 

1,348,678 
2,721,783 
6,075,738 

40$00 

282,217 
$10,469,216 

16,153,900. 
14,925,254 

$31,079,154 
$148,368,862 

---
$148,368,862 

$488,459,535 

$488,459,535 

99,630 

407,Ql4 

45,763,810 
9,355,401 

20,984,578 
12,547,072 

$88,650,861 

3,318,221 
11,921,457 
15,770,736 
59,883,431 

16,670,6&l 
$107,564,525 

20,748,891 
13,788,440 
26,190,408 
31,692,493 
82,444,116 
9,492,682 
3,000,678 

$187,357,708 

16,153,900 
14,925,254 

$31,079,154 
$883,618,427 

-14,050,000 
-6,919~ 

$882,649,084 

Items 359-360 

Specia!Funds 
Continuing 
Education Vonnitorr 

$5,105,899 
3,252,414 
$8,l'i8~13 

18,817 
30,578 
32,232 

$81,627 

30$10 

38,050 
$68,800 

3,537,281 
349,633 
177,056 
559,504 

26,561 

375,435 
$5,025,470 

$13,534,270 

$13,534,270 

$2,281,321 
$2,281,321 

469,820 

1,1)77,569 
6,953$51 

'-

. $8,501,240 

$10,782,561 

$10,782,561 
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Spedal Funds Auxiliary O(£8lJizaJions 
Tot31 Founda· Cl8I1d 

Parldng Special Funds (ActiYity) (Acb"vity) (Activity) ToW bons Totals 

$468,459,535 
$5,105,899 5,105,899 
3,9.52,414 3,9.52,414 

$8,358,313 $476,817,848 

99,630 

40'1,014 

18,817 45,782,627 
30,518 9,385,979 
32,232 (Agriculture) 21,016,810 

$4,120,000 $4,120,000 16,667,072 
$8127 $4,120,000 $4,120,000 $92,852,488 

(Student 
. Activities) 
$11,000,000 11,000,000 14,318,221 

11,921,451 
30,810 15,M1,546 

(Bookstore) (Food (Student 59,883,431 

47,430,000 
Service) Union) 

2,319,371 25,7M,000 $8,400,000 81,610,000 100,600,051 
$2,350,181 $47,430,000 $36,7M,000 $8,400,000 $92,610,000 $202,524,706 

(Special 
Projects 
Admin.) 

3,537,281 24,286,172 
$418,086 1,237,539 2,544,000 2,544,000 17,569,979 

177,056 26,367,464 
2,336,065 3,973,138 1,696,000 1,696,000 37,381,631 
1,022,474 8,002,886 90,447,002 

9,492,682 
375,435 3,376,113 

$3,776,625 $17,303,335 $4,240,000 $4,240,000 . $208,901,043 
(Other) 

225,023 225,023 2,700,000 2,700,000 19,018,923 
$39,956,000 54,881,9.54 

$225,023 $225,023 $2,700,000 $2,700,000 $39,956,000 $73,900,177 
$4,001,648 $28,318,479 $5M\XI,000 $36,7M,000 $8,400,000 $103,670,000 $39,956,000 $1,055,56,2,906 

-14,050,000 
2.6,919,343 

$4,001,648 $28,318,479 $58,490,000 $36,7M,000 $8,400,000 $103,670,000 $39,956,000 $1,034,593,563 
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Fiscal rear 
1970-71 ..................................... . 
1971-72 ..................................... . 
1972-73 ..................................... . 
1973-74 ..................................... . 
1974-75 .................................... .. 
1975-76 ..................................... . 
1976-77 ..................................... . 
1977-78 .................................... .. 

1979-80 Budget Overview 

Table 1 

The CSUC General Fund 
Support Budget History 
197~71 through 1977-78 

Total 
Available 

$310,570,445 
318,692,616 
378,250,119 
439,952,645 
488,320,620 
541,255,016 
614,104,941 
673,315,656 

$3,764,462,058 

Total 
Expended 

$305,131,971 
316,250,107 
373,180,600 
428,919,019 
481,546,141 
537,990,163 
604,833,224 
666,072,072 

$3,713,923,297 

Reappropriated 
$2,000,000 
2,000,000 
3,000,000 

280,000 
208,247 
83,000 

$7,571,247 

Items 359-360 

Percent of Total 
Available 

Funds 
Reverted 

SaYings 
Revertedto 

Ceneral Fund 
$3,438,474 

442,509 
2,069,519 

11,033,626 
6,774,479 
2,984,853 
9,063,470 
7,160,584 

$42,967,514 

1.1% 
0.1 
0.5 
2.5 
1.4 
0.6 
1.5 
1.1 

1.1% 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget (Items 359 and 360) proposes a General 
Fund appropriation of $714,280,222 for support of the CSUC system. The 
budget does not include salary increase funds. These are to be proposed 
during legislative consideration of the Budget Bill. A more detailed discus­
sion of salary related issues appears under Item 435. 

Table2 shows the total 1979-80 Governor's Budget by program and 
source of funds. It indicates that, while General Fund support will amount 
to $714.3 million, total funds available to CSUC will exceed $1 billion. Table 
3 provides a budget summary by program for the past, current and budget 
years. 



-...,. (\) 

S 
'" 
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Table 3 

The California State University and Colleges Budget Summary ~ g; 
Actual Estimated Proposed Change 

Summary of Programs 1977-78 197~79 1979-80 Amount Percent 
I. Instruction ............................................................................................................. .. $446,371,999 $468,728,791 $476,817,848 $8,089,057 1.7% 

II. Research ................................................................................................................ .. 85,126 97,712 99,630 1,918 2.0 
III. Public Service ....................................................................................................... . 482,615 394,909 407,014 12,105 3.1 
IV. Academic Support .................................................................................. , ........... .. 78,987,631 83,879,778 92,852,488 8,972,710 10.7 
V. Student Service .................................................................................................. .. 177,131,002 188,019,423 202,524,706 14,505,283 7.7 

VI. Institutional Support .......................................................................................... .. 190,078,688 199,338,056 208,901,043 9,562,987 4.8 
VII. Independent Operations ................................................................................... . 76,034,345 68,612,923 73,960,177 5,347,254 7.8 

VIII. Undistributed Section 27:1 and 27.2 Budget Reductions .......................... .. -14,050,000 -14,050,000 
IX. Unidentified Savings, Low Priority Activities .................................... . -6,919,343 -6,919,343 n/a 

TOTALS, Programs ................................................................................................... . 
Reimbursements ............................................................................................................ .. 

$969,171,406 $995,021,592 $1,034,593,563 
- 98,092,898 -89,771,119 -95,127,734 

$39,571,971 4.0% '" -5,356,615 6.0 0 
rJl 

NET TOTALS, PROGRAMS .................................................................................. .. $871,078,508 $905,250,473 $939,465,829 $34,215,356 3.8% 
...., 
rJl 
~ 

General Fund .................................................................................................................. . 
Federal funds .................................................................................................................. .. 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .................................................................... .. 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ........................................................................................... . 
Parking Account, Dormitory Revenue Fund ........................................................ .. 
Foundations-federal .................................................................................................... .. 
Foundations-other ...................................................................................................... .. 
Auxiliary organizations-federal ................................................................................ .. 
Auxiliary organizations-other .......... , ....................................................................... .. 

Personnel-Years .................................................................................................................. .. 

$666,072,072 $691,934,302 $714,280,222 
45,629,443 46,458,850 53,241,128 
16,551,417 15,448,155 13,534,270 
9,827,310 10,185,485 10,782,561 
3,698,266 3,773,681 4,(}()1,648 

26,182,000 27,360,000 27,360,000 
12,053,000 12,596,000 12,596,000 
3,246,400 3,392,000 3,392,000 

87,818,600 94,102,000 1(}(),278,000 
33,604.7 32,762.8 32,354.3 

$22,345,920 3.2% 0 
0 

6,782,278 14.6 Z 
-1,913,885 -12.4 0 

> 597,076 5.9 !:Xl 
227,967 6.0 -< 

~ 
0 
c:: 
0 

6,176,000 6.6 > ...., 
-408 -1.2% (5 

Z 
........ ... 
CI 
(Q 
(Q 
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The 1979-80 General Fund budget increase (exclusive of salary in­
creases) over the 1978-79 budgeted support level is $22,345,920 or 3.2 
percent. 

As detailed in Table 4, CSUC's 1979-80 budget contains several offset­
ting budget increases and decreases. Included in the $33 million increase 
for base line adjustments are $10.1 million for additional retirement costs, 
$6 million for a revision in the salary savings requirement, $6 million for 
inflation and $0.4 million for the implementation of collective bargaining. 
Program maintenance proposals decrease by a net $5.9 million, primarily 
because of a projected enrollment drop of 6,570 FTE ($8.5 million) from 
the enrollment budgeted for the current year. The third major category, 
program change proposals (new programs), shows increases of $2.1 mil­
lion with the major increase being $1.3 million for additional library 
volumes. In addition to these three categories of funding changes, the 
budget includes unidentified savings equal to one percent of the 1978-79 
expenditure base, or $6.9 million. 

Two significant budget changes are not covered in Table 4. First, the 
Governor's Budget is proposing to make permanent the $14 million reduc­
tion implemented in 1978-79. The effects of this reduction in either the 
current· or budget year have not been identified (see discussion, page 
1101) . 

Second, the Governor's Budget proposes $0.7 million for replacement of 
computer systems but indicates that the complete proposal is still being 
reviewed and a budget augmentation will be forthcoming. Based upon the 
CSUC proposal, the 1979-80 augmentation could be as high as $2.4 million 
with a total four year increased cost of $19 million. 

Table 4 

Proposed 1979-aO General Fund Budget Changes 

1978-79 Current Year Revised ................................................................ .. 
I. Base Line Adjustments 

A. Increase in Existing Personnel Costs 
1. Salary Adjustments ................................................................ .. 
2. Full-Year Funding .................................................................. .. 
3. Faculty Promotions .............................................................. .. 
4. Retirement ............................................................................... . 
5. OASDI ....................................................................................... . 
6. Workers Compensation, Industrial Disability and Nonin-

dustrial Disability Leaves 
7. Unemployment Compensation .......................................... .. 
8. Salary Savings Reduction ..................................................... . 

TOTAL, Increase of Existing Personnel Costs .................... .. 
B. Nonrecurring Items 
1. Office Equipment .................................................................. .. 
2. Unallocated Health and Welfare (Budget Act Item 

416.1) ........................................................................................ .. 
3. Unallocated OASDI (Budget Act Item 427) ................ ~ .. . 

TOTAL, Nonrecurring Items .................................................. .. 
C. Price Increase ........................................................................ .. 
D. Cost of Special Legislation 
1. Collective Bargaining (AB 1091, Chapter 744) .............. .. 

TOTAL, Bl!Se Line Adjustments ............................................ .. 

Cost 

$6,248,942 
1,111,708 

901,561 
10,125,595 
1,783,866 

400,000 
6,046,079 

$-319,909 

-122,608 
-1,325 

Total 
$691,934,302 

$27,036,788 

$-433,842 
$6,047,316 

$400,000 
($33,040,262) 
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II. Program Maintenance Proposals 
A. Enrollment Reduction (~6,570 FiE) ............................. . 
B. Special Cost Increases 

Instruction 
1. Administration ....................................................................... . 
2. Instructional Faculty ........................................................... . 
3. Sabbatical Leaves ...................................... : .......................... . 
4. Master Teacher Contracts ................................................. . 

Academic Support 
5. Television Services ............................................................... . 
6. Computing_Support ....................... _ ...................................... . 
7. Ancillary Support ................................................................. . 
8. Library Support (OCLC) ................................................... . 

Student Services 
9. Educational Opportunity Program ................................... . 

10. Financial Aid ......................................................................... . 
11. Health Services ..................................................................... . 

Instructional Services 
12. Accreditation ......................................................................... . 
13. Financial Aids Accounting ................................................. . 
14. Admissions Staffing ............................................................... . 
15. General Services Charges ................................................... . 
16. Communications ................................................................... . 
17. Plant Operations ................................................................... . 
18. Other Campus Items ........................................................... . 

Reimbursements 
19. General ................................................................................... . 
20. Systemwide Student Financial Aid ................................... . 
21. Systemwide Offices ............................................................. . 
22. Systemwide Provisions ......................................................... . 

TOTAL, Special Cost Increases ............................................... . 

TOTAL, Program Maintenance Proposals ........................... . 
III. Program Change Proposals 

1. Student Affirmative Action ................................................. . 
2. Public Safety ............................................................................. . 
3. Library Support ....................................................................... . 

TOTAL, Program Change Proposals ..................................... . 
IV. One Percent Unidentified Savings Reduction .................... :. 

TOTAL, Support Budget Change ......................................... ... 

TOTAL, 197~ Support Budget ......................................... ... 

Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 

$145,892 
410,023 
~52,823 

~146,720 

122,697 
1,026,236 

262,433 
88,284 

~145,898 

7,212,879 
55,818 

67,165 
104,266 
284,153 
119,317 
34,868 

118,123 
43,478 

~1,212,425 

~6,942,373 

423,178 
540,034 

$157,232 
632,400 

1,336,200 

$~8,459,436 

$2,558,605 

($~5,900,831) 

$2,125,832 
$~6,919,343 

($22,345,920) 

$714,280,222 

The 1978 Budget Act contained two Control Sections (27.1' and 27.2) 
that the Legislature imposed as a direct result of Proposition l3's passage. 
These sections require the Director of Finance to reduce General Fund 
appropriations statewide to achieve a General Fund savings of $96.4 mil­
lion: (a) $42.4 million in operating expenses and equipment (Section 27.1) 
and (b) $54.0 million in personal services (Section 27.2). 

Although the total reduction required by Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 



1102 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 359-360 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES -Continued 

was known prior to passage of the 1978 Budget Act, there was not suffi­
cient time to identify the specific reduction required in each agency. 
Subsequent to the budget's enactment, CSUC's share of the $96.4 million 
statewide reduction was established at $14.05 million ($5.6 million for 
Section 27.1 and $8.45 million for Section 27.2). This in effect reduced the 
197~79 General Fund amount available for use byCSUC from the budget­
ed level of $695.3 million (Item 337) to $681.3 million. 

The im.plementation of the Proposition 13 reduction was left to the 
discretion of the Chancellor's Office. Table 5 summarizes the action taken 
and the amount required to implement the two control sections. 

Table 5 
CSUC Proposition 13 Systemwide Redu~tions 

Section 27.1 (Operating Expenses and EqQipment) 
Eliminate 1975-79 Inflationary Price Increases ................................. . 

Section 27.2 (Personnel Services) 
1. One Percent Increase in Salary Savings ............................................. . 
2. Systemwide Program Reductions 

Public Safety Augmentation ................. , ............................................... ... 
Employee Affirmative Action ................................................................. . 
Innovative Programs ....................................... : ......................................... . 
Grievance/Disciplinary Procedures ..................................................... . 
Privacy Regulations ................................................................................... . 
Computing Support ................................................................................. . 
Teacher's Retirement ............................................................................... . 
Chancellor's Office Salary Savings ....................................................... . 
Library Development ................................................ ; .............................. . 
Unallocated ................................................................................................ .. 

Total Systemwide Program Reductions ........................................... . 

Total Proposition 13 Reductions ............................. , ............. ; .............. . 

$181,556 
37,762 

500,000 
61,510 

100,000 
295,083 
278,221 
107,293 
150,000 
11,073 

Reduction 

$5,600,000 

$6,727,502 

$1,722,498 

$14,050,000 

The $5.6 million reduction in the Operating Expense and Equipment 
category (OE&E) was accomplished by eliminating funding for the es­
timated costs of inflation for 197~79. In effect, this reduced the OE&E 
campus allotments to the support level budgeted for the previous year 
(1977-78). Campuses were given the flexibility to implement this reduc­
tion according to their own budgetary circumstances. 

The $8.45 million reduction in personal services was accomplished by 
two actions: (1) a 1 percent increase in the salary savings requirement 
which, in effect, reduced available funds for Personal Services by $6,727,-
502 and (~) a $1,722,498 reduction in certain systemwide programs (see 
Table 5). In order to meet the additional salary savings requirement, 
authority was given to each campus president to: (a) impose a freeze on 
the filling of . vacant positions, and (b) defer planned expenditures for 
operating expenses and/ or equipment purchases. The Chancellor's Office 
indicates that the actual impact of these reductions will not be identified 
until February. 



Items 359~60 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1103 

1979-80 Impact 

The Chancellor's Office has emphasized that actions taken as a result of 
the $14.05 million reduction "were on the basis of expediency as tempo­
rary measures intended to minimize the impact of specific programs . . . 
None of the actions were intended as permanent reductions since prior 
to making them neither the Legislature nor the Administration had in­
dicated that reductions pursuant to the control seCtions were of a perma­
nent nature." Consequently, CSUC took no action to permanently reduce 
any program level. Rather, the 1979...,.80 Trustees' support budget request­
ed restoration of the full amount. However, the 1979...,.80 Governor's 
Budget proposes to make this a permanent reduction with the detail to be 
provided during legislative hearings. 

One Percent Unidentified Savings for Low Priority Activities 

1979...,.80 Governor's Budget also contains an unidentified reduction 6f 
$6,919,343 for low priority activities. This figure represents a reduction 
equal to 1 percent of the final General Fund appropriation for 1978-79. 
The identification of the specific reductions that will be made to achieve 
this savings has been withheld pending a series of CSUC Task Forces 
which are scheduled to examine such issues as regionalization of academic 
programs, existing administrative support levels and a revision in calen­
daring academic programs. Completion of these studies is not anticipated 
earlier than May 1979. 

Policy Towards Unidentified Reductions 

As discussed above, the 1979...,.80 Governor's Budget contains $20.9 mil­
lion in unidentified reductions. There is no information available with 
which to assess the merit of such action at this time. Rather, the impact 
will have to be identified and considered during legislative hearings. 

Lacking detail on the· specific cuts that will occur, we have had to 
analyze the Governor's Budget without reference to the proposed $20.9 
million reduction. We will comment on the specific reductions proposed 
by CSUC when details on them are available. 

Noncompliance with Supplemental. Language 

The following reports required by 1978-79 supplemental language had 
not been received in mid-January 1979. 

(1) Program Review of Services to the Indian Community at Humboldt 
State University (due November 1, 1978) 

(2) Impact of Redirection program (due December 1, 1978) 
(3) Report on Layoffs (due December 1, 1978) 
(4) Report on Faculty Assistance in Increasing the Admission and Re­

tention of Students (due December 1, 1978) 
On December 4, 1978, Chancellor Dumke wrote to the Chairman of the 

Joint Legislative Budget Committee indicating that because of "Proposi­
tion 13 and subsequent requests by Governor Brown to reduce state ex­
penditures, it has been necessary to devote an inordinate amount of time 
to developing budgetary modifications and devising alternate budget re­
quests." Consequently, the Chancellor stated that the reports could notbe 
completed by the due.date but would be submitted at "the earliest possi-
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i>le date." If the reports are submitted prior to budget hearings, we will 
review them and make comments to the Legislature a,s appropriate. 

Budget Presentation 

The CSUC budget is separated into seven program classifications. The 
first three, Instruction, Organized Research and Public Service,· encom­
pass the primary higher education functions. The remaining four, Aca­
demic Support, Student· Services, Institutional Support and Independent 
Operations, provide support services to the three primary programs (see 
Table 2 for im overall outline.) 

I. INSTRUCTION 

The instruction program includes all major instructional activities in 
which students earn academic credit towards a degree. The program is 
composed of (1) enrollment, (2) regular instruction, (3) summer session 
instruction, and (4) extension instruction. 

Proposed expenditures for the 1979-80 instruction program are shown 
in Table 6. 



t 
~ 

Program Elements 
1. Regular Instruction .............................. 
2. Summer Session Instruction ................ 
3. Extension Instruction ............................ 
Program ..................... ; ................................. 

General Fund .......................................... 
ReimbUrsements-other ...................... 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund 

• Faculty and support staff. 

1977-78 

18,476.9 
427 
279.5 

19,183.4 
18,476.9 

706.5 

Table 6 
Program I 

Instruction Program Costs 

Personnel 
1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 

17,889.2 17,38.'3.1 a $435,876,979 
393.3 374.7 5,643,119 
250.7 183.4 4,851,901 

18,533.2 17,941.2 $446,371,999 
17,8/19.2 17,383.1 $42/,997,997 

13,878,982 
644 558.1 10,495,020 

ExTJenditures 
1978-79 1979-80 

$459,015,835 $468,459,535 
5,407,016 5,105,899 
4,305,940 3,252,414 

$468,728,791 $476,817,848 
$446,874,835 $454, 757,9.'15 

12,141,000 -13,701,lj(}() 
9,712,956 8,358,313 

it 

·Change 
Amount Percent 

$9,443,700 
-301,117 

-1,053,526 

$8,089,057 
$7,883,lfXJ 
1,56O,fj()() 

-1,354,643 

2.1% 
-5.6 

-24.5 

1.7% 
1.8% 

12.8 
-13.9 

-.... S 
'" V:I 

~ 
~ 

'" o 
~ 
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~ 
~ 
g 
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....... .. .. 
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1. ENROLLMENT 

A. Regular Enrollment 

Enrollment in the CSUC is measured in full-time equivalent (FTE) 
students. One FTE equals the enrollment in 15 course units. Thus, one 
FTE could represent one student carrying 15 course units, three students • 
each carrying five course units, or any other student course unit combina-
tion the product of which equals 15 course units. 

As shown in Table 7, current year enrollment in the CSUC (1978-79) 
is now estimated to be 229,958 FTE students, which is (a) a decrease of 
7,122 FTE (3.0%) from the amount budgeted for 1978-79 and (b) a de­
crease of 4,131 FTE (1.8%) from the actual 1977-78 enrollment. With this 
decrease, CSUC's enrollment is at the lowest level since 1974-75 (227,328 
FTE). 

Shortfall 

The Governor's Budget projects a 1979-80 enrollment of 230,510 FTE, 
an increase of 552 (0.2%) FTE over the revised enrollment estimate for 
1978-79, but a decrease of 6,570 (2.7%) from the amount budgeted for 
1978-79. 

In previous years, the projection contained in the Governor's Budget as 
introduced has been accepted by the Legislature and the Department of 
Finance as the basis for funding, and the projection generally remained 
unchanged through the budget hearings. However, as state support 
becomes tighter, accurate enrollment figures become more important to 
the budget process. Consequently, the Chancellor's Office has indicated 
that it will review the Spring 1979 enrollment experience and review the 
1979-80 enrollment projections (and budget) as appropriate. The Chan­
cellor's Office estimates that the data will be reviewed and recommenda­
tions will be made by early May. The funding impact of the Fall 1978 short 
fall is discussed next. 
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Table 7 
Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

Academic Years 1975-76 through 1979-80 

Actual 1978-79 
Campus 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Budget Revised" 1979-80" 
Bakersfield .............................................. 2,295 2,338 .. 2,322 2,480 2,256 2,260 
Chico ........................................................ 11,875 11,761 11,785 11,850 11,719 11,800 
Dominguez Hills .................................. 5,018 4,786 4,808 5,000 4,664 4,600 
Fremo .................... ; ................................. 12,814 12,394 12,405 12,600 11,874 11,800 
Fullerton ................... , .......... ; .................. 14,687 14,610 14,438 14,800 14,306 14,300 
Hayward ................................................ 8,250 7,9~ 7,588 7,600 7,262 7,200 
Humboldt .............................................. 6,590 6,422 6,573 6,700 6,418 6,500 
Long Beach ............................................ 21,729 21,706 22,018 21,900 21,388 21,400 
Los Angeles .... : ................ ; ....................... 15,625 15,229 15,277 15,300 14,717 14,700 
Northridge ... : .......................................... 18,995 18,730 19,106 19,200 18,958 19,100 
Pomona ................................................... 10,228 10,793 11,147 11,700 11,347 11,550 
Sacramento ............................................ 15,848 15,611 15,919 16,400 15,683 15,800 
San Bernardino .................................... 3,148 3,086 3,222 3,350 3,047 3,050 
San Diego .............................................. 23,782 22,715 22;697 23,100 22,533 22,700 
San Francisco ........................................ 17,343 16,727 17,385 17,200 17,448 17,400 
San Jose ...... : ............................................ 19,683 19,113 19,623 19,800 18,953 18,900 
San Luis Obispo .................................... .14,230 14,066 14,248 14,200 14,269 14,200 
Sonoma .................................................... 5,055 4,903 4,605 4,800 4,267 4,400 
Stanislaus ................................ : ............... 2,447 2,430 2,513 2,600 2,460. 2,500 

Totals, Academic Year .................... 229,642 225,358 227,679 230,580 223,569 224,160 
Summer Quarter 

Hayward .......................................... : ..... 1,015 961 931 900 972 950 
··Los Angeles ............................. ; .............. 2,913 2,711 2,681 2,700 2,597 2,550 

Pomona .................................................. 956 980 1,059 1,140 1,043 1,050 
San Luis Obispo .................................... 1,201' 1,241 1,349 1,350 1,327 1,350 

. Totals, SummeJ:Quarter ................ 6,085 5,893 6,020 6,090 5,939 5,900 

College Year, Totals ................................ 235,727 231,251 233;699 236,670 229,508 230,060 
International Programs .......................... 340 353 390 410 450 450 
Grand Total ................................................ 236,067 231,604 234,089 237,080 229,958 230,510 

Change 
FiE ...................................................... 8,739 -4,463 2,485 2,991 -4,131 552 
Percent.. ........................................ ; ..... 3.84 -1.89 1.07 1.28 . -1.76 0.24 

" Revision is. based upon the fall 1978 preliminary reports and reflects the latest enrollment reduction. 

B. Enrollment Payback 

Control Section 28.9 of the Budget Act of 1978 permits a systemwide 
deviation of plus or minus 2 percent between budgeted FrE and actual 
FrE. Any deviation beyond 2 percent requires either a General Fund 
augmentation (for actual enrollment in excess of budgeted enrollment) 
or a "payback" (for actual enrollment below budgeted enrollment). As 
mentioned, this year's (1978-79) revised systemwide enrollment is 7,122 
FrE, or 3.0 percent below budgeted enrollment. Based upon a marginal 
cost of$I,319 for each FrE below the 2 percent limit, CSUC must return 
$3,139,220 to the General Fund. 

Included in Section 28.9 is a provision authorizing the Director of Fi­
nance to reallocate such fund.s to preclude layoffs. Pursuant to this provi­
sion, the Chancellor's Office requested that the entire $3.1 million be 
reallocated "to minimize potential personnel dislocations and related fi­
nancial difficulties experienced on the campuses in the current year." The 
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Director of Finance determin~d that $1,002,713 was necessary to preclude 
layoffs and authorized the reallocation of that amount, resulting in a net 
payback of $2,136,507. 

C. Long-Range Enrollment Projections 

From 1970 through 1975, CSUC has continually revised downward its 
estimate of future enrollment growth. In 1970, CSUC was projecting 354,-
630 academic year FTE students for 198~1, but by 1975 this estimate had 
been reduced by 33 percent to 238,000. The one-time enrollment surge of 
1975:-76 interrupted the downward trend and caused CSUC to revise the 
198~1 enrollment upwards to 249,660 FTE. However, this was an anom­
aly because both the 1977 and 1978 projections returned to the downward 
trend. The 198~1 enrollment is now projected at 233,200 FTE. 

Table 8 shows the current long-range estimate of enrollment growth, by 
campus, through 1986-87. It is important to note that this estimate is based 
on March 1978 data and has not been revised to reflect the fall 1978 decline 
in enrollment. Table 8 shows that enrollment will be essentially level 
through 1986-87. This has significant implications for a system whose pri­
mary source of funding is based upon FTE. During the 1950's and 1960's, 
when enrollment grew rapidly and eight new campuses were added to the 
system, the annual enrollment growth was sufficient to permit the addi­
tion of new programs and faculty. As enrollment has leveled off, the 
percent of tenured faculty has increased, and consequently the percent of 
new faculty positions has declined. This, in turn, has reduced the system's 
flexibility to offer new academic programs and to hire new faculty. 



-.... ('1) 

S 
Table 8 

en 

c.:> 
Final Allocation of Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students a iJI 

Academic Years 1976-77 Through 1986-87 ~ 
Rel2Qrted Allocated 

0) 
0 

Campus 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 197fh1j(} 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 
Academic Year 

Bakersfield ............ 2,338 2,322 2,256 2,260 .. 2,600 2,650 2,700 2,700 2,700 2,650 2,550 
Chico ...................... 11,761 11,785 11,719 11,800 12,050 12,100 12,150 12,100 12,050 11,900 11,700 
Dominguez Hills .. 4,786 4,808 4,864 4,600 5,200 5,300 5,300 5,300 5,300 5,200 5,150 
Fresno .................... 12,394 12,405 11,874 11,800 12,800 12,900 13,000 13,000 12,950 12,800 12,600 
Fullerton ................ 14,610 14,438 14,306 14,300 14,900 14,900 15,000 15,000· 14,900 14,900 14,800 
Hayward ................ 7,938 7,588 7,262 7,200 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,500 7,450 7,350 
Humboldt .............. 6,422 6,573 6,418 6,500 6,800 6,900 7,000 7,000 6,950 6,900 6,800 
Long Beach .......... 2,1706 22,018 21,388 21,400 21,900 21,900 21,900 21,900 21,850 21,700 21,500 
Los Angeles .......... 15,229 15,277 14,717 14,700 15,300 15,300 15,300 15,300 15,250 15,100 14,900 
Northridge ............ 18,730 19,106 18,958 19,100 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,200 19,150 19,000 18,800 '" Pomona .................. 10,793 11,147 11,347 11,550 12,300 12,500 12,600 12,600 12,600 12,600 12,600 0 
Sacramento ............ 15,611 15,919 15,683 15,800 16,400 16,400 16,400 16,400 16,350 16,200 16,000 ~ 

(Jj 
San Bernardino .... 3,086 3,222 3,047 3,050 3,450 3,500 3,550 3,500 3,500 3,450 3,350 trl 
San Diego b •••••••••.•• 22,715 22,697 22,533 22,700 23,700 . 23,900 24,000 24,200 24,500 24,700 25,000 n 

0 San Francisco ........ 16,727 17,385 17,448 17,400 17,500 . 17,500 17,500 17,500 17,450 17,300 17,100 Z 
San Jose .................. 19,113 19,623 18,953 18,900 19,800 19,800 19,800 19,800 19,700 19,600 19,500 t1 
San Luis Obispo .. 14,066 14,248 14,269 14,200 14,200 14,200 14,200 14,200 14,200 14,200 14,200 :> = Sonoma .................. 4,903 4,605 4,267 4,400 4,900 4,950 5,000 5,000 5,000 4,950 4,850 -< 
Stimislaus ................ 2,430 2,513 2,460 2,500 2,700 2,750 2,800 2,800 2,750 2,700 2,600 trl 

t1 
Totals .................. 225,358. 227,(j{9 223,569 224,160 233,200 234,150 234,900 235,000 234,650 233,300 231,350 e 

n 
~ Summer Quarter and International Programs are not included. :> 

>-l Includes Calexico Center. -NOTE: Long range allocations were last revised in March 1978 and will be revised again to reflect the enrollment experience of 1978-79. Does not include the 0 
downward enrollment projections based on the reported enrollment for the Fall of 1978. . Z 

....... ... ... 
0 
CD 
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This change in enrollment, in combination with the reductions made as 
a result of Propostion 13, has had a significant impact on the 1979-80 CSUC 
budget, both in the number of positions allocated and in the funds avail­
able for operating expenses and equipment. The impact on particular 
programs will be discussed at greater length throughout this analysis. 
D. Student Composition 

Not only has the trend of constantly increasing enrollments changed 
during the 1970's but the composition of the stuqent enrollment has 
changed as well. No longer is the student body composed primarily of 
full-time students between the ages of 1&-24. In the fall of 1977, for exam­
ple, the average age of a CSUC full-time student was 25.5, while for part­
time students it was 29. More specifically, Table 9 demonstrates that dur­
ing the 1970's there has been a gradual shift in student enrollment reduc­
ing the proportion of full-time, young students and increasing the 
proportion of older, part-time students. 

Table 9 
CSUC Comparative Student Data 

1970 and 1976 
1970 

Students age 25 and over as a percent of all undergraduates ................ 19.4% 
Students age 25 and over as a percent of all graduate students ............ 69.0% 
Students age 25 and over as a percent of all students .............................. 34.2% 
Participation rates (Rate per 1,000 population) of undergraduate stu-

dents 25 and over ........................................................................... ,............ 11.99 
Participation rates of all students .25 and over ........... ;................................ 21.5 
Ratio of full-time to part-time students, all levels ...................................... 2.23 to 1 

1976 
29.2% 
79.3% 
40.7% 

13.86 
25.1 
1.52 to 1 

SOURCE: .Academic Program and Resource Planning in the California State University and Colleges, 
April 1978. 

This shift reflects a number of factors including (a) a decline in the 
participation rate of the 1&-24 year old age group and (b) a change in 
social, cultural and vocational attitudes toward "lifelong learning." To~ 
gether with an anticipated decline in the total population of the 1&-24 year 
old age group, these factors are compelling a review of the types of courses 
offered, the hours courses are offered and the basis upon which funds are 
allocated. 
E. Self-Support Enrollment 

Additional enrollment occur in extension and summer session as shown 
in Table 10. These programs are entirely self-supporting. 

Table 10 
Summer Session and Extension Program Enrollment 

Year 
1974-75 ........................................................................... . 
1975-76 .......................................................................... .. 
1976-77 .................................................... :.: .... : .............. .. 
1977-78 .......................................................................... .. 
1978-79 ........................................................................... . 
1979-80 est .................................................................... . 

Net Enrollment Annual PTE 

Extension 
85,824 
93,757 

101,609 
85,972 
86,713 
69,300 . 

Summer Summer 
Session Extension Session 
56,305 7,558 8,232 
57,235 8,330 8,003 
54,866 9,068 8,398 
56,616 7,577 7,464 
53,219 8,154 7,397 
51,700 6,181 6,784 
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A review of the enrollment experience in these programs since 1976-77 
indicates a significant decline, particularly as projected in the budget year. 
Although these figures are more difficult to estimate than regular FiE, 
being subject to an even greater number of variables, the CSUC antici­
pates a continuing downward trend.·The Chancellor's Office attributes at 
least part of this trend to increasing competition, both with private pro­
grams and with the system's own regular campus programs (some of the 
campuses, when faced with declining enrollment, prefer to offer their 
courses on campus rather than through an extension program). 

2. REGULAR INSTRUCTION 

The regular instruction subprogram includes all state-funded expendi­
tures for the normal classroom, laboratory and independent study activi­
ties. Also, positions for instructional administration up to but not including 
the vice president for academic affairs are included in the instruction 
program. Such positions are authorized according to specific formulas and 
include (a) deans, (b) coordinators of teacher education, (c) academic 
planners, (d) department chairmen, and (e) related clerical positions. 
Collegewide administration above the dean of school level is reported 
under the institutional support program. 

A. Student Workload 

The average student workload in the CSUC system has been slowly 
declining. This simply means that students, are taking less course units per 
academic year than in the past. Table 11 provides an estimate of the 
decline as a systemwide average for all CSUC students. 

Table 11 
Average Student Workload 

1970-71 to 1977-78 

Academic Year 

1970-71 ............................................................ .. 
1971-72 ............................................................ .. 
197~73 ............................................................ .. 
1973-74 ............................................................. . 
1974-75 ............................................................. . 
1975-76 ............................................................ .. 
1976-77 ....................................................... : ..... . 
l!i7'7-78 ............................................................. . 

Annual 
PTE 

197,454 
204,224 
213,974 
218,075 
221,285 
229,642 
225,358 
227,679 

Average 
Term 

Enrollment 
242,474 
259,185 
273,465 
281,678 
289,072 
303,429 
298,604 
303,946 

A verage Student 
Workload 

Academic Year" Per Term 

24.43 12.22 
23.64 11.82 
23.47 11.74 
23.23 11.62 
22.96 11.48 
22.70 11.35 
22.64 11.32 
22.47 11.24 

• Expressed in semester units. Annual FrE X 30 + average enrollments. 

The precise reasons for the decline are not known." but they appear to 
relate in part to the increase in the average age of the CSUC student 
enrollment. Older students are more likely to be employed than those in 
the 18-24 year age group and therefore are more likely to be taking only 
a part-time load. 

A continuation of this trend could have a significant impact upon the 
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CSUC budget asheadcount students and full-time equivalent (FTE) stu­
dents are crucial determinants of the level of General Fund support. The 
Chancellor's Office indicates that it Isreviewirig the relationship between 
these variables to determine if changes should be proposed in bp.dget 
formulas. 

B. Faculty Staffing 

Most faculty positions are budgeted on the .basis of a single systemwide 
student-faculty ratio. Resources thus generated are then distributed to 
campuses where in turn they are allocated to the various academic disci-
plines. .. 

As Table 12 indicates, in each of the last six years CSUC faculty have 
been budgeted on a student-faculty ratio of 17;8:1. For the past two years, 
this ratio has been adjusted downward to reflect a shift in student enroll­
ment( discussed later in this analysis). Oontinuation of this policy in 1979-
80 results in a budgeted student-faculty ratio of 17.6:1. 

Table 12 
CSUC Student Faculty Ratios 

Year 
1967...Q8 ..................... , ......................................................... . 
1968-69 .............................................................................. .. 
1969-70 ............................................................................... . 
1970-71. ................................................................ ;; ............ . 
1971-72 ............................................................................. ... 
1972-73 ............................................................................... . 
1973-74 ..................................................... : ................•......... 
1974-75 ............................................................................... . 
1975-76 .................................................. ; ............................ . 
1976-77 ............................................................................... . 
1977-78 ................................................................................ . 
1978-79 ............................................................................... . 
1979-80 (proposed) ......................................•................... 

Faculty Positions 

Budgeted 
8,842.9 

10,001.3 
11,333.1 
12,343.5 
12,081.3 
12,698.8 
13,068.1 
12,973.3 
12,900.6 
13,427.0 
13,364.5 
13,431.0 
13,073.9 

ActUal 
8,545.8 
9,592.7 

11,116.1 
11,749.0 
11,783.3 
12,415.7 
12,846.0 
12,770.8 
12,902.3 
13,157.9 
13,211.2 

Student-Faculty 
Ratio 

Budget Actual 
16.38 17.21 
16.21 17.35 
15.98 16.67 
16.26 17.34 
18.25 17.91 
17.94 17.74 
17.82 17.45 
17.80 17.78 
17.80 18.27 
17.80 17.58 
17.66" 17.23 
17.63 " 
17.60" 

" The basic budgets were prepared on a basis of a 17.8:1 student-faculty ratio. This ratio was then adjusted 
to reflect the additional pOSitions added for the shift in student demand. 

Faculty Staffing Workload Data 

One of the basic factors in the determination of faculty workload is the 
number of student credit units generated. Table 13 summarizes the sys­
temwide calculation of student credit units per full time equivalent faculty 
positioIl, by discipline category, for 1975-76 through 1977-78. Table 14 
butlines basic faculty characteristics and workload indices from 1975 
through 1977. 
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Table 13 
Student Credit Units Per Full-Time Equivalent Faculty Positions by 

Discipline Category aJ'!d Academic Year 

1!J75-78 1!J78-77 1m-7S 
Percent Percent Percent 

lJiscip/ine SClilfiTEF IJistribution SClIlfiTEF Distribution SClIlfiTEF IJistribution 
Agriculture and Natural Resources .............. 259 1.91 253 2.02 251 
Architecture and Environmental Design .... 182 0.59 185 0.60 182 
Area Studies .......... :: ............................................ 331 0.38 323 0.38 356 
Biological Sciences ................................ : ............. 261 5.00 248 4.87 243 
Business Management ............ ; ............ , ............ 344 10.84 333 11.48 333 
Communications ................................................ 313 1.96 299 2.03 300 
Computer and Information Sciences ............ 241 0.39 260 0.50 276 
Education .............................................................. 221 7.i8 221 6.98 228 
Physical Education ............................................ 230 3.88 221 4.02 225 
Industrial Education ............ ; ............................. 226 1.30 216 1.29 221 
Ehgineeiing .........•................................................ 190 3.04 194 3.28 207 
Fine and Applied Arts ...................................... 226 7.43 219 7.43 224 
Foreign Languages ............................................ 243 2.75 241 2.79 236 
Health Professions .................. ; ........................... 312 2.06 296 2.11 294 
Nursing ........................................................ , ......... 120 0.89 122 0.95 128 
Home Economics ................................................ 292 1.66 283 1.70 278 
Letters .................................................................. 284 9.88 2:16 9.69 2:18 
Library Science .................................................. 225 0.14 195 0.12 170 
Mathematics ............ ; ........................................... 285 4.61 279 4.71 284 
Physical Sciences ................................................ 252 5.72 241 5.69 243 
Psychology ........... , ................................................ 340 5.49 320 5.31 321 
Public Affairs and Services ......................•....... 306 3.59 294 3.62 275 
Social Sciences .................................................... 338 17.80 316 i6.97 315 
Interdisciplinary Studies .................................. 297 1.47 275 1.41 281 
ALL CATEGORIES .......................................... 2:14 264 266 

Table 14 
Faculty Workload Indicators· 

Indicator Fa)ll975 Fall 1976. Fall 1977 
Faculty FTE b .•.••..•••..•.•..•...•.••.••.•...••••...••..•....• 12,528.3 12,802.0 12,813.8 
Percent of regular faculty with Ph.D ....... 68.1% 69.9% 69.6% 
Enrollment FTE ............................... , ............... 235,811.0· 229,988.0 234,704.0 
Regular instruction section load per FTE 

faculty ........................................................ 3.8 3.8 3.9 
Lecture and lab contact hours per faculty 

FTE ............................................................ 12.9 12.9 12.9 
Independent study contact hours perfac-

ultyFTE .................................................... 4.7 4.2 4:3 
Total contact hours per faculty FTE ........ 17.6 17.1 17.2 
Average class size .......... , .............. : .................. 28.6 27.0 26:3 
Lecture and lab WTU per faculty FTE .... ILl 11.2 11.2· 
Independent study WTU per faculty FTE 1.8 1.7 1.7 
Total WTU per faculty FTE ....... ; ................ 13.0 12.9 12.9 
SCU per WTU c .............................................. 21.74 20.90 2Ll8 
SCU per faculty FTE .................................... 282.0 269.4 2:15.0 

a Based on data reported in the Academic Planning Data Base. 
b Full-time-equivalent (FiE) faculty, the sum of instructional positions reported used. 
C Student credits units per reported weighted teaching units. 

2.00 
0.58 
0.39 
4.63 

12.03 
2.07 
0.61 
7.01 
4.07 
1.29 
3.61 
7.47 
2.75 
2.20 
1.00 
1.67 
9.61 
0.09 
4.77 
5.65 
5.04 

·3.63 
16.41 
1.40 

Change 
11.8% 

-0.3 
4.716 

0.1 

0.0 

0.1 
0.1 

-0.7 
0.0 

-0.1 
0.0 
0.28 
5.6 
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Faculty Promotions and Tenure 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes $901,561 for faculty promo­
tions. 

Table 15 shows the percentage of tenured faculty using budgeted fac­
ulty positions as the base. 

Table 15 

CSUC Tenured Faculty as a Percentage 
of Budgeted Faculty Positions 1973-74 to 1977-78 

Campus 
Bakersfield ............................................... . 
Chico .......................................... ; ............. .. 
Dominguez Hills ...................................... . 
Fresno ...................................................... .. 
Fullerton ................................................... . 
Hayward ................................................... . 
Humboldt ................................................. . 
Long Beach ............................................ .. 
Los Angeles ............................................ .. 
Northridge ............................................... . 
Pomona .................................................... .. 
Sacramento ............................................. . 
San Bernardino ...................................... .. 
San Diego ................................................. . 
San Francisco ........................................ .. 
San Jose ..................................................... . 
San Luis Obispo ..... : .............................. .. 
Sonoma ..................................................... . 
Stanislaus ................................................. . 
CSUC Average ...................................... .. 

197J-;74 

21.8% 
52.8 
25.5 
58.2 
40.9 
44.6 
58.4 
63.1 
50.3 
51.4 
43.9 
63.1 
34.5 
62.8 
64.9 
61.6 
49.3 
55.7 
48.3 
54.2% 

Part-time and Temporary Faculty 

1974-75 

34.7% 
53.6 
46.1 
66.6 
50.0 
50.6 
62.3 
66.7 
55.7 
62.6 
63.3 
67.0 
38.3 
65.4 
63.0 
64.8 
57.0 
69.0 
66.0 
60.7% 

1975-76 

46.5% 
58.1 
43.5 
70.1 
49.9 
69.5 
64.8 
66.6 
61.0 
63.3 
63.9 
69.6 
39.6 
64.3 
61.9 
68.8 
56.7 
67.9 
70.1 
62.6% 

1976-77 

51.2% 
61.2 
47.4 
69.8 
50.2 
77.0 
70.3 
66.2 
59.0 
63.7 
56.7 
67.6 
37.0 
64.5 
61.6 
63.0 
58.7 
71.7 
72.4 
62.3% 

1977-78 

64.8% 
61.7 
59.2 
71.7 
57.4 
78.3 
71.5 
67.0 
58.2 
61.2 
54.8 
70.2 
44.9 
63.1 
60.5 
67.1 
55.9 
82.3 
77.6 
63.7% 

Within CSUC, there are four basic types of appointments: tenured, 
probationary (leading to tenure), full-time temporary and part-time. 
Tenured and probationary appointments are the permanent appoint­
ments comprising the majority of faculty positions, while full-time tempo­
rary and part-time appointments are used to meet limited, short-term 
needs. . 

Since the early 1970's, the mix of these four types of appointments has 
changed dramatically as shown in Table 16. 

Year Tenured 
1972 .......... :. 52.1 % 
1973............ 55.4 
1974............ 60.8 
1975............ 61.5 
1976............ 62.5 
1977............ 62.5 

Table 16 
Composition of CSUC Faculty 

. By Type of Appointment. Fall 1972 to Fall 1977 

Probationary 
30.1% 
24.3 
17.9 
14.7 
12.7 
13.0 

Subtotal 
Tenured (and 
Probationary) 

(82.2%) 
(79.7) 
(78.7) 
(76.2) 
(75.2) 
(75.5) 

Fun-Time 
Temporary 

5.8% 
7.0 
7.1 
9.4 
9.1 
7.8 

Part­
Time 
11.9% 
13.3 
14.2 
14.4 
15.6 
16.7 

Subtotal 
Full-Time 

Temporary and 
Part-Time 

(17.8%) 
(20.3) 
(21.3) 
(23.8) 
(24.8) 
(24.5) 
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In the fall 1972, 17.8 percent bf the positions were filled by either full­
time temporary or part-time faculty appointments. By the fall, 1976 this 
percentage had increased to 24.8 percent. The total percentages for full~ 
time temporary and part-time appointments declined only slightly to 24.5 
in 1977. 

The reasons for, and implications of, the increased hiring of temporary 
and part-time faculty are numerous and interrelated. They include: 

1) Budgetary-A faculty position is budgeted on the basis of . 15-unit 
equivalents, 12-unit equivalents for teaching and 3 units for nonteaching 
assignments (committee work, .administrative duties, etc.) Part-time fac­
ulty are not assumed to have· nonteaching assignments. Faced with the 
budgetary constraints of level enrollment, administrators may attempt to 
maximize budgeted positions by converting them to part-time, thereby 
deriving 15 unit equivalents for teaching from a 12 unit position. 

2). Program Disruption-New or expanding disciplines will likely have 
a concentration of temporary and part-time faculty. Because these faculty 
are also the first not to be rehired when there is a decline in campus 
enrollment, the new disciplines suffer a disproportionate disruption. 

3) Working Conditions-There are a number ofissues related to work­
ing conditions for part-time and temporary faculty, including job security, 
availability of medical insurance, pay equity and participation in gover­
nance. Many of these also have direct budget implications. 

Because oftheseand similar issues, the Legislature adopted supplemen­
tal language to the 1977 Budget Act directing CSUC to report by March 
1, 1978, on its policy toward and utilization of temporary andparMime 
faculty. The report identified.a number ·of additional issues for review. 
Consequently, a new Committee on Faculty Appointments was estab­
lished to review the following seven issues .. 

1. What proportion of the faculty should be tenured? 
2. What is the nature of the probationary appointment? 
3. What are the staffing needs of the academic programs? 
4. Should temporary faculty appointments be limited in the number of 

successive years permitted? 
5. What is meant by the terms "lack of funds, lack of work"? 
6. What affirmative action policies are involved in the appointment or . 

reappointment of faculty? . 
7. What persormel policies are appropriate for part-time faculty with 

regard to the issues of tenure, advancement through merit salary 
steps, and other such issues? 

The Chancellor's Office indicates that a final report will be available 
prior to legislative- budget hearings. 

c. Shift in Student Enrollment 

The Budget Act of 1977 provided $2.1 million for 107.2 faculty positions 
in addition to those generated by the regular budget staffing formula 
(17.8:1). These positions were added to meet the shift in student interest 
from the liberal arts and social science areas to the more technically and 
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occupationally oriented disciplines. Because the latter disciplines require 
more faculty to teach a given number of students and the budgeted stu­
dent-faculty ratio has remained unchanged, the impact of the program 
shift had resulted in a de facto drop in faculty resources relative to need. 

The 1978 Budget Act continued this policy by providing an additional 
21.9 faculty positions. The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes that 18.1 
faculty ($355,773) be added to compensate further for the shift in student 
interest (for a total increase of 147.2 faculty positions above the faculty 
needs generated by the regular faculty staffing budget ratio). Table 17 
displays the additional faculty positions generated by this policy since 
1977-78. 

Table 17 
CSUC Shift in Student Demand 

Budgeted 
1977-78 

Cumulative New Faculty Positions ...................................... 107.2 
(annual increment) ................................................................. . 

Budgeted 
1978-79 

129.1 
( +21.9) 

Proposed 
1979-80 

147.2 
(+18.1) 

The existing CSUC formula uses 1972-73 as the base year in determining 
the extent of the shift. Workload data for that year are compared with data 
from the latest year for which actual figures are available. Thus, the 1979-
80 proposal is based upon the shift from 1972-73 through 1977-78. 

We support the continuation of this policy. At the same time, however, 
weare concerned that application ofthis policy in its present form for the 
1980-81 budget could have adverse consequences. In determining the 
extent of the shift for purposes of that budget, the comparison year will 
be the current year (1978-79). This is the first year that the differential 
cost positions for basic writing skills have been allocated (discussed later) . 
The 30.5 current year positions in this category were intentionally estab­
lished to lower the student, faculty ratio for basic writing skills courses to 
12:1. If these same courses are included as a factor in determining the shift 
in student enrollment, the effect would be to count these courses twice 
for the same purpose. Accordingly, we recommend that in determining 
the impact of shifts in student enrollment for future budgets, the Chancel­
lor's Office exclude the workload generated by the differential cost posi­
tions added for basic writing skills. 

D. State Support of Off·Campus Instruction 

Prior to 1976, CSUC policy provided that off-campus instructional de­
gree programs must be (a) separate and apart from the regular instruc­
tional programs and (b) self-supporting, to the degree that instructional 
costs were supported from student fees rather than from the General 
Fund. In May 1976, the Board of Trustees revised the policy on the basis 
that, when enrolled in regular degree programs, matriculated students 
should not be forced to pay instructional fees solely on the basis of where 
they take their instruction. If implemented, the effect of this policy revi­
sion would be to shift the financing of off-campus instruction from the 
student to the state. 
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The 1978-79 Governor's Budget, as introduced, proposed to implement 
this funding shift by providing for a phase-in of General Fund support of 
off-campus degree programs so that fees for off-campus students would be 
no higher than those for comparable students in regular, on-campus in­
struction programs. However, after lengthy debate the Legislature direct­
ed: (a) CPEC to study various kinds of extended education in all three 
higher education segments, with an interim report due March 1, 1979, and 
a final report due January 1, 1980 and (b) CSUC to limit the 1978-79 
General Fund support of off-campus instruction to the number oHull-time 
equivalent students supported in the 1977 Budget Act. 

Table 18 displays the total off-campus FTE for 1977-78 throtigh197~0. 
The only General Fund support provided to the FTE is for individual 
courses. The other two categories, campus and consortium based external 
degree programs, were scheduled to be phased-in under General Fund 
support but will remain self-supporting in 1978-79 and 1979-80 because of 
the FTE limit on General Fund support. 

Table 18 
Off-Campus Instruction FTE 

CSUC 

Individual Courses Campus externals Consortium externals 
PTE (General Fund2 Degree Programs PTE Degree Programs PTE 

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1977..;.78 1978-79 1979-80 
Bakersneld .... None 79 86 77 16 7 7 
Chico ............ ,. 10 9 9 86 95 33 None 
Dominguez 

Hills ........ 102 60 60 311 325 341 5 None 
Fresno ............ 25 22 22 12 12 12 22 21 21 
,Fullerton ........ None 40 30 None None 
Hayward ........ 16 . 16 16 7 None None 49 49 43 
Humboldt ...... None None 1 7 8 
Long Beach .. 58 65 65 6 6 7 10 3 5 
Los Angeles .. 171 65 65 24 28 56 34 41 41 
Northridge .... 80 80 80 None 8 8 50 35 37 
Pomona .......... None 15 15 18 7 14 20 
Sacramento .. 59 80 80 354 146 129 76 88 82 
San Bernar-

dino ........ None 38 54 54 None 
San Diego ...... 205. 120 120 49 51 54 99 120 126 
San Francisco 45 35 35 3 None 29 ,28 29 
San Jose .......... 53 70 70 52 52 12 25 25 7 
San Luis 

Obispo .... None None None None None 
Sonoma .......... 18 22 22 46 60 73 None None None. 
Stanislaus ...... 160 175 175 None None None None 

Totals .............. 1,002 819 819 1,122 988 874 423 438 426 

a These programs are entirely self-supporting. 

Consortium 

The consortium is an administrative structure, based at the Chancellor's 
Office, that coordinates the resources of several campuses to enable the 
system to offer upper division and/ or graduate degree programs in loca­
tions where single campus resources are inadequate. 
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The primary funding source for administering the consortium has been 
the systemwide reserve of the Continuing Education. Revenue Fund. 
However, as the enrollment in extension programs has declined (see 
Table 10), so has the systemwide reserve. Consequently, the Chancellor's 
Office is reviewing various alternatives to the present funding system 
including greater campus support and reductions in the operating level. 
The Chancellor's Office indicates that an alternative funding proposal 
should be identified by March 1979. 

E. Writing Skills Background 

By almost any measure, student writing skills, both nationally and with­
in California, have shown a marked decline over the past decade, In the 
1978 Budget Act, the Legislature took the following steps directed at 
reversing this trend: 

(a) Appropriated $254,000 for the administrative costs of the English 
Placement Test (EPT). 

(b) Adopted supplemental language indicating legislative intent "that 
the CSUC authorize the granting of student credit units for reme­
dial writing coursework within existing degree requirements." 

(c) Provided $605,442 to support the differential cost of a reduced stu­
dent-faculty ratio for the remedial writing program; 

These issues are again before the Legislature for 1979-80. 

English Placement Test (EPT) 

The EPT was developed in 1976 by CSUC faculty and the Educational 
Testing Service to diagnose and identify entering freshmen who lack 
college-level writing ability. The EPT exam consists of three multiple 
choice sections totaling two hours in testing time and a written essay 
section requiring approximately 45 minutes. 

The 1977 Budget Act provided $270,000 to administer the exam to all 
entering freshmen. The 197~79 Governor's Budget proposed $552,200 for 
test administration including expansion of the exam coverage to include 
lower division transfer . students. After lengthy debate, the Legislature 
rejected the proposed expansion on the basis that the EPT had not been 
proven siIperior to existing, less expensive test alternatives. 

The Legislature approved the continuation of the EPT for freshmen 
only ($254,000) and adopted supplemental language directing the Chan~ 
cellor's Office to report to "the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and 
the respective legislative fiscal committees by September 1, 1978, on the 
results of its study comparing the EPT with the Test of St~ndard Written 
English ... " The Test of Standard Written English (TSWE) is a· 30 
minute objective test included with the Scholastic Aptitude Test (admis­
sion test). 

Study Results 

Pursuant to this language, the Chancellor's Office submitted a report 
entitled; A . Preliminary Validation Study-The English Placement Test. 
The study is "preliminary", in that it is based on only four campuses 
(Hayward; Sonoma, San Luis Obispo, and Pomona) . The Chancellor's 
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Office is currently completing a more comprehensive systemwide review, 
which should be available by the time of legislative hearings. 

The study found that "the significant difference between the placement 
predictability of the EPT and TSWE indicates that the EPT appears to be 
a more valid instrument for the prediction of appropriate placement in 
lower division English classes." While data from this study, and other 
studies internal to the system, appear to question the value of the essay 
portion of the EPT as a predictive measure, English faculty emphasize its 
importance as a diagnostic tool for remediation after placement is indicat­
ed. 

Cost Savings . 

We recommend that students scoring above the 50th percentile of the 
SAT/TSWE be exempted from taking the English Placement Test for a 
General Fund savings 0[$206, 762. 

The1979-80 Governor's Budget provides $486,500 to (a) continue to test 
first-time freshmen and (b) expand the test to include lower-division 
transfers. The cost estimate IS based on the testing of 28,030 first-time 
freshmen and 27,570 lower division transfer students at a cost per test of 
$8.75. We believe the EPT test can be administered at a substantial savings 
in dollars to the state and in time to the student by exempting those 
students scoring above the 50th percentile on the SAT /TSWE. This is in 
accord with recommendations included in the CSUC study on the EPT. 

CSUC estimates that 85 to 90 percent of entering freshmen take the SAT 
and TSWE as part of the regular admissions process. (Although similar 
data is not available on lower division transfer students, we assume the 
same proportion is appropriate as they must meet the same admission 
criteria as entering freshmen.) Based upon cross-tabulation studies 
between the EPT and the SAT/TSWE, the CSUC study found that 90-95 
percent of the EPT scores in the lowest quartile are also found in the lower 
half of the SAT and TSWE respectively. 

Because the EPT is administered to identify and serve only those stu­
dents who are most deficient in writing skills, the study acknowledged that 
approximately 50 percent of those students taking the SAT / TSWE (those 
scoring above the 50th percentile) were being unnecessarily tested by 
having to take the EPT. Accordingly, the study recommended that only 
those scoring in the lower 50 percentile of the SAT or TSWE be required 
to take the Engli~h Placement Test. 

Based upon the data in that study, we believe this is a reasonable recom­
mendation. Not only would it substantially reduce the testing burden for 
incoming students but would also result in a General Fund savings of 
$206,762 (85 percent of 27,800 students X $8.75). It should also be noted 
that this recommendation does not preclude faculty from referring. any 
student, whether exempted or not, for remedial help. . 

Writing Skills Program 

Although the need to improve basic writing skills is widely acknowl­
edged, the best means to achieve that goal remains controversial. Since 
1977-78, CSUG has sought a $3.8 million augmentation annually to estab­
lish a basic writing skills program. In 1977-78 the Legislature approved a 
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$500,000 augmentation, which was subsequently vetoed by the Governor. 
In 1978-79 the Legislature specificially rejected the augmentation request 
for a separate program but (a) adopted supplemental language "authoriz­
ing" student credit units to be awarded for remedial writing coursework 
and (b) provided $605,442 to support the differential cost of a reduced 
student~faculty ratio for the remedial program. 

The differential cost was based on the assumptions that (a) students will 
be granted graduation credit for basic writing skills instruction deemed 
necessary by the results of the EPT and (b) the writing skills program will 
be staffed at a student-faculty ratio of 12:1. Because these credit units 
generate faculty positioru at the normal budgeted student"faculty ratio of 
17.6:1, the differential cost represents the cost of the additipnalstaff re­
quired to fund a basic writing skills program at a student-faculty ratio of 
12:1. 

Campus Implementation 

We recommend that the Chancellor's Office provide to the legislative 
fiscal committees prior to budget hearings a campus-by-campus break­
down of both enrollment and the student-faculty ratios in classes which 
provide instruction in basic writing skills. 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget continues the program authorized in 
the 1978 Budget Act by providing $1,383,038 for differential staffing, an 
increase of approximately $777,000 over the current year. The majority of 
the increase, $670,000, is to meet the writing skills requirements· for the 
new lower division transfer students and the remainder is for baseline 
adjustments (primarily full-year funding of new positions established in 
1978). 

While preparing the 1979--80 Analysis, we sought to assess the system's 
preseritefforts and the impact of actions taken in the 1978 BudgetActin 
meeting the needs for basic writing skills instruction. In a December 11, 
1978 memorandum to the Chancellor's Office we requested a campus by 
campus breakdown of the following information: 

(1) Campuses offering credit for remedial writing coursework and 
whether credit is to be counted toward graduation . 

. (2) Campuses offering remedial writing assistance but not counting it 
for credit. 

(3) Campuses offering remedial math work for credit. 
(4). The number of students identified by the EPT (or any other locally 

used alternative, as needing writing assistance) . 
(5) The enrollment in remedial classes, both credit generating and 

otherwise. 
(6) The student-faculty ratio in the remedial writing classes. 
(7) Allocation of the differential cost funds ($605,442) and the purposes 

for which it was expended. 
We received a partial response to our request, but information on enroll­

ment and student-faculty ratios will not be available until mid-February. 
Because such information is necessary in determining both present cam­
pus efforts and future systemwide needs, we believe the Chancellor's 
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Office should detail campus responses on enrollment and student-faculty 
ratios prior to the beginning of budget hearings. 

Budg.et Act Language 

We recommend that language be added to the Budget Billmaking the 
allocation to the campuses of the $1,383,038 for differeIltial costs in the 
writing skills program contingent upon the Chancellors Office approving 
campus plans which grant student credit units within existing degree 
requirements. .. . 

In reviewipg the partial data provided by the Chancellor's Office and 
gathered innumerous campus visits, it is apparent to us that there is 
considerable. controversy over the implementation of the supplemental 
language authorizing student credit units. Although all campuses accept­
ed the differential cost funds, not all campuses are awarding credit for 
basic writing skill courses. 

In some cases this is because the campus chose to provide instruction 
through tutorial modules rather than as a full term course; in other cases 
campuses (a) resisted the language as legislative instrusion on academic 
freedom or (b) interpreted the language to be permissive rather than 
mandatory. The full extent of these actions will not be known until the 
enrollment data mentioned above are correlated with the number of 
students identified as needing instruction. However, from the preliminary 

. data it is clear that not all students are receiving adequate help. 
We believe that the granting of student credit units for instruction in 

basic writing skills is reasonable and necessary, both fiscally and academi­
cally. The 1978-19 proposal of $3.8 million is unrealistic given the present 
demand for state support. Granting student credit units toward gradua" 
tion simply means that students would substitute this course for· an elec­
tive and existing faculty resources would be shifted accordingly, This is, 
in fact,· the way several campuses offered basic writing instruction prior 
to the 1978 legislative action. 

Currently, students are being identified as in need of additionalinstruc­
tion and are not receiving it. The granting of student credit units for this 
type ofinstnictiQnhas been done within the system before and is a reason­
able compromise that would reduce the cost to the state of improving 
student writing skills. Consequently, we recommend that language be 
added to the Budget Bill making allocation to the campuses of the $1,383,~ 
038 for differential costs contingent upon the Chancellor's Office approv­
ing campus plans which grant student credit units (within existing degree 
requirements) for instruction in basic writing skills. . . 

Possible Overestimation 

The .$1,383,038 proposed for differential staffing costs assumes that· 43 
percent of the students will need some type of additional assistance. Pre­
liminary information indicates that this estimate maybe too high and that 
the actual support level should be reduced. 

The 43 percent figure is based on an early estimate of the number of 
students scoring at 150 or below on the EPT (this cutoff score was estab­
lished by the testmakers before the test was administered). While recent 
experience indicates that from 45-50 percent of the students fall below 
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150, additional data indicate that the cutoff score may be set too high, 
thereby identifying too many students as being in need of additional 
assistance. This appears to be one of the conclusions of CSUC's own study. 

A major objective of that study was to have English faculty rate student 
performance based·upon classroom observations without any information 
on the student's EPT scores. The English faculty recommended that only 
20 percent of the students were in need of developmental (basic writing 
skill) instruction, which was less than half the estimate contained in the 
Governor's Budget. However, this study waS limited to four campuses and 
did not include any major urban campus. Accordingly, we will withhold 
comment on the proposed funding level pending information from (a) 
the systemwide report (due prior to budget hearings) and (b) the campus 
enrollment data covering actual program participation. 

Graduation Requirements 

In May 1976 the Board of Trustees adopted a resolution endorsing "the 
principle that all students entering CSUC after implementation of the 
proficiency / diagnostic examinatioll be required to demonstrate their 
competency with regard to writing skills as a requirement for graduation." 
In practice, this means that students who entered as freshmen in 1977-78 
must pass the new writing skills requirement prior to graduation.· The 
substance of this requirement and how it can be satisfied have not yet 
been resolved by the campuses. 

F. New Program Development and Evaluation (Innovative Programs) 

We recommend a General Fund augmentation of $271,837 for partial 
restoration of support for Innovative Programs. 

New Program Development and Evaluation, often referred to as in­
novative programs, was established to test new approaches to teaching 
and learning. Almost all of the funds are distributed by the Chancellor's 
Office on a competitive basis as grants for specific projects (3.5 administra­
tive positions were funded in the current year). The Chancellor's Office 
estimates that 85 percent of all projects funded over that period have been 
continued by the host institution after this special support was terminated. 

The 1978 Budget Act provided $1,851,598 for support of innovative pro­
grams. The Chancellor's Office subsequently withheld $500,000 to meet 
the provisions of Section 27.2, thereby reducing the actual level of support 
to $1,351,598 for the current year. 

The Governor's Budget provides $561,163 for innovative programs in 
1979--80, a reduction of apprOximately $1.3 million from the current year 
budgeted level and $0.8 million from the actual support level. We under­
stand that this reduction was not based upon any negative findings con­
cerning the program but rather was justified as necessary to make funds 
available for an entirely unrelated increase in the library volume acquisi­
tion rate. 



Items 359-360 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION /1123 

We agree that it is difficult to justify full funding of the Innovative 
Program in a year when existing positions are being eliminated and other 
programs are cut. At the same time, we believe that the ° elements of 
declining enrollments and reduced support require an emphasis on in­
novative study and development of alternatives. 

Accordingly, we requested that the Chancellor's Office identify an al­
ternative level of funding. The Office replied that "an effective though 
necessarily limited program can be carried on with an appropriation of 
$833,000," We recommend that the Innovative Program be augIIlE:mted by 
$275,000 from the General Fund. Table 19 displays the current year 
changes and budget year alterna,tives in the support level. Ourrecom­
m~nded $271,837 augmentation would provide for °a total program of 
$833,009 in the budget year. In recommending this augmentation, we also 
suggest that it be focused upon the problems associated with.a declining 
enrollment. 

Tablet9 

New Program Development and Evaluation (Innovative Programs) 

197~79 
Budget Act 

Appropriation 
General Fund Support.......... $1,851,598 

197~79 
Actual 

Support" 
$1,351;598 

1979-80 
Trustees 
Request 
$1,918,307 

1979-80 1979-80 
Governors Recommended 

Budget Level 
$561,163 $833;000 

"Reflects $500,000 in program reserve withheld by Chancellor's Office to meet mandated reductions of 
control Section 27.2. 

II. RESEARCH 

The CSUC faculty is authorized to perform research activities consistent 
with the primary instructional function. Research is funded by many 
groups including business, industry and federal and state agencies. The 
entire organized research program is funded by reimbursements. No Gen­
eral Fund support is provided. 

Table 20 shows the estimated research expenditures for 1979-80. This 
table covers only those projects awarded directly to individual campuses. 
Research projects awarded to foundations (estimated to be $9.1 million in 
1979-80) are not' included. 

Table. 20 
Program II 

Organized Research Expenditures· 

Expenditures ..................................... . 
PersonneL .................................•.......... 
Funding: 

General Fund ....................... ; ......... . 
Reimbursements ........................... . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1977-78 197~79 1979-80 

$85,126 $97,712 $99,630 
4.4 6 6 o· 

$-14,608 
99,734 $97,712 $99,630 

Chaiige· 
Amount . Percent 

•. $1,918 2.0% 

$1,918 2.0% 

"Does not include approximately $9.1 million for research administered through foundation programs. 
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III. PUBLIC SERVICE 

The public service program contains all program elements directed 
toward the benefit of groups or individuals who are not formally associated 
with the CSUC system. This program consists primarily of two major types 
of services, continuing education and general public service. 

Continuing education includes those activities established to provide an 
educational service to members of the community. Examples are mini­
courses in a variety of general interest subjects, and professional growth 
classes such as those offered for classroom teachers. 

General public service involves making available to the community 
various resources which exist within the CSUC. Examples are conferences 
and institutes on subjects such as urban and international affairs, general 
advisory. services, and reference bureaus. Oftentimes, individual events 
enhance the public service program although they are integral parts of the 
instructional program. A convocation which is open to the general public 
would be an example of this. No General Fund support is provided to the 
public service program. 

Table 21 shows the estimated public servke expenditures for 1979-80. 

Expenditures ................................ .. 
PersonneL ....................................... . 
Funding: 

Reimbursements ...................... .. 

Table 21 
Program III 

Public Service Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 
$482,615 $394,OOg $407 ,014 

16 16 

$482,615 $394,909 $407,014 

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$12,105 3.1 % 

$12,1a5 3.1% 

The Academic Support program is composed of those functions which 
directly aid and support the primary program of instruction. The budget 
identifies four subprograms for academic support: (1) libraries, (2) audio­
visual services and television services, (3) computing support, and (4) 
ancillary support. 

Expenditures for the academic support program are shown in Table 22. 

1. LIBRARIES 

The library function includes such operations as (a) the acquisition and 
processing of books, pamphlets, periodicals and documents, (b) the main­
tenance of the catalog and indexing systems, (c) the distribution of refer­
ence services to students and faculty and (d) libraries, one on each 
campus. 

A. Library Development 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget provides $1,894,808 for the continuation 
of a library improvement plan begun in 1973-74. The plan, entitled the 
Library Development Project, seeks to improve campus library utilization 
through interlibrary cooperation and automation;. 
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The implementation plan for library development was significantly re­
vised during 1978--79 resulting in a less complex approach at a reduced cost 
to the state. The core of the existing plan focuses on the installation of 
minicomputers, called circulation transactors. These transactors will im­
prove service to patrons by automating many routine library functions 
such as the logging in. and out of books and the placing of holds. More 
importantly from a system viewpoint, the circulation transactors will pro­
vide a readily accessible accounting of the libraries' complete inventory, 
including the status of each book. This will greatly enhance interlibrary 
loans and provide a basis for more effective book purchasing. 

The first circulation transactor was installed on the Sacramento campus 
as a pilot project during 1977-78. The pilot having proved successful, a 
second system is scheduled for implementation at Los Angeles in 1978--79. 
The 197~0 Governor's Budget provides support for installation at five 
additional campuses (Long Beach, San Francisco, San Jose, San Luis 
Obispo and San Diego) for a total of seven campuses. Plans for installation 
beyond the initial seven campuses are uncertain. 



Program Elements 

1. Libraries ........................................................ 
2. Audiovisual services .................................... 
3. Computing support .................................... 
4. Ancillary support ........................................ 

Program ............................................................ 
General Fund ................................................ 
Reimbursements-other ............................ 
Continuing Education: 

Revenue Fund .......................................... 
Auxiliary organizations-other .................. 

Table 22 
Program III 

Academic Support Program Expenditures 

Personnel Expenditures 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 1978-79 

1,742.9 1,703.2 1,673.5 $39,746,279 $41,972,626 
409 397 392.7 8,780,909 8,989,529 
532.9 542.9 547.9 17,368,613 18,144,737 
397.8 450.6 505.2 13,091,830 14,772,886 

3,082.6 3,093.7 3,119.3 $78,987,631 $83,879,778 
3,073.8 3,086.6 3,112.9 $74,476,911 $79,317,(}(}6 

476,048 416,650 

8.8 7.1 6.4 .79,672 111,122 
3,955,{)(X) 4, 0J5, ()(X) 

1979-80 

$45,782,627 
9,385,979 

21,016,810 
16,667,072 

$92,852,488 
$88,195,144 

455,717 

81,627 
4,12O,{)(X) 
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While all campuses are scheduled to be served by an automated system, 
the actual hardware configuration has not been determined. Alternatives 
include a transactor on each campus and a regional approach with an 
enhanced transactor system on the large campuses to serve more than one 
campus. Because of the lead time required to convert manual records to 
an automated format prior to installation, it is important that the issue be 
resolved quickly. We will be working with staff from the Chancellor's 
Office and the Department of Finance on selection of the most cost effec­
tive alternative prior to budget hearings. 

Increase Resource Utilization 

We recommend that the Chancellor's Office develop (a) a cooperative 
acquisition plan and (b) a systematic policy ondeacquisition. Interim 
reports should be submitted to theJoint Legislative Budget Committee by 
November 30, 1979, and final reports should be submitted by December 
1,1980. 

The fiscal constraints presented by (1) a declining enrollment and (2) 
Proposition 13, mandate that CSUC attempt to maximize the use of its 
existing resources rather than plan on continued expansion. We have 
identified at least two areas in library resources where planning should be 
under way now to accomplish that end. 

A. Cooperative Collection Planning. One of the stated advantages of 
connecting campuses together via circulation control transactors is that 
the resultant data base can provide the basis for cooperative collection 
planning. In so doing, not only can the value of the existing volume collec­
tion be enhanced (through improved interlibrary loan) but the limited 
funds available for future acquisitions can be used more effectively. By 
implementing a cooperative collection acquisition program, campuses can 
eliminate duplication of low-use books and perhaps even concentrate 

. acquisitions by discipline on a regional basis. 
With expansion of the circulation transactors to seven campuses in 1979-

80,50 percent of the required data base (by number of volumes) will be 
completed. It is hoped that the remainder will be completed by 1980-81. 
Developing a cooperative acquisition plan will not be simple, and with the 
consultative process of higher education, it is likely to be time-consuming. 
Consequently, we believe the Chancellor's Office should begin to plan 
now for the development and implementation of a cooperative acquisition 
plan. An interim report should be submitted to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee and the legislative fiscal committees by November 30, 
1979, and a final report should be submitted by December 1, 1980. 

B. Deacquisition. The total CSUC library collection will reach approx­
imately 9.3 million volumes in 1979-80, with 439,000 volumes budgeted for 
addition annually thereafter. Although there are no funds for new library 
construction requested in the 1979-80 Governor's Budget, it is only a 
matter of time before space requirements become acute. One alternative 
for reducing additional space requirements is a program for systematic 
deacquisition, or weeding out of little used multiple copies, out of date 
texts, or works in superseded academic programs. 

Deacquisition need not mean the disposal of books, but could include 
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the removal to a central storage facility, at least initially. (See our capital 
outlay recommendation on UC storage facility.) Such weeding must of 
course, be done carefully and under strict guidelines. At present there is 
no systemwide policy on deacquisition and the weeding function is of low 
priority. Accordingly, we recommend that the Chancellor's Office de­
velop a systematic policy on deacquisition, provide an interim report on 
its efforts to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the legislative 
fiscal committees by November 30, 1979, and provide a final report by 
December 1, 1980.· . 

B. Library Acquisitions 

The 1972-73 Legislature took the following two interrelated actions 
affecting the CSUC library.system: (a) it approved a modified form ofthe 
Trustee's Library Development Plan (described above), and (b) it estab­
lished a total holding goal equal to 40 volumes per FTE student by 1985. 
Whether this objective is realized depends on the annual number of 
volumes acquired and the total number of FTE students in 1984-85. 

In 1972-73 it was estimated that CSUC should acquire 500;000 volumes 
annually to reach the 40 volume goal. This was the rate provided for in the 
budget until 1975-76 when it was reduced by the Legislature to 439,000. 
This reduction reflected the drastic downward revision in enrollment 
projections for the 1980's: 

Table 23 displays the current systemwide holdings by campus. The 
reductions imposed as a result of Section 27.1 eliminated the inflation 
adjustment for 1978-79 book purchases. This resulted in an effective de­
crease of $673,426 in the amount allocated for book purchases and a subse­
quent reduction of 28,728 volumes in the 1978-79 acquisition rate. . 

Unnecessary Augmentation for Libraiy Books 

We recommend that the proposed 52,400 volume augmentation in the 
library book acquisition rate. be denied for a General Fund savings of 
$1,336,200. We further recommend that the Chancellors Office reportto 
theJointLegislative Budget Committee and the Legislative fiscal commit­
tees by November 30, 1979, on (a) the effectiveness of the book theft 
detection system and (b) additional action taken (or necessary) to reduce 
the theft rate. 
Th~ 1979~O GoVernor's Budget provides $1,336;200 to increase the an­

nual library volume acquisition rate by 52,400 volumes, from 439,000 to 
491,400: The Governor's Budget indicates that funds for this increase were 
provided by reducing· the Program for Innovation and Improvement by 
an equal amount. We believe this increase is unjustified for the following 
three reasons: 
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. State tJIliversity, 
CoUege· 

Bakersfield ........................... , ..... . 
Chico .......................................... .. 
Doininguez Hills .................... .. 
Fresno ........................................ .. 
Fullerton .................................. .. 
Hayward .................................. .. 
Humboldt ............... ; ................. . 
Long Beach ... , .......................... .. 
Los Angeles .............................. .. 
Northridge ................................. . 
Pomona ..................................... . 
Sacramento ............................... . 
San Bernardino ....................... . 
San Oiego ..... ; ........................... . 
San Francisco .......................... .. 
Sim Jose .................................... .. 
San Luis Obispo ....................... . 
Sonoma ...................................... .. 
StaI)islaus .................................. .. 
TOTAL ...................................... .. 
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Table 23 

CSUC Library Countable Holdings 

Countable 
Holdings 

as of 
6/30/78 

182,476 
498,620 
207,157 
549,790 
462,004 
560,873 
245,548 
668,398 
710,007 
669,322 
320,607 
609,954 
274,74i 
688,530 
566,667 
763,413 
493,106 
247,063 
181,648 

8,899,924 

Volumes 
Budgeted to 
be Purchased 

1978/79 

12,094 
22,199 
15,026 
23,551 
26,212 
17,979 
16,573 
34,207 
26,764 
31,124 
22,090 
28,928 
13,165 
35,906 
29,610 
32,347 
24,655 
14,572 
11,998 

439,000' 

Estimated 
Countable 
Holdings 
6/30/79 

194,570 
520,819 
222,183 
573,341 
488,216 
578,852 
262,121 
702,605 
736,771 
700,446 
342,697 
638,882 
287,906 
724,436 
596,277 
795,760 
517,761 
261,635 
193,646 

9,338,924 

Estimated 
Estimated Holdings per 

PTE FET 
1978/79 1978/79 

2,256 
11,719 
4,664 

U,874 
14,306 
8,234 
6,418 

21,388 
17,314 
18,958 
12,390 
15,683 
3,047 

22,533 
17,448 
18,953 
15,596 

'4$1 
2,460 

229,508 

86.2 
44.4 
47.6 
48.3 
34.1 
70.3 
40.8 
32:9 
42.6 
36.9 
27.7 
40.7 
94.5 
32.2 
34.2 
42.0 
33.2 
61.3 . 
78.7 

40.7 

'CSUC estimates that reductions made pursuant to Section 27.1 of the 1978 Budget Act Wmreduce the 
1975-79 volume acquisition rate (439,000) by 28,728. .' 

1. Major increase in available volumes. CSUC maintains that from 
1975-76 to the present the system has been experiencing a regular decline 
in the number of new volumes allocated annually. However,' theitlost 
important measure of support is not volumes budgeted or allocated, but 
rather the number of volumes actually available. In the last two years, the 
number of additional volumes annually available to students has increased 
by over 33 percent, due primarily to impact of a newly iristalled theft 
detection system. 

One of the proble~ns for all public libraries is book theft. If significant, 
the loss in books as a result of theft can seriously erode library resources 
no matter what the annual acquisition rate is. Heavy theft losses had been 
occurring during the 1970's on most CSUC campuses. In 1976-77, CSUC 
began implementation of a book theft detection system (at a totaicost of 
approximately $550,(00). While not yet completed, it appearsto"have had 
a significant impact on the number of volumes lost through theft. Accord­
ing to the Chancellor's Office, "withoutthe theft detection systems, CSUC 
would have lost 159,259 volumes in 1977-78 while instead it lost 53,517." 
Thus, in the past two Years, CSUC has had an actual increase in volumes 
available of more than 105,000 annually (80,000 for 1978-79 after adjusting 
for the Section 27.1 reductions). We believe that this in itselfis a major 
improvement in the library resource base and that further increases are 
not justified at this time. 

Of course, the estimated loss of 53,517 volumes in 1977-78, even though 
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considerably lower than losses in prior years, is still unsatisfactory. This is 
equal to 12.2 percent of the total new volumes budgeted annually, and 
exceeds the 52,400 volume increase ($1.3 million) proposed in the Gover­
nor's Budget. Before further augmentation is considered, CSUC should 
take additional steps to further reduce the loss rate. We recommend that 
CSUC report to the Legislature by November 30,1979, on (a) the effec­
tiveness of the book theft detection system (a study is already underway) 
and (b) additional action taken (or necessary) to reduce the theft rate. 

(2) Declining Enrollment. Because CSUC is concurrently experienc­
ing a declining enrollment with a steady volume acquisition rate, the 
system will continue to experience significant volume enrichment. For 
example, with the existing annnal acquisition rate of 439,000 volumes, 
CSUC has already exceeded the goal of 40 volumes per FTE, six years in 
advance of the target date. 

(3) Library Development. The above computations do not take into 
account the substantial benefits that should accrue from implementation 
of the library development plan and greater cooperation among the 19 
campus libraries. A CSUC document describes one of the major benefits 
as follows: 

"Library automation will permit the total California State University 
and Colleges collection to be used at each of the 19libraries. Making the 
systemwide collection available to users on all campuses may be equat­
ed to increasing each library'S holdings by a potential 400 percent. With 
such a potential collection readily available to even the smallest library, 
the 20 percent to 30 percent increase in service experienced by others 
may, in fact, turn out to be an underestimate. However, an increase of 
only 20 percent to 30 percent equates to expanding the total library 
holdings by approximately 1.7 million items, whiCh would otherwise cost 
about $35 million, including processing." 
Because of these three factors, CSUC has experienced a significant in­

crease in the number of volumes actually available to students. With the 
completion of the library development project, further expansions should 
occur. Therefore, we recommend that the $1,336,200 augmentation for an 
additional 52,400 volumes be denied. 

2. COMPUTING SUPPORT 

The Governor's Budget proposes an expenditure of approximately $22.1 
million for computing support in the budget year. Table 24 indicates that 
$7.5 million (33.9 percent) of this amount is for direct instructional com­
puting, with the remainder budgeted for the support of administrative 
services. 

The $22.1 million is an increase of $2.7 million over estimated current 
year expenditures. Of this amount, $1.1 million is related to campus equip­
ment rental and maintenance costs, and $0.7 million is to replace obsolete 
batch computers. 
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Table 24 

1979/80 Cost of. Computing Support in the CSUC a 

(In Thousands) 
Personnel· Personnel Equipment 

Function Years. Costs Rental 
Instructional Computing ........... . 165.7 $2,438 $3,586 
Administrative' Computing ...... .. 384.2 8,405 2,157 
Batch Rebid ............................. : ... . 4.6 91 220 

-- --
Total .............................................. .. 554.5 $lO,934 $5,963 
Percent •. ; ...................................... . 49.5% 27% 

Other 
$1,475 b 
3,283 b 

418 
$5,176 

23.5% 

Total 
$7,499 
13,845 

729 

$22,073 

Percent 
33.9% 

62,7% 
3.4% 

1()()% 

a As current .cost accounting practice does not distinguish between adrilinistrative and instructional com· 
puting costs, estimated 1979-80 expenditures were prorated; based upon computer utilization percentages 
when the items encompassed both areas. , 
b A breakdown betWeen administrative and instructional costs for the category "Other" was not available. 

The percelltage breakdown for last year (32% instructional, 68% administrative) was used. 

Replacement of Obsolete Computers 

The Governor's budget includes $728,842 (Ite~ 360) for the. initial costs 
in a four year program to replace obsolete batch computer systems within 
CSUc. The details of the replacement program are still being discussed 
between the Department of Finance and csuc. The final resolution, 
expected in March 1979, will have major cost implications both in 1979-:80 
and for the next four years. For example, the $0.7 million included in the 
Governor's Budget is $2.4 million less than the amount reql.lested by CSUC 
for 1979.:...80. If the entire CSUC four year proposal were funded as request­
ed, an additional $19.7 million would be required above the current re­
quirements. We will provide a supplemental analysis of the issue after a 
final declsion on the replacemeritprogram is made~ .' . 

3. JOINT DOCTORAL PROGRAM 

Joint doctoral programs between CSUC and UC were established pursu­
ant to recommendations included in A Master Plan for Higher Education 
in California, 1960--75 and authorized by the Legislature in the Donahue 
Higher Education Act. This authorization was expanded in 1969 to allow 
for joint doctoral programs with private institutions. CSUC presently'has 
five separate joint doctoral programs with UC campuses and one program 
with a private institution. Five of the six joint doctoral programs were 
established between 1965 and 1971. Since that time only one new program 
has been established, the San Diego State multicultural education project 
with Claremont Graduate School which was added by the 1978 Budget 
Act. . 

This year we visited all of the participating CSUC campu~es and spoke 
with program personnel. As a result of those visits we hav~ identified 
issues in two major areas: (a) program effectiveness and operation and (b) 
the overbudgeting of General Fund support. 

Program Effectiveness and Operation-Examination Needed 

We recommend that the California Postsecondary Education Commis­
sion (CPEC) conduct a comprehensive examination of the joint doctoral 
program and submit its results to theJoint Legislative Budget Committee 
and the legislative fiscal committees by November 30, 1979. The report 
should include, but not be limited to, a needs analysis for each of the six 
programs, available educational alternatives, retention and employment 
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of students~ program coordination between the joint institutions and stafF­
ing requirements. 

Program effectiveness in any area of education is difficult to determine. 
One measure is the number of degrees awarded. As Table 25 indicates, 
over the twelve years since the first degree was conferred (San Diego, 
1966-67), a total of only 60 degrees have been awarded, 46 of which (77 
percent) have resulted from two programs. 

Such data should be used with caution because, according to campus 
program directors, many students receive their training and leave for jobs 
in their field prior to completing their degree requirements. Thus, while 
they may not have the formal degree, they may be using the skills for 
which they are trained. This obs~rvation, however, leads to other related 
questions. What is the retention rate for participating students? What type 
of employment do they enter upon leaving the program (either before or 
after completion of degree requirements)? Is the employment located in 
California? 

In addition to these questions, we have several concerns related to 
program need and operation: 

(1) Program Need. As Table 25 indicates, most of these programs 
were established eight to ten years ago to meet a certain need. Does that 
same need exist today? Has an alternative to meeting that need been 
developed in the interim? 

(2) Program Operation. As noted, these programs are intended to be 
joint programs operated with coordination between faculty and students 
on both campuses. We question how this can be accomplished in the CSU, 
San Diego-UC Davis and CSU, San Diego-UC Berkeley programs. We 
also believe the cooperation between the joint institutions should be reex­
amined in terms of funding and educational support. 
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(3) Staffing. General Fund support for CSUC faculty positions in five 
of the six programs is based upon a student-faculty ratio of 4:1. (Students 
in this case are not FTE but only enrolled students, regardless 6f the 
number of units carried.) In approving the establishment of the new 
multicultural education program between CSU,San Diego and Claremont 
Graduate School, CPEC specifically recommended an increase in the ratio 
to 6:1. Although UC does not assign student-faculty ratios in their regular 
graduate programs, they use a ratio of 8:1 in the graduate academic area 
of health sciences instruction. Because of these variations, examination of 
the workload staffing in the joint doctoral program is necessary. 

We believe a comprehensive examination of the joint doctoral program 
by CPEC is necessary to resolve these issues. Such a review should include, 
but not be limited to, an analysis of the need for each of the six programs, 
any available alternative established since 1970, retention and employ­
ment of students, program coordination between the joint institutions and 
staffing requirements. The report should be submitted to the Joint Legisla­
tive Budget Committee and the fiscal committees no later than November 
30,1979. 

Overbudgeted 

We recommend that the budgeted number of joint doctoral faculty 
positions be reduced by fifty percent for a General Fund savings of $193,-
015. 

As mentioned, CSUC faculty positions in the joint doctoral programs are 
based on the number of students enrolled in the program (regardless of 
courseload). Table 26 displays the student enrollment, budgeted faculty 

... positions and General Fund support for 1975-76 through 1979-80. Based 
.on the presently authorized staffing formula of one faculty position for 
.. every four students, at least two of the programs (chemistry and genetics) 
have. been overbudgeted in recent years. However, the revised data for: 
1978-79 indicate that all of the programs are presently close to the author­
ized staffing ratio. 
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Table 26 

Joint Doctoral Enrollment 
1975-76 through 1979-80 

Actual 197~79 1979-80 
1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 Budgeted Revised Budgeted 

CSU, San Diego 
1. Chemistry 

a. Enrollment ............................ 13 8· 9 8 8 10 
h. Faculty Positions ......... ; ........ 4.0 4.0 4.0 2.0 2.0 2.5 

2. Genetics 
a. Enrollment ............................ 3 3 3 11 6 8 
h. Faculty Positions ... : .............. 3.0 3.0 3.0 2.75 2.75 2.0 

3. Ecology 
a; Enrollment ............................ 7 4 7 7 8 8 
h. Faculty Positions .................. 1.8 1.3. 2.5 1.75 1.75 2.0 

4. Multicultural Education 
a. Enrollment ............................ 12 12 24 
h. Faculty Positions .................. 3.0 3.0 5.0 

San Diego General Fund 
Support ............................................ $268,721 $248,031 $272,768 $369,044 $369,044 $371,845 

CSU, Los Angeles 
Special Education 
a. Enrollment ................................ 22 22 24 26 27 26 
h. Faculty Positions ...................... 5.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 

General Fund Support .................... $104,502 $120,129 $139,820 $137,401 $137,410 $141,184 
San Francisco State University 
Special Education 

a. Enrollment ................................ 26 26 24 27 23 27 
h. Faculty Positions ...................... 6.3 5.8 6.8 6.75 6.75 6.8 

General Fund Support .................... $158,105 $172,273 $194,049 $200,703 $200,703 $205,456 

Total General Fund Support ........ $531,328 $540,433 $606,637 $707,148 $707,148 $718,485 

Even with this adjustment, however, all of the programs are still over­
budgeted. The existing staffing ratio is based upon the total numbeI' of 
students enrolled, regardless of whether they are taking courses at the 
esue campus or at the other institution. Thus, esue is receiving support 
for students who are not even receiving instruction on their campus. In 
meeting with program personnel this fall, we were informed that students 
typically take one year of instruction on the esue campus and one year 
at the other institution. This suggests the programs are overbudgeted by 
a factor of two. Accordingly, we recommend that the number of budgeted 
faculty positions be reduced by fifty percent to reflect the joint nature of 
the program. This action would result in a 197~ General Fund savings 
of $193,015 and is not inconsistent with the ePEe study. 

V. STUDENT SERVICES 

The Student Services program is funded partially from revenues gener­
ated by the Student Services Fee (formerly titled the Material and Serv­
ices Fee). Additional dollar support is furnished by reimbursements, 
auxiliary organizations, and the General Fund. Several elements of the· 
program are tied to special funds and are wholly supported by revenues 



1977-78 

Program Elements 
1. Social and cultural devel-

opment ................................ 175.5 
2. Supplemental' educational 

services-EOP .................. 320.5 
3. Counseling and career 

guidance .............................. 722.9 
4., Financial aid ........................ 283.5 
5. Student support .................. 773.7 --
Program ..................................... 2,276.1 

General Fund ....................... · 2,088.7 
Reimbursements-<Jther .... 
Reimbursements-federal .. 
Dormitory Revenue Fund. 184.3 
Auxiliary organizations-

other .................................... 
Continuing Education 

Revenue Fund .................. 5.1 

Table 27 

Program V 
Student Services Program Expenditures 

Personnel Expenditures 
1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 1978-79 

150.4 148.7 $14,148,513 $14,068,824 

360.3 352.6 11,156,888 11,965,859 

715.7 700.5 14,631,982 15,374,680 
309.8 320.3 50,994,729 52,465,666 
856.9 887.7 86,198,890 94,144,394 

2,393.1 2,409.8 $177,131 ,002 $188,019,423 
2,175.6 2,151.0 $12,502,669 $13,616,775 

37,486,251 39,099,092 
44,671,862 46,458,850 

212.8 254.3 1,748,281 2,078,321 

80,665,(}()() 86,689,(}()() 

4.7 4.5 76,939 77,385 

...... 

~ 
CIl 

c.:> 

~ 
8 

Chanl!e 
1979-80 Amount Percent 

$14,318,221 $249,397 1.8% 

11,921,457 -44,402 -0.4 

15,801,546 426,866 2.8 '"C 
59,883,431 7,417,165 14.1 0 en 

100,600,051 6,455,657 6.9 >-l en 
$202,524,706 $14,505,283 7.7% t'l 

CJ 
$15,407,994 $1,791,219 13.1% 0 
38,915, 4O:J -183,689 -0.5 Z 
53,241,128 6,78$,278 14.6 t:I 

>-
2,281,321 20.J,(}()() 9.8 !::d 

>-<: 
t'l 

92,61O,(}()() 5,921,(}()() 6.8 t:I 
C 

68,860 -8,525 -11.0 CJ 
>-
>-l -0 
Z 
...... ... ... 
Co) 
UI 
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produced by those funds. Program services include social and cultural 
development, supplementary educational services, counseling and career 
guidance, financial aid and student support. Table 27 displays the estimat-

.ed expenditures for 1979--$0. In addition to the student services fee, there 
are a limited number of other fees which' will also be discussed in this 
section. 

1. STUDENT SERVICES FEE 

The Student Services Fee is assessed against all students for the support 
of such student services as counseling, testing, placement, financial aid 
administration, the Office of the Dean of Students and health services. 
Prior to 1975-76 the fee also included support of certain instructional 
supply items. Beginning in that year, a four year program was begun to 
gradually phase out student service fee support for the cost of instructional 
supplies and replace it with General Fund support. This phase-out has now 
been completed. 

The maximum student services fee remained 'constant at $144 from 
1973-74 through 1977-78 (during the phase-out of support for instructional 
supplies and services). The fee was increased to $146 for 1978-79 to pro­
vide additional pharmacy services- onCSUC campuses. 
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With the completion of the phase-out, the proposedJee will be derived 
from a new procedure which bases the fee level on a comparison of 
revenue and expenditures for the past and current years, as shown in the 
budget. The 1979-80 fee level, however, will be based on the current year 
(1978-79) column only. 

The Chancellor's Office estimates that the new procedure will result in 
a current year surplus of revenues over expenditures, and therefore it is 
proposing to reduce the fee level to $144 for 1979-80 only (fee increases 
are projected for future years). This decrease does not take into account 
the effect of Section 27.2 reductions in the current year which were ap­
plied to the student services programs by the Chancellor's Office and 
which may create an even larger surplus. 

Actual Cost of Student Services 

We recommend that the Chancellor's Office submit a report to the Joint 
Legislative Budget Committee and the legislative fiscal committees by 
November 1, 1979, describing the alternatives available to make the stu­
dent services program self-supporting. The report should include (aJ a 
detailed breakdown of the amount and basis for the General Fund support 
of indirect costs and (b J a program review of student services identifying 
alternative staffing levels or program reductions necessary to balance 
program expenditures with fee revenues. 

In proposing that student service fee support for' instructional supplies 
be phased out, the trustees indicated that in future years the fee level 
would be based upon "the total cost of providing certain student services, 
i.e;, counseling, testing, placement, housing, financial aid administration, 
the Office of the Dean of Students and health services." At present stu­
dents do not pay the total cost of student services because two significant 
cost components, indirect costs and salary increases, are charged- to the 
General Fund. 

(a) Indirect Costs. Currently, students pay only the direct personnel 
costs associated with the delivery of student services, with the General 
Fund supporting indirect costs. Although the direct personnel expense is 
the largest component of total cost, the General Fund expense for such 
other items as utilities, postage, telephone and custodial maintenance is 
substantial (an estimated $5.3 million for the budget year). 

(b) Salary Increase for Student Services Personnel. The major cost 
component of the student services program is personnel. While in theory 
the Student Services Fee is supposed to cover this expense, the existing 
procedure provides that the annual costs of salary increases are to be 
subsidized by the General Fund. Assuming a 6 percent salary incre;Ise for 
1979-80, this will resultin a General Fund subsidy of approximately $1.8 
million. 

We believe that the Trustees should bring current practices in line with 
their policy that student services fee should support the full cost of the 
student services program. One alternative would be to increase the fee 
level to cover the full program cost. However, at this time it might not be 
possible to determine accurately what the fee should be. The Chancellor's 
Office estimate of indirect costs was based on a proration of student fee 

39-78613 
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positions to total positions and does not represent an analysis of actual 
indirect costs supported by the General Fund. 

A second alternative to accomplish total support is to reduce program 
expenditures. This has been an issue of continuing discussion within the 
Chancellor's Office and among student groups. Perhaps some of the pro­
grams are no longer as necessary as they once were and could be eliminat­
ed or . reduced, or the staffing ratios could be adjusted. Additional 
information may also be provided through the Chancellor's task forces on 
Proposition 13 reductions. 

We believe the Legislature should be provided with sufficient data and 
alternatives so that it can make a decision and resolve the issue. Conse­
quently, we recommend that the Chancellor's Office submit a report to 
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee and the legislative fiscal commit­
tees by November 1, 1979, on the alternatives available to make the Stu­
dent Services program self-supporting. The report should include (a) a 
detailed breakdown of the amount and basis for the General Fund support 
of indirect costs and (b) a program review of student services identifying 
alternative staffing levels or program reductions necessary to balance 
program expenditures with fee revenues. The report should be prepared 
with student participation. 

2 .. NONRESIDENT STUDENTS 

We recommend that the budgeted number of nonresident FTE stu­
dents be adjusted upward for a General Fund savings of $583,200 and a 
reimbursement increase of an equal amount. 

Nonresident tuition is charged to CSUC students who are legal residents 
of foreign countries or states other than California. The nonresident tui­
tion for 1979-80 is $1,800 per year. 

Nonresident tuition is budgeted as a reimbursement to the General 
Fund. The Department of Finance first computes the amount of General 
Fund support CSUC is expected to need in the budget year. From this 
total, the estimated amount of reimbursements CSUC is expected to re­
ceive is subtracted, and the difference is provided from the General Fund. 

It is not possible to predict precisely the amount of reimbursements 
from nonresident tuition. However, inaccurate estimates can lead to prob­
lems. If the estimate of nonresident tuition is too high and the expected 
funds do not materialize, CSUC might be unable to provide required 
educational programs and services. Alternatively, if the estimate is too 
low, CSUC will receive funds in excess of its needs. The "unused" funds 
are eventually returned to the General Fund, but in the interim the CSUC 
budget is overstated and funds are tied-up which could be allocated to 
other state programs. 

Nonresident Reimbursement Underbudgeted 

We have reviewed the budgeted and actual level ofreimbursements for 
recent years. Table 28 indicates that the actual amount of nonresident 
tuition received has continually exceeded the estimated amount (budget 
as enacted). In each of the last four years, the amount of nonresident 
tuition received exceeded the budgeted figure by more than $1 million, 



Items 359-360 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1139 

and in two of those years the amount was in excess of $2 million. Further­
more, in the years since 1974-75, the budgeted figures have been substan­
tially higher than the projected number of nonresident FTE in the 
Governor's Budget as introduced. 

1974-75 .......................... .. 
197&-76 ........................... . 
1976--77 ........................... . 
1977-78 ........................... . 
1978-79 ........................... . 
197~ ........................... . 

Table 28 
Nonresident Student Data 

Nonresident fiE 
.ft,'onresident Govemor's Budget Budget As 

Fee As Introduced Enacted 
$1,300 4,118 4,106 
1,300 4,464 5,097 
1,440 5,090 5,771 
1,575 5,431 5,870 
1,710 6,542 7,100 
I,BOO 7,612 NJA 

Actual 
5,796 
6,254 
6,517 
7,554 
NJA 
NJA 

Erin ReimblllSCmenfs 
(Actual Over 

Budget as Enacted) 
DoUars Percent 

$+2,198,041 +41.2% 
+ 1,492,400 22.5 
+ 1,073,128 12.9 
+2,653,330 28.7 

NJA NJA 
NJA NJA 

Reimbursements from nonresident tuition in the 1979-80 Governor's 
Budget are based upon 7,612 FTE, an increase of only 58 FTE (0.7%) over 
the actual level of 1977-78. Based upon a review of the actual growth in 
nonresident FTE for the last three years for which data is available, the 
1979-80 projection again appears to be low. During the period of 1974-75 
through 1977-78, the actual number of nonresident FTE grew by an aver­
age of 9.3 percent annually. Even during 1976-77, when total FTE de­
clined by 1.89 percent from the previous year, nonresident FTE increased 
by 4.4 percent. . 

Consequently, we believe that the budgeted estimate of nonresident 
FTE should be again revised upward by the Legislature. Using a conserva­
tive increase of 2.5 percent annually for 1978-79 and 1979-80, we recom­
mend an increase in the budgeted nonresident FTE of 324 FiE, resulting 
in a General Fund savings of $583,200. The Chancellor's Office has indicat­
ed that an updated estimate of nonresident FTE for 1978-79 will be avail­
able prior to legislative hearings. Based upon that data, we may revise our 
estimate. 

Control Excess Savings 

We recommend that budget act language be enacted to control the 
expenditure of reimbursements received in excess of the amount budget­
ed for nonresident tuition. 

As was noted in Table 28, the actual amount of nonresident tuition 
received in each of the last four years has exceeded the amount budgeted 
by more than $1 million annually. Prior to 1976-77, this unbudgeted sav­
ings was available for the Chancellor's Office to use at its discretion. Begin­
ning in 1976-77 and annually thereafter, the Legislature adopted 
supplemental language as follows: "As ofJune 30,197_, reimbursements 
in excess of the amount budgeted for nonresident tuition revert to the 
General Fund unless previously authorized for expenditure by the De­
partment of Finance with written notification to the Legislature." 

This language simply ensures that the use of these excess savings un­
dergoes budgetary review, as the use of other funds in the CSUC support 
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budget does. We believe the system has worked well in the past and should 
be continued in the future. However, rather than raising the issue annual­
ly at legislative hearings for inclusion in the supplemental report, we 
recommend that the language be adopted in the budget act. It should 
thereafter be continued in the Budget Bill as introduced by the Governor 
and thus require less legislative time and deliberation. 

3. APPLICATION FEE 

We recommend that the CSUC application fee be increased from $20 
to $25 for a reimbursement increase and General Fund savings of $1,354,-
175. 

Most applicants to a CSUC campus are required to pay a $20 nonrefund­
able application fee. The application fee may be waived for those below 
a certain income level. 

According to the Chancellor's Office, a $5 fee was instituted in 1963 "to 
offset the cost of processing applications and to discourage casual applica­
tions." The fee was subsequently increased to $lO in 1967 and $20 in 1971 
"to offset increased application for admission processing and eligibility 
determination costs." 

The income from this fee is well below that necessary to cover the 
present cost of the application process. Based upon data provided by the 
Chancellor's Office, a fee increase of approximately $23 would be required 
for the process to be self-supporting. An increase of this magnitude, 
however, could have an adverse effect on the number of students who 
apply. A moderate fee increase of $5 should not affect student access 
especially if the application fee waiver program is continued. Accordingly, 
we recommend that the fee be increased by $5. Based upon current 
admission projections, a $5 fee increase would result in an $1,354,175 in­
crease in reimbursements and a General Fund savings of an equal amount. 

Unnecessary Budget Bill Language 

We recommend the elimination of budget language waiving the enroll­
ment and reporting requirements of Section 66204 of the Education Code. 

Item 359 of the 1979--80 Budget Bill contains language waiving the 
enrollment and reporting requirements of Section 66204 of the Education 
Code. This language is no longer necessary. Section 66204 was repealed by 
Chapter 773, Statutes of 1978 (SB 1452). 

4. INSTRUCTIONALLY RELATED ACTIVITIES FEE 

In January 1978, the Board of Trustees adopted a proposal of the Task 
Force on Student Body Fees to establish a new student fee specifically for 
the support of instruction ally related activities (IRA). IRA includes a vari­
ety of academically related programs such as radio and television, music, 
drama, forensics and newspaper publication. 

The new fee was effective in the 1978 fall term. The guidelines provided 
for the establishment of a separate fee on each campus. Initially the fee 
could not exceed $lO per academic year, and it could not be increased 
beyond that level before the 1981 fall term. Fourteen campuses have 
established the fee at the full $lO maximum, four campuses have $8 fees 
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and one campus has a $6 fee. Supplemental language to the 1978 Budget 
Act requires a report by March 1, 1979, providing a campus breakdown of 
(a) the fee level established, (b) the amount derived and (c) the activities 
supported by the new IRA fee. 

S. EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM 

The 1979--80 Governor's Budget provides a total of $11,921,457 for the 
Educational Opportunity Program (EOP). The major change is a de­
crease of 7.7 positions from the current year, representing a reduction of 
$145,898 (partially offset by a minor workload increase resulting in the net 
budget decrease of $44,402). Staffing in the EOP program is based upon 
the projected number of first year students. The Chancellor's Office indi­
cates that this 7.7 position drop in staff support is not due to a drop in the 
actual student enrollment but results from an over-projection of first year 
students in the current year budget. Table 29 provides a detailed display 
of EOP grants and support costs for 1977-78 through 1979--80. 



Actual 1977-78 
Number A vemge Total 

of DoUar Grant 
Grants Grant Dollars 

1st Year ............................... . 3,977 $740 $2,942,778 
2nd Year 2,426 740 1,794,943 
3rd Year ............................. . 1,813 640 1,160,213 
4th year ............ : .................. . 1,082 530 573,339 
5th year ............................... . 587 530 310,857 

Totals .................................... 9,885 $6,782,130 

Totals, Administration 
and Counseling ......... . 

Totals, Program Costs ..... . 

$4,374,758 

$11,156,888 

Students 
Served 

6,084 
3,289 
2,053 
1,316 

803 

13,545 

Table 29 

EOP Data 

Budgeted 1978-79 
. \'umber Average Total 

of DoUar Grant Students 
Grants Grant DoUars Served 

4,817 $740 $3,564,580 6,589 
2,191 740 1,621,340 4,094 
1,713 640 1,096,320 2,133 

935 530 495,550 739 
381 530 201,930 

10,037 $6,979,720 13,555 

$4,986,139 

$11,965,859 
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6. STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes $289,546 for student affirma­
tive action outreach projects aimed at increasing the percentage of minor­
ity students at CSUC campuses.~ These funds include $131,250 for the 
continuation of three pilot projects first funded in the 1978 Budget Act and 
a $158,296 augmentation for two new outreach programs proposed for 
1979-80. 

Continuation of Pilot Programs 

The 1978-79 Budget Act provided support for two pilot outreach 
projects designed to overcome ethnic underrepresentation at CSUC cam­
puses. Specific proposals were not available during budget hearings, and 
consequently budget act language was included making the final appro­
priation contingent upon review and approval of a detailed plan by the 
Director of Finance. Initially two projects were funded, Dominguez Hills 
and Fresno. Recently a third project was funded at San Jose. According to 
the Chancellor's Office, each of these programs is designed to supplement 
the traditional outreach programs conducted by campus offices of school 
relations, educational opportunity, admissions and financial aid by experi­
menting with nontraditional outreach approaches. 

(a) Dominguez Hills-The focus is upon increasing the enrollment of 
Hispanic and Pacific Island students through extensive involvement in 
"other than school settings." . 

(b ) Fresno-The primary objective is to increase the participation of 
Chicano students by emphasizing in-depth involvement of parents in the 
outreach effort. 

(c) San J ose-The focus is upon increasing the enrollment of Hispanic 
and Black students by a team approach which will concentrate the re­
sources of a variety of campus and community services on three target 
high schools in the San Jose area. 

All three programs are in their first year of operation. The budget 
provides for continuation of the current level of support. 

New Pilots 

We recommend that the request for a counselor in-service training 
program be denied for a General Fund savings of $97,760. 

As mentioned, the Governor's Budget proposes two new outreach pro­
grams at a cost of $158,296. The first of these is a joint program involving 
CSUC and the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD). The pro­
gram will involve the matching of 49 LAUSD high schools with five CSUC 
campuses (Dominguez Hills, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Northridge and 
Pomona) for a major early identification pilot program focusing upon 
Mexican-American students. CSUC and LAUSD will jointly provide coun­
seling and support services, including· the use of peer group counsellors, 
to encourage minority students to enroll at CSUC campuses in programs 
leading to teaching and counseling careers in the public schools. A long 
term goal of the program is to increase the number of qualified bilingual/ 
crosscultural personnel in the public schools. The Governor's Budget pro­
vides $60,536 to support CSUC's participation. The extent of the LAUSD 
financial commitment has not been identified. We support this pilot 
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project. 
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The Budget also provides $97,760 for a counselor in-service training 
program. Under this proposal, four CSUC campuses would "collaborate 
with school district administrative and counselor personnel to design, 
develop, deliver and evaluate special in-service progra.ms for high school 
counselors designed to acquaint them with the goals, philosophy and 
methods of student affirmative action." 

CPEC has reviewed this proposal alld found it to be inappropriate, 
suggesting that support for high school counselors should be· provided 
through in-service programs in the secondary schools. Based upon this and 
other information available to us, we also recommend against the pro­
gram. In addition to the issue, raised by CPEC, there is a lack of informa­
tion on program implementation and a failure to use existing resources 
adequately. 

A. Program Implementation. Information is lacking on how the pro-· 
posal is to be implemented. There is no indication as to the campuses 
involved, areas to be served, staffing justification or program content. 

B. Inadequate Use of Existing Resources. Currently, 18 of the 19 cam­
puses are budgeted for a "relations with schools" position. The function 
of these positions was described in CSUC's Report on Community Rela­
tions (December 8, 1977). 

"When School and College Relations positions were initially devel­
oped, emphases was placed on information dissemination, education of 
high school and community college counselors pertaining to CSUC pro~ 
grams, and articulation. Since these areas represented activities of par­
tictIlar concern to Admissions Officers, School and. College Relations 
Officers are generally assigned to the Admissions Office. . 

As the function has evolved, the responsibilities have changed from 
that of solely informational efforts for the feeder schools toa more 
extensive outreach eHort to prospective students." 
Also included in the statement of responsibilities is "conducting coun­

selor conferences." Accordingly, we recommended that CSUC utilize its 
existing budgeted positions as intended and that the request for a separate 
counselor in-service training program be denied. 

Continued Lack of Coordination 

We recommend that prior to legislative review of the 1980--81 Budget, 
CPEe review and approve any future outreach proposal submitted by any 
higher education segment to ensure that (a) the proposal does notdupli­
cate an existing program and (b) existing resources are being adequately 
utilized. 

As all three segments of higher education become more involved in 
outreach programs, the possibility of duplication increases. Recognizing 
this, the Legislature took two actions through supplemental language to 
the 1978 Budget AcUo improve intersegmental coordination: (1) it direct­
ed CPEC to report on the extent of regional interinstitutional coordina­
tion with recommendations for improvement (report due March 1, 1979) 
and (2)·· it expressed legislative intent that in determining future augmen-
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tation for affirmative action and early outreach programs, the thorough­
ness of program planning and interinstitutional coordination shall be eval­
uated. 

Although the CPEC report was not available during our analysis, it is 
apparent that the "interinstitutional coordination" was only cursory dur­
ing 1978-79. This fall we visited the new outreach pilot program at CSU, 
Fresno. We were informed that a representative from UC Santa Cruz had 
been on campus the previous day to begin implementation of their pro­
gram. 

The two new proposals in the Governor's Budget were planned without 
coordination with UC, contrary to· the intent of the supplemental lan­
guage. In attempting to evaluate these programs, and others requested in 
the Trustee's support budget, we requested information from UC on the 
schools served in its outreach and follow-up programs. This information, 
requested in November, was not received in time for inclusion in our 
Analysis. 

As CSUC seeks to expand its outreach programs beyond pilot status, the 
opportunity for duplication also expands. Such duplication wastes the lim­
ited resources available for student affirmative action. Because CPECis 
already involved in reviewing existing efforts at coordination, we believe 
that expertise should pe continued. Consequently, we recommend that 
prior to legislative review of the 1980-81 Governor's Budget, CPEC re­
view any future outreach proposals to ensure that the proposals do not 
duplicate existing programs and that existing resources are being ade-
quately utilized. . 

7. DISABLED STUDENTS 

The 1979-80 budget proposes an expenditure of $641,028 (this excludes 
~272,335 for the Northridge Center for Deafness) from the General Fund 
for services to disabled students and employees. This is an ongoing appro­
priation supplemented by minor amounts of nonstate funding.· It is less 
than the $2,036,805 plan submitted by CSUC and approved by CPEe. 

At the beginning of the postsecondary section of this Analysis, we discuss 
the complex problems associated with this matter and recommend that a 
plan be submitted by the administration no later than April 15, 1979 (see 
page 1006). 

8. CAMPUS CHILD CARE 

Child care services have been available within the CSUG since the late 
1960's. With the establishment of a center at the Stanislaus campus in 
September 1977,.child care is now available at all 19 CSUC campuses. 

Funding for these centers comes from a variety of sources including 
Associated Student Body funds, parent fees and grants from the State 
Department of Education. In order to receive state grants, campus pro­
grams must provide a 25 percent match: These are the only child care 
programs required to match state funds. In our discussion of child care 
programs elsewhere in this Analysis, we recommend deletion of match 
requirements. This recommendation is also in accord with the CSUC 
Report of the Child Care Study Committee. 
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Table 30 

Program VI 
Institutional Support Program Expenditures 

Personnel Exeenditures 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 

Program Element 
1. Executive management ............................ 825.9 786.6 770.9 $23,382,395 $23,560,745 $24,286,172 
2. Financial operations .................................... 803.9 802.5 793 16,738,480 16,668,909 17,569,979 
3. General administrative services .............. 1,296.9 1,383.7 1,393.6 24,067,572 25,535,822 26,706,664 
4. Logistical services ........................................ 1,036.8 1,065.7 1,097.8 34,141,820 34,906,969 37,022,431 
5. Physical plant operations .......................... 3,321.5 3,626.8 3,627.1 82,059,982 86,658,062 90,447,002 
6. Faculty and staff services .......................... 6,493,363 8,730,573 9,492,682 
7. Community relations .................................. 94.7 81.7 81.4 3,195,076 3,276,976 3,376,113 -- --
Program ............................................................. 7,379.7 7,747 7,763.8 $190,078,668 $199,338,056 $208,90 1 ,043 

Cenem/ fllIld ................................................ 6,664.8 7,026.4 7,067.6 $157,674,922 $166,175,686 $176,888,492 
Reimbursements-other ............................ 10,999,469 11,752,876 10,469,216 
Parking.Account, Dormitor.l· ReFenue 

FU/Jd ............................................................ 190.8 197.7 197.5 3,527,868 3,515,638 3,776,625 
Dormitorv Revenue Fund ......................... 296.6 318 322.3 8,079,029 8,107,164 8,501,240 
Auxi/iar.v· orgaI1Jzations-other .................. 811,600 848,000 848,000 
Au.li/iaryorganizations-federal .............. 3,246,400 3,392,000 3,392,000 
Continuing Education Rel'enue Fund .... 227.5 204.9 176.4 5,739,400 5,546.692 5,025,470 
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VI. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

The institutional support program provides systemwide services to the 
other programs of instruction, organized research, public service and stu­
dent support. The activities include executive management, financial op­
erations, general administrative services, logistical services, physical plant 
operations, faculty and staff services and community relations. 

Table 30 shows the estimated expenditures for 1979-80. 

1. ACADEMIC SENATE 

The Academic Senate isthe official organization representing the CSUC 
faculty. The Senate meets on the average of five times each year. Selected 
representatives regularly attend meetings of the Board of Trustees and are 
consulted on various matters 'affecting academic policy. 

The 1979-80 Budget provides $442,030 for support of the Academic 
Senate. These funds primarily provide for release time from teaching 
duties for the Senate's principal officers. Release time is essential because 
members of the Senate are expected to participate actively in CSUC 
administrative affairs and attend numerous Academic Senate committee 
meetings each year. 

2. CHANCELLOR'S OFFICE 

The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSUC Board of 
Trustees. He is responsible for theimplementation oEall policies enacted 
by the board. Table 31 lists the major divisions in the Chancellor's Office 
and shows a proposed decrease of two "General Fund positions for 1979--80. 

In preparing this Analysis, we asked the Chancellor's Office for an 
organization chart covering the entire office (General Fund positions) 
and information on the salary range for each professionalemployee.We 
did not receive the response in time to permit inclusion of our analysis in 
this document. We will be reviewing the data, as well as recommendations 
from the Chancellor's Proposition 13 task forces, prior to budget hearings. 



Table 31 
Chancellor's Office Exp~nditures-Governor's Budget 

General Fund 
Chancellor's Office 

Personnel 
Executive Office 
Legal Services 
Academic Affairs 
Faculty and Staff ......................................................................... . 
Business Affairs .................. . 
Physical Planning .. , 
Government Affairs 
Institutional Research ................................................................ .. 
Public Affairs .............................................................................. .. 
Administrative Office ................................................................. . 

Subtotal, Personnel 
Operating Expense and Equipment... .................................... . 

Total, Chancellors Office ...................................................... .. 
Audit Staff 

Personnel ........................................................................................... . 
Operating Expenses and Equipment ........................................ .. 

Total. Audit Staff ........................................................................ .. 
Information Systems 

Personnel .......................................................................................... .. 
Operating Expense and Equipment... ........................................ . 

Total, Information Systems ........ : .............................................. . 
Total General Fund 

Special Funds 
Parking 

Personnel .......................................................................................... .. 
Operating Expense and Equipment... ........................................ . 

Total, Parking .............................................................................. .. 
Continuing Education 

Personnel .......................................................................................... .. 
Operating Expense and Equipment... ........................................ . 

Total, Continuing Education 
Total Special Funds 
Grand Total. .............................................................................................. . 
Funding Sources 

General Fund ...................................................................................... .. 
Reimbursements ................................................................................. . 
Par.king Revenue Fund ..................................................................... . 
Continuing Education RelC'nue Fund. .......................................... . 

Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 

Positions Dollars Positions Dollars 
17.0 $548,157 17.0 $560,974 
18.5 541,614 18.5 554,953 
54.6 1,648,107 54.6 1,687,525 
30.0 875,307 30.0 896,726 
55.4 1,468,539 53.4 1,457,279 
13.0 433,292 13.0 444,028 
9.0 236,275 9.0 242,036 

12.0 351,868 12.0 360,395 
6.0 176,661 6.0 1BO,860 

57.6 990,173 57.6 1,013,772 
273.1 $7,29,993 271.1 $7,398,548 

2,306,410 2,463,145 
273.1 $9,576,403 271.1 $9,861,693 

11.0 332,905 11.0 322,640 
105,195 112,348 

11.0 $438,100 11.0 $434,988 

126.0 2,792,782 126.0 2,862,024 
4,579,369 4,816,886 

126.0 $7,372,151 126.0 $7.678,910 
410.1 817,386,654 408.1 $17,975,591 

0.4 5,256 0.4 5,768 
3,276 3,440 

0.4 $8,532 0.4 $9,208 

10.0 238,196 
211,534 

10.0 8449,730 
10.4 $458,262 0.4 $9,208 

420.5 $17,844,916 408.5 $17,984,799 

360.1 $15.875,155 360.1 $16,446,514 
50.0 1,511,499 48.0 1,529,077 
0.4 8.532 0.4 9,208 

10.0 449.730 

Chanf{e 
Positions --------voJJars 

$12,817 
13,339 
39,418 
21,419 

-2.0 -11,260 
10,736 
5,761 
8.527 
4,199 

23,599 
-2.0 $128,555 

156,735 
-2.0 $285,290 

-10,265 
7,153 

$-3,112 

69,242 
237,517 

$306,759 
-2.0 $588,937 

512 
164 

$676 

-10.0 -238,196 
-211,534 

-10.0 $-449;730 
-10.0 $-449,054 
-12.0 $139,883 
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-2.0 17,578 
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3. COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING 

The 1978 Legislature enacted Chapter 744, Statutes of 1978 (AB 1091), 
which provides comprehensive provisions governing public employer­
employee relations applicable to the University of California (UC), includ­
ing Hastings College of Law, and the California State University and 
Colleges (CSUC). Among other provisions, it: 

1. Requires UC and CSUC to meet and confer in good faith with em­
ployee groups in an effort to execute a written memorandum of under­
standing. 

2. Establishes election procedures which would be administered by the 
Public Employment Relations Board (PERB) for recognizing, certifying 
and decertifying employee organizations, which would become the exclu­
sive representatives of employees in units. 

3. Specifies illegal unfair labor practices on the part of the employer as 
well as the employee organizations. 

4. Gives PERB the responsibility to administer the program, including 
the adjudication of disputes involving the determination of appropriate 
units and scope of representation elections and unfair labor practices. 

5. Prescribes mediation and a three-member panel factfinding proce­
dure to enable parties to resolve impasses. Costs of the mediator and 
chairman of a factfinding panel would be borne by PERB. Costs of the two 
remaining members of the factfinding panel would be shared by the 
parties. 

6. Allows the parties to agree to a "maintenance of membership" ar­
rangement, under which an employee is not required to join an employee 
organization, but those who do are required to maintain membership for 
the duration of the agreement. 

7. Provides for UC and CSUC to deduct specified employee organiza­
tion fees upon the authorization of the employee. 

8. Specifies procedures for submission of memoranda of understanding 
to the Governor and the Legislature for appropriate review and action. If 
such action is not taken, the memoranda shall be referred back to the 
parties; provided, however, that the parties may agree that provisions of 
the memoranda which are nonbudgetary and do not require funding shall 
take effect whether or not the aggregate funding requests submitted to 
the Legislature are approved. 

9. Provides for representatives of the Governor, Legislature and stu­
dents at meet and confer sessions. 

The effective date of the legislation is July 1, 1979. Administration costs 
were recognized during the fiscal committee hearings, but an appropria­
tion was not made in the bilL 

Governor's Budget Proposes $403,266 for CSUC 

We recommend that two EDP systems analyst positions be eliminated 
for a General Fund savings of $60,000. 

The CSUC Trustees requested 71 positions funded at a level of $2,181,-
551 to administer the new bargaining law. The Governor's Budget con­
tains 14 of these positions at $403,266.These funds are proposed to be used 
for: 
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(1) one legal counsel ($30,773); 

Items 359-360 

(2) two employee relations teams, one beginning January 1, 1980, for 
the Chancellor's Office ($111,380); 

(3) one supervising systems analyst and one programmer to generate 
needed data in the Information System Office ($56,015); 

(4) five personnel specialists to assist the campuses ($153,675); 
(5) related expenses and equipment ($51,423). 
We agree that certain administrative costs will result from CSUC's new 

responsibilities. Employee relations teams are needed to assist the Chan­
cellor and campuses in training personnel, advising on grievance proceed­
ings, aiding in factfinding and participating in PERB proceedings. For a 
system as large as CSUC-19 campuses, 30,000 employees and perhaps 
fifteen bargaining units-ten professionals (including the attorney) work­
ing in this area appears to be reasonable. 

We disagree, however, with the need for two EDP systems personnel. 
CSUC maintains that their teams will need timely data in many formats. 
This need is understandable. However, the current central information 
system (the administrative systems development group) consists of 32 
positions and a budget of approximately $1 million. The current system 
already contains a multitude of data on personnel-salary, age, sex, race, 
etc. While these data may not exist in the exact format desired, some 
reprogramming by existing staff could provide it. Consequently, we rec­
ommend deletion of the new EDP positions. It should also be noted that 
one of the two positions is a supervisor which appears to be excessive when 
adding only one programmer. 

4. FACULTY DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM 

The 1978 Budget Act provided $500,OOOfor a new faculty development 
program. This level was subsequently increased to $505,426 to reflect 
health and welfare increases. The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposes a 
17.2 percent increase of $86,855 for a total of $592,281. The increase is not 
due to a change in the program level but rather reflects the full-year 
funding costs associated with replacement positions for the released time 
component. 

The Legislature added this program to the 1978-79 Governor's Budget 
in order to provide funding to assist "women, minorities and other quali­
fied probationary and tenured faculty in the lower academic ranks in 
meeting the qualifications for retention, tenure or promotion." The 
proposed program included three major components: 

(1) Released Time ($348,672). This component provides release time 
of up to six units per term for selected faculty members to (a) undertake 
(or complete) publication of instructional studies (b) do research or (c) 
prepare to teach a greater variety of courses. 

(2) Mini-Grants ($101,328). This component allocates grants of up to 
$3,000 (a) to help support the purchase of equipment and materials need­
ed for research projects or (b) for support asa summer stipend. 

(3) Support for Presentation of Papers at Professional Meetings ($50,-
000). This component provides funds for travel, per diem, registration 
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expenses and clerical expenses for the preparation of papers at profes­
sional meetings. 

It should be noted that, although this program was proposed to the 
Legislature as described above, campuses were notified that the use of 
funds was discretionary and that they need not adhere to the distribution 
of funds among those three categories. 

Incomplete Information 

In attempting to evaluate the impact of the program, we requested 
information from the Chancellor's Office including a breakdown of pro­
gram recipients by faculty rank, number of years on faculty, salary, eth­
nicity and sex, amount of released time granted, and objective to be 
completed during released time. The Chancellor's Office indicated that 
such data were not readily available and· would have to be gathered 
through a campus survey. We believe that such information is relevant 
and have requested the Chancellor's Office to complete such a survey 
prior to the legislative hearings on the Budget Bill. 

5. EMPLOYEE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION REPORT 

The 1978 Budget Act provided $345,120 to establish an employee affirm­
ative action program "aimed at ensuring that women and minorities are 
given equal opportunity for placement and advancement in administra­
tive and managerial positions in the CSUc." Concurrently, the Legislature 
included supplemental language providing that "The Legislative Analyst, 
with the cooperation of the Chancellor's Office, shall submit a report to 
the respective fiscal committees of each house by March 1, 1979, on the 
development and operation of the employee affirmative action program. 
The report shall contain an assessment of the impact and value of the 
program and make a recommendation for program support in 1979-80." 

The most essential criterion for assessing "the impact and value" of the 
program would be the success of the interns in achieving and adequately 
performing in the administrative and managerial positions for which they 
are trained. Because 1978-79 is the first year of the program and most 
interns have only been working for a maximum of four months, such an 
assessment is impossible. Thus, all we can do at this time is review the 
background and development of the program and make observations as 
appropriate. . 

Background 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget proposed $510,510 for a new Employee 
Affirmative Action program. Underlying this proposal was the assumption 
that traditional career ladders leading to top administrative positions in 
higher education have not been equally available to women and minori­
ties. The following table summarizes a 1977 CSUC survey of female, male 
and minority participation in administrative and managerial positions. 
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Table 32 
1977 Participation Rates in CSUC Administration 

Number 
Caucasian Males ................................................................................................... . 352 
Caucasian Females .............................................................................................. .. 19 
Minority Males ................................................................ , ................................... .. 24 
Minority Females ................................................................................................. . 2 

Total .................................................................................................................... 397 

Items 359-360 

Percent 
88.7% 
4.8 
6.1 
0.4 

100.0% 

The proposed General Fund support level of $510,510 for 1978-79 would 
have provided one intern position and 0.5 clerical support positions on 
each campus plus one systemwide coordinator and one clerical position at 
the Chancellor~s Office for a total of 30.5 positions. The intern positions 
were to be filled by candidates selected from among lower level faculty 
or administrative candidates who would be assigned a variety of adminis­
trative responsibilities as well as participate in a structural in-service train­
ingprogram. 

During legislative hearings this proposal was revised to $345,120 by (a) 
removing support for administrative overhead (primarily campus clerical 
and central office positions) and (b) augmenting for training activities. 
However, subsequent to the enactment of the 1978 Budget Act, this appro­
priation was further reduced to $297,441 as a a result of actions taken by 
the Chancellor's Office pursuant to Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2. 

Implementation 

In reviewing the CSUC proposal prior to the 1978-79 legislative hear­
ings, we noted that the crucial element in any such program is the selec­
tion of outstanding interns, people who would both learn from the 
experience and be in demand at the completion of their internship. At the 
time of our initial review, CSUC had not established specific selection 
criteria or a selection process. Consequently, the following criteria were 
approved during legislative review: 

Selection Criteria for Interns 
1. Previous administrative experience is not required. 
2. There is no age requirement or limitation. 
3. The candidate must show evidence of leadership potential such as by 

having: 
a. Served as chair of campus committees; 
b. Initiated projects which needed support from others and which 

required leadership and coordination provided by the candidate; 
c. Participated in off-campus leadership activities. 

4. The candidate must possess whatever academic credentials are need­
ed for the jobs to which he/sheaspires. 

5. The candidate must be willing to experience a wide spectrum of 
assignments during the internships. 

6. The candidate must have a permanent/tenured or probationary ap­
pointment on his/her own campus. 

7. The candidate must be willing to accept an internship on a campus 
other than his/her own. 
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Criteria for Mentors 

Program guidelines adopted by the Chancellor's Office emphasize that 
mentors are the key to a successful internship program. Accordingly, all 
mentors must hold positions in the Offices of Presidents, Vice Presidents 
or Deans. The guidelines also specify, in some detail, the responsibility of 
the mentors in involving the intern in all aspects of the decisional proc­
esses of the office. 

Selection Process 

The selection process began in April 1978 with notification to campuses 
that internships would be available for 1978-79. 

1. All but one campus then established an Administrative Intern Re­
view Committee (AIRC) involving representatives of the faculty and 
nonacademic staff, an administrator and the campus Affirmative Action 
Office. The campus AIRCs reviewed all applications and forwarded seven 
applications to the campus President (one campus had only three appli­
cants and did not convene a committee but forwarded all three applicants 
to the President). 

2. Each campus President reviewed the seven packets, selected and 
ranked three of those and forwarded them to the Chancellor's Office. 

3. The Chancellor then appointed an Administrative Intern Selection 
Committee (AISC) comprised of a representative from the Statewide 
Academic Senate, the Staff Council Advisory Group, the Council of Presi­
dents, the Acting Affirmative Action Officer and a Faculty and Staff Af­
fairs Specialist. The AISC reviewed 54 candidates and forwarded 24 names 
to the Chancellor. Nineteen offers of appointment were made by the 
Chancellor. One was rejected for personal reasons (could not relocate), 
one was deferred until the Spring term for one-half of the academic year. 
Subsequently, one additional intern was appointed for the Spring term 
only. 

4. After final selection,. the responsibility for matching interns with 
mentors was assigned to the Associate Dean in the Office of Faculty and 
Staff Affairs. The major criterion was the match between the mentor's 
description of what work, training and project leadership opportunities 
existed inhis/her office and the statement of the intern's objectives and 
career goals, the background and level of experience of each and such 
pragmatic factors as location. 

Program Profile 

Based upon information from the Chancellor's Office, we have devel­
oped the following program profile of participating interns: 

A. Interns . 
1. Applicants-54. 
2. Offers of appointments made-19. 
3. Number accepted-17. . 

One refused because personal plans changed and the second (a 
Caucasian male) will begin a one semester internship in Janu-
ary 1979. . 
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4. Sex: Of the 17 who accepted, 15 are women and two are men. 
5. Ethnicity: 

(a) Of the 15 women, six are minorities and nine are Caucasian. 
. (b) Both males are ethnic minority members. 

6. Previous position: 12 interns are faculty (11 of whom are tenured), 
three are academic-related .(Student Affairs) and two are support 
staff. 

B. Campuses 
1. The initial 17 interns are from 13 campuses. 
2. There are 13 campuses hosting interns. 

(a) Six campuses have no intern (Bakersfield, Fresno, Humboldt, 
San Diego, San Luis Obispo, and Humboldt). 

(b) Four of the 13 campuses are hosting two interns (Dominguez 
Hills, Long Beach, Northridge and San Francisco). 

(c) Three of 13 campuses are hosting interns from their own 
campuses (Chico, Dominguez Hills and Long Beach). 

While no conclusive evaluation can or should be made on the basis of 
four months of operation, certain observations are appropriate. 

1. Lead Time. The uncertainty of funding was a significant problem 
during the first year. Initial applications were distributed in April 1978. 
However, due to concerns over the final appropriation level, selections 
were not made and announced until late July. This late notice limited the 
pool of initial applicants and available alternates. The Chancellor's Office 
indicates that the timing will be significantly advanced for 1979-80 with 
applications distributed in January and offers of appointment made in 
May. 

2. Availability of Administrative VacanCies. Because of pressure ap­
plied both by the declining enrollment and the Proposition 13 reductions, 
we anticipate both an absolute drop in administrative positions and a 
decrease in the turnover rate of the present incumbents. Consequently, 
a pool of 19 interns per year may be excessive relative to the limited 
likelihood of employment in high level administrative and managerial 
positions. 

3. Availability of Data. In compiling this information CSUC did not 
have information readily available on the turnover rate of mid and high 
level administrators nor on the ethnicity and sex of the replacements. We 
believe such information is necessary in providing a benchmark against 
which to measure the success of their overall affirmative action effort and 
to assessing the size of "an intern pool." We have requested that CSUC 
maintain such information in the future. 

4. Intern Mobility. The Chancellor's Office indicates that intern mo­
bility and relocation was a major problem. The initial proposal as approved 
by the Legislature provided for 19 interns at 19 campuses. The proposal 
also stated that interns were not to be placed on their own campus. 
However, because the program does not provide relocation funds, it is 
difficult to place interns at (or select interns from) outlying campuses 
(Humboldt, Bakersfield, Fresno, etc.). Consequently, three of the cam­
puses are hosting interns from their own campuses. Depending upon the 
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success of this year's experience, that alternative may be expanded for 
1979~0. The Chancellor's Office has also indicated that it will not neces­
sarily seek a one to one ratio between campuses and interns for 1979~0. 

5. Intern Replacement. At the time of our evaluation, the Chancellor's 
Office had no definitive data on the status of the positions vacated by the 
interns. Because we believe information by ethnicity and sex· of the re­
placements is relevant to an affirmative action program, we have request­
ed a campus~by-campus survey for such information. 

6. Program Evaluation .. The Chancellor's Office indicates that a form~ 
ative evaluation will be compiled at the conclusion on the 1978-79 experi­
el1ce. The criteria are still being formulated. 

1979-80 Funding 

The Governor's Budget provides $415,569 to support the Employee 
Affirmative Action program in 1979~0. This is an increase of $118,128 or 
39.7 percent over the actual current year level of $297,4~1. (The final 
1978-79 appropriation of $345,120 was reduced by the Chancellor's Office 
to meet the requirements of Section 27.2.) In effect, the Governor's 
Budget returns the program to the legislatively authorized level. Of the 
increase, $43,191 is intended to restore the program reserve cuts made as 
a result of Section 27.2 and $70,466 is to provide the full year cqsts of the 
budgeted positions (when new positions are. budgeted, they begin Sep­
tember 1, in the initial year thus providing only 10 months of support). 

We believe that contingent upon the overall condition of the state 
General Fund, the program should be permitted to continue at the au­
thorized level for 1979~0. During that time we will continue to review the 
operation of the program and attempt to make a determination on the size 
of the intern pool relative to the availability of new positions. 

6. CSUC UTILITY CONSUMPTION 

We recommend that the 1979-80 CSUC systemwide utilities budget be 
based upon the actual 1977-78 rate of consumption, resulting in a General 
Fund savings of $3,562,175. 

Expenditures for utilities are a major expense in the CSUC budget, 
which requests $23.2 million for gas, oil and electricity in 1979~0. While 
most other items are budgeted by formula, utility costs are budgeted 
separately based upon a variety of factors including campus projections for 
the rate of consumption, cost increases, new buildings completed, etc. The 
most controllable of these variables is the rate of consumption, an impor-
tant factor both fiscally and environmentally. . 

Table 33 summarizes the systemwide gas, oil and electricity consump-
tion both in total and in units per square foot. . . 

The table shows a significant increase in the projected 1979~0 con­
sumption of electricity, oil and gas as compared to 1977-78, the last year 
for which actual data were available. For example, the total consumption 
of electricity is budgeted to increase by 10.5 percent and gall (including 
oil) by 31.8 percel1t. 

More importantly, the consumption pel" square foot; which has been 
adjusted for the addition of new facility space, is increasing at a rate almost 
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Table 33 
CSUC Systemwide Utility Usage a 

Actual Actual Estimated 
1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 

Electricity Usage 
Total Kilowatt consumption (000) ............ 426,604 415,484 457,197 
Kilowatts per square foot ............................ 17.758 17.140 18.825 

Gas and Oil Usage 
Total Therm consumption (000) .............. 22,572 22,641 30,403 
Therms per square foot .......... : ................... .940 .934 1.25 

a Excludes .Chancellor's Office 

Items 359-360 

Percent 
Increase 

Proposed from 
1979-80 1977-78 

459,160 10.5% 
18.872 10.1 

29,852 31.8% 
1.23 31.3 

equal to the total consumption. We are not aware of any justification for 
an increase in the rate of consumption per square foot. With the increasing 
emphasis placed on conservation, the consumption per square foot should 
decline rather than increase. The trend in CSUC appears to be just the 
opposite. 

We recommend a reduction in the utilities budget of $3,562,175 ($1,474,-
239 for electricity and $2,087,936 for gas and oil). We believe this reduction 
is moderate in that it assumes that the consumption per square foot should 
remain at the 1977-78 level and not decrease further as a result of conser­
vation practices, The recommendation also does not affect rate increases 
imposed by utility companies (over which CSUC has no control). 

In our judgment this area needs special attention by the Chancellor's 
Office. In mid-December we requested actual data back to 1972-73 to 
provide a trend analysis of energy consumption. The information was still 
not available when our analysis was completed, In addition, there were 
numerous inconsistencies in data between campuses, and a lack of con­
sumption data for the Chancellor's Office itself. The Chancellor's Office 
should review this matter. 

1. OFFICE COPIER SAVINGS 

We recommend that Item 359 be reduced by $320,393 to reflect savings 
resulting from the office copier acquisition program. 

Prior to 1976-77, the state was leasing almost all ofits 2,500 office copiers, 
despite the fact that in practically every instance it was to the state's 
economic advantage to purchase rather than lease them. To initiate the 
purchase of office copiers and eliminate continued leasing costs, the Legis­
lature augmented the 1976-77 Budget Bill to establish a.$3 million General 
Fund loan to General Services. Although this augmentation was reduced 
to $1 million by the Governor, it served to revise state policy on copier 
acquisition~copiers should be purchased rather than leased. 

Since 1976-77 CSUC has been implementing this policy. As of January 
1979, 455 (84 percent) of their 543 copiers have been purchased. The 
majority of the remainder are scheduled for purchase in the current year 
with the program due for completion in 1979-80. 

The copier acquisition program was initiated as an economy measure 
recognizing that: (a) over the average useful life of a copier, the cumula-
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tive cost of leasing is more than twice the purchase price and (b) the 
monthly costs for time purchase payments (under vendor purchase plans) 
are typically lower than the monthly lease cost. 

CSUC conservatively estimates that in 1979-80 it will realize actual 
savings of $320,393 as a result of copiers already purchased. This estimate 
includes an offset for the purchase of additional copiers in 1979-80. 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget has not been adjusted to reflect this 
savings factor, and we recommend that the $320,393 be returned to the 
General Fund. If CSUC has specific needs for the funds, the needs should 
be identified and justified. 

8. EMPLOYEE BENEFITS 

Unemployment Compensation 

Under provisions of the California Unemployment Insurance Code, 
CSUC must make unemployment compensation payments to eligible 
former employees. Table 34 compares the amount budgeted with the 
actual program cost. 

Table 34 
Unemployment Compensation 

Fiscal Year 
1973-74 ............................................................... . 
1974-75 ............................................................... . 
1975-76 ............................................................... . 
1976-77 ............................................................... . 
1977-78 ............................................................ , .. . 
1978-79 ............................................................... . 
'1979-80 ............ ~ .................................................. . 

Budgeted 
$750,000 
750,000 
825,000 

1,300,000 
2,800,000 
3,200,000 

Actual Cost 
$619,000 
1,200,000 
1,802,000 
2,439,000 
2,125,000 

3,600,000 (proposed) 

Deficit (-) 
or 

Surplus (+) 

$+131,000 
-450,000 
-977,000 

-1,139,000 
+675,000 

Table 34 indicates that the actual systemwide cost for unemployment 
compensation increased consistently each year from 1973-74 through 
1976--77. During the last three of these years there was also a steadily 
increasing deficit. 

This trend was broken in 1977-78 when systemwide expenditures actu­
ally declined from the previous year, leaving a surplus of $675,000 from the 
budgeted support level. The reduction in unemployment costs resulted 
from a declirie in both the number of claims paid and the average cost per 
claim. According to the Chancellor's Office, this is attributable in part to 
two factors: (a) starting in 1977-78 the federal government absorbed the 
cost of benefits paid to former CET A participants employed by CSUC, and 
(b) in Spring 1978, because of reduced unemployment throughout Cali­
fornia, the number of weeks of benefit eligibility was reduced· from 52 
weeks to 26 weeks. 

The Governor's Budget proposes $3.6 million to cover the cost of unem­
ployment compensation, an increase of $400,000 (12.5 percent) over the 
amount budgeted for the current year and $1,475,000 (69 percent) over 
the actual 1977-78 experience. The cost estimates in the Governor's 
Budget were made prior to the availability of the final 1977-78 experience. 
Under normal circumstances, we would recommend a reduction in the 
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1979-80 proposed expenditure. However, due to the projected enrollment 
decline, and the unidentified Proposition 13 reductions, normal estimating 
assumptions may not be appropriate. We will review the projections again 
aftet: the spring enrollment experience and the identification of the 
proposed systemwide Proposition 13 cost reductions. 

9. SPECIAL REPAIRS 

We recommend that the Chancellor's Office develop a systematic pre­
ventive maintenance proposal for submission to the Department of Fi­
lJance and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by September 15, 1979. 

The Governor's Budget proposes $500,000 for special repairs in 1979-80. 
This is an increase of $250,000 (100 percent) over the current year funding 
level but $2,125,000 under the amount requested by CSUC. We recom­
mend approval of the request. 

The $2.6 million Trustee's request is a summary of numerous campus 
proposals for maintenance and repair projects. However, the Chancellor's 
Office indicates that because of the "reduced amount" proposed in the 
Governor's Budget, the $500,000 will not be allocated to campuses for 
these projects but rather applied only in emergency situations. 
WeaG~nowledge the necessity to protect the substantial public invest­

ment'represented by the existing CSUC facilities. However, we believe 
this should be accomplished within the context of a systemwide policy of 
preventive maintElnance. CSUC has no such policy. Accordingly, campus 
physical, plant managers are forced to repair facilities as emergencies 
occur rather than anticipate them through a systematic preventive main­
tenance program. We recognize that if such a program were established, 
additional General Fund support may be required. However, this cost 
could be anticipated and evaluated if a consistent and systematic preven­
tive maintenance program. were implemented. Therefore, we recom­
mend that the. Chancellor's Office develop a preventive maintenance 
proposal and submit it to the Department of Finance and the Joint Legisla­
tive Budget Committee by September 15, 1979. 

10. PUQLlC SAFETY 

Werecommend that four public safety positions be eliminated (one 
Supervising Public Safety officer and three dispatchers) for a General 
Fund savings of $62,627. 

The 1978 Budget Act provided $731,498 for an additional 43.0 campus 
public safety positions (19.0 prevention/investigation officers, 18.0 dis­
patchers and 6.0 peace officers.) This action provided partial implementa­
tion ora five phase public safety proposal recommended by CSUc. The 
1979-80 Governor's Budget continues the phase-in of the CSUC proposal 
by providing $637,686 for· an additional 35.0 positions, divided between 
dispatchers (18.0 positions) and prevention/investigation officers (17.0 
positions). With the addition of these positions, the Chancellor's Office 
estimates the total public safety staffing at 357positions and a total budget 
of approximately $12 million. 

In reviewing the proposal, we discovered that the Governor's Budget 
apparently does not take into account an offset of positions that are .avail-
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able for reallocation from the California Law Enforcement Telecommuni­
cation System (CLETS) center at Pomona. CLETS is a highspeed message 
switching system for the sharing of law enforcement information between 
the California Department of Justice and local law enforcement agencies. 

For the past two years Pomona has served as the regional center for the 
CSUC CLETS system and as such has had a special allocation of six posi­
tions (five dispatcher positions and one supervising Public Safety Officer 
position). Over that same period, CSUC has gradually been installing 
CLETS terminals on individual campuses, and it estimates that the phase­
in will be completed during the current year. Consequently, the special 
allowance for Pomona is no longer necessary and the surplus positions can 
be reallocated within the system. This will result in a reduction of four 
positions for a General Fund savings of $62,627. (Two dispatch positions 
will remain for the Pomona dispatch function.) 

11. SALARY SAVINGS 

In theory, each agency could receive full support for every budgeted 
position. In practice, this is not necessary or appropriate. Because 100 
percent of all positions are not filled 100 percent of the time, an adjust­
ment factor for "salary savings" is subtracted out of the budgets by the 
Department of Finance before the final recommended appropriation is 
determined. Salary savings occurs due to vacancies in positions, delays in 
filling authorized positions and employee turnover (where an employee 
leaves and is replaced by another employee at a lower salary). 

Since 1971-72, the amount of salary savings subtracted from the CSUC 
budget has been based on 2 percent of gross salaries and wages for faculty 
positions and 4 percent for non faculty positions. In the current year, the 
Chancellor's Office chose to meet the Section 27.2 mandated reduction by 
increasing the system's salary savings by an additional one percent for 

"each category. We understand that this was a one time adjustment for 
1~78-79 only and that implementation of the Section 27.2 reductions in the 
budget year will not be done in this manner. 

Lack of Data 

We recommend that the proposedaugmentation for a revision in the 
salary savings requirement be eliminated for c'l General Fund savings of 
$6,046,079. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an augmentation of $6,046,079 to 
reduce the required salary savings amount for 1979-80 from $19.6 million 
to $13.6 million. In effect, this reduces the salary savings requirement for 
faculty and nonfaculty positions to 1.1 percent and 3.1 percent respective­
ly. We have reviewed the proposal, and do not believe that existing data 
supports a revision in the salary savings requirement. 

CSUC maintains that the adjustment is necessary due' to a change in 
enrollment patterns. According to the Chancelior's Office, the existing 
rates were established during a period of escalating enrollment, which 
annually generated many new positions. The consequent recruiting delays 
made salary savings achievable. As the enrollment trend flattened out, so 
did the faculty and staff turnover rate, thereby making the salary savings 
"target" more difficult to attain. 
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To provide some perspective, we have summarized the enrollment 
~xperience since 1971-72 in Table 35; Fiscal Year 1971-72 was selected as 
the base year because that was the . last year for which the salary savings 
requirement was revised from 2.5 to 2.0 percent for faculty positions 

As Table 35 ineJicates, CSUC is correct in asserting that the enrollment 
trend (both actual and budgeted) has flattened out. Table 35 also shows 
that this is not a recent phenomenon but has been the case for the past 
six years during· which time CSUC has had the same 2 percent and 4 
percent salary savings requirement. In each of these years, CSUC has 
exceeded the salary savings requirement. For example, in 1976-77 the 
campuses were budgeted to make salary savings of $13.9 million and actu­
ally achieved $16.0 million an excess of 14:9 percent. In 1977-78, the cam­
puses were budgeted at $15.1 million and actually achieved $17.3 million, 
an eXCess of 14.1 percent. 

CSUC maintains that these comparisons do not accurately portray the 
salary savings experience because campuses intentionally hold positions 
open to ensure that they achieve their salary savings target. Accordingly, 
we requested the Chancellor's Office to provide us with the detailed 
information on actual turnover, vacancies and positions withheld to justify 
a reduction in the salary savings requirement. The Chancellor;s Office 
indicated that such data were not available because existing recordkeep­
ing requirements do not include the sources from which salary savings are 
generated. Without such information any analysis is hypothetical. Conse­
quently, we can not support the proposed salary savings revision and 
recommend that the $6,046,079 augmentation be deleted. 

Alternative Proposal 

CSUC had requested a full one percent reduction in the salary savings 
rates for faculty andnonfac1.llty for a total cost of $10.3 million. The Depart­
ment of Finance agreed to $6 million or 0.9 percent. Because neither 
CSUC nor the Department of Finance has supporting data to justify the 
revision in the salary savings requirement, the only other basis for the $6 
million augmentation would be as an offset to the proposed 1979-80 Propo­
sition 13 reductions. However, the detailed impact of these reductions has 
not been identified for either the current year or the budget year and 
therefore the actual effect on the program cannot be evaluated. 

VII • .INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 

The independent operations program contains a variety of auxiliary 
organizations and special projects performed by college employees for 
private and public agencies which are not an integral part of the primary 
instructional function. Included are dining halls, book stores, college un­
ions and campus foundations. No direct General Fund support is prOvided. 

Table 36 shows the estimated expenditures for 1979-80. 



Table 35 
CSUC Enrollment Trends 

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 

Actual Enrollment (FTE) ........ 211,365 220,579 224,460 227,328 236,067 
Percent Change ...................... +4.4% +1.8% +1.3% +3.8% 

Budgeted Enrollment (FTE) 221,020 228,170 233,290 231,295 230,005 
Percent Change ...................... +3.2% +2.2% -0.9% -0.5% 

197~77 1977-78 

231,064 234,089 
-2.1% +1.3% 
239,410 236,370 
+4.1% -1.3% 

Est 
1978-79 

229,958 
-1.8% 
237,080 
+0.3% 
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Program Elements 
1. Institutional operations .......................................... 
2. Outside agencies .................................................... 
Continuing Program .................................................. 

General Fund ........................................................... 
Reimbursements-other ............................................ 
Reibursements-federal ............................................ 
Parking Account, Dormitorv Revenue Fund ...... 
Foundations-federal ........... ~ ...................................... 
Foundations-other .................................................... 
AUxiliary organizations-other ................................ 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .................. 

Table 36 

Program VII 

Independent Operations Expenditures 

Personnel EXl!.enditure 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1977-78 1978-79 

719.9 722 792.4 $18,650,346 $17,107,508 
958.6 736.9 860.9 57,383,999 51,505,415 

1,678.5 1,458.9 1,653.3 $76,034,345 $68,612,923 
$-565,819 

1,668.9 1,454.1 1,649.6 34,689,799 $25,868,880 
957,581 

7.4 4.8 3.7 170,398 258,043 
26,182,000 27,360,000 
12,053,(}()() 12,596,(}()() 
2,387,000 2,530,000 
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$19,078,923 
54,881,254 

$73,960,177 
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CALIFORNIA MARITIME ACADEMY 

Item 361 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 1022 

Requested 1979-80 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1978-79 ................................... _ ........................................ . 
Actual 1977-78 ................................................................................ .. 

Requested increase $104,477 (4.7 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$2,341,156 
2,236,679 
2,187,100 

None 

The California Maritime Academy (CMA), located at Vallejo, was estab­
lished in 1929 and is one of six institutions in the United States providing 
a program for students who seek to become licensed officers in the U.S. 
Merchant Marine. The four-year academic program includes three 10-
week sea-training periods, a two-week internship and a final seminar to 
prepare for license board examinations. Students major in either Marine 
Engineering Technology or Nautical Industrial Technology. 

Sea-training periods are conducted each year aboard a merchant-type 
ship loaned to California by the Federal Maritime Administration 
(MARAD). Upon successful completion of the entire program, students 
must pass a U.S. Coast Guard examination for either a third mate or third 
assistant engineer license before they receive a bachelor of science de­
gree. 

CMA is governed by an independent seven-member board of governors 
appointed by the Governor for four-year terms. Two members are educa­
tors, three represent the public and two represent the maritime industry. 
The board sets admission standards and appoints a superintendent, who 
is the chief administrative officer of the academy. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approvaL 

Item 361 

Table 1 presents a summary of expenditure and funding sources for the 
Academy. 

Table 1 

Maritime Academy Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Programs 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Amount Percent 
1. Instruction ................................. . $898,241 $944,312 $1,055,327 $1l1,015 11.7% 
2. Academic support ................... . 514,716 533,729 553,875 20,146 3.8 
3. Student services ....................... . 1,169,274 1,209,294 1,303,671 94,377 7.8 
4. Institutional support ............... . 1,254,833 1,382,763 1,252,944 -129,819 -9.4 

TOTALS ................................. . $3,837,064 $4,070,098 $4,165,817 $95,719 2.3% 
General Fund ............................... . $2,187,1()() $2,236,679 $2,341,156 $104,477 4. 7% 
Reimbursements ........................... . 977,275 1,326,267 1,306,982 -19,285 -1.4 
Federal funds ............................... . 672,689 507,152 517,679 10,527 2.1 

As shown in Table 1, an 11.7 percent increase is budgeted for the In­
struction element due to an expansion of the adult education program. 
Fees charged to adult students will offset all costs of this expansion. The 
7.8 percent increase in student services is the result of increased food costs 
for the residential program. The General Fund support is $104,477, or 4.7 
percent more than is estimated to be expended during the current year. 
The increase is warranted in light of the higher costs being incurred by 
the Academy. 

Student Fees 

The Academy enrolls an average of 456 full-time students, 10 percent of 
whom are out-of-state or from the Trust territories .. Table 2 presents a 
summary of annual fees charged to these students. 

Table 2 

California Maritime Academy 
Annual Student Fees 

Tuition 
In-state ................................................................... . 
Out-of-state ........................................................... . 

Fees 
Room ..................................................................... . 
Board ..................................................................... . 
Medical ................................................................. . 
Activity ......... ~.~, .................................................... . 
Athletic ..•............................................................... 
Linen, insurance, cruise ................................... . 

Actual 
1977-78 

$405 
(903) 

450 
1,200 

75 
40 

75 

$2,245 

Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 

$405 $525 
(930) (1,110) 

675 705 
1,245 1,395 

90 96 
40 40 
30 30 
75 75 -- --

$2,560 $2,866 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$120 29.6% 
(180) (19.3) 

30 
150 

6 

4.4 
12.0 
6.7 

$306 11.9% 

As Table 2 shows, there will be a substantial increase ($306) in total fees 
charged to in-state students beginning in 1979--80. This includes a 29.6 
percent increase in tuition, and a 12 percent increase in room charges. To 
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assist cadets in meetinghigher tuition costs, the federal Maritime Adminis­
tration increased its cadet subsidy in the current year from $600 per year 

. to $1,200 per year. This subsidy increase of $600 per year offsets a $621 
increase in tuition and fees from 1977-78 to 1979-80. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Items 362, 364-366 from the 
General Fund and Item 363 
from the Community Colleges 
Credentials Fund Budget p. 1027 

Requested 1979--80 .......................................................................... $592,363,760 
Estimated 1978-79............................................................................ 557,182,280 
Actual 1977-78 .................................................................................. 489,373,846 

Requested increase $35,181,480 (6.3 percent) 
Total recommended reduction .................................................... $1,248,074 

1979-80 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 

362 
364 
365 
366 

Description 

Board of Governors Support 
Local District Apportionments 
Extended Opportunity Program 
Special Appropriation (Chapter 
Statutes of 1977) 

General 
General 
General 

714, General 

Fund Amount 
$2,800,874 

567,380,794 
20,472.092 

1,710,000 

Total, General Fund 
363 Community Colleges Credentials Community Colleges 

Credentials 

$592,363,760 
$411,181 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Allalysis 

page 

1. Transfer students. Recommend Chancellor's Office pre­
pare study on the number and progress of CCC transfer 
students. 

2. Innovative Program. Reduce Item 366 by $955,000. Rec­
ommend deletion of funds for unutilized loan program. 

3. Administration of Innovative Program. Reduce Item 362 
by $93,074. Recommend reduction of professional staff 
from three positions to one position, 

4. EOPS formula. Recommend revision of EOPS distribution 
formula so that funds are distributed on the basis of students 
served. 

5. School facilities staff Reduce Item 362 by $200,000. Rec­
ommend reduction of staff.in school facilities unit by four 
professional positions. 

6 .. Support Appropriation. Recommend annual budget bill 
support for community colleges rather than statutory appor­
tionment. 

1168 

1170 

1171 

1172 

1173 

1179 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges, com­
posed of i5 members appointed by the Governor for four-year terms, was 
created by Chapter 1549, Statutes of 1967. 

The board serves primarily as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advis­
ing and regulating agency. It directly administers a credentialing pro­
gram, the state-funded Extended Opportunity Programs and Services 
(EOPS), certain aspects of federally funded occupational programs, and 
state apportionments to the 70 local community college districts. The 
Chancellor's office is the administrative staff of the board. Small regional 
offices working under the occupational education unit are located in Los 
Angeles, Oakland, and Sacramento. 

Instruction iIi public community colleges is limited to lower division 
levels (freshman and sophomore) of undergraduate study in the liberal 
arts and sciences and in occupational or technical subjects. The granting 
of the associate in arts or the associate in science degree is authorized. 
Community services courses are also offered at no state cost. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Overview 

Table 1 presents total expenditures, funding sources, and proposed 
changes for all programs administered by the Board" 

Table 1 
Board of Governor's Support 

and Funding Sources 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Amount Percent 

1. Administration .............. $762,887 $924,510 $1,028,233 $103,723 11.2% 
2. Categorical Programs .. 17,733,578 22,678,393 25,454,660 2,776:267 12.2 
3. Apportionments ............ 472,907,097 535:264,900 567,380,794 a 32,115,894 6.0 

Total ................................ $491,403,562 $558,867,803 $593,863,687 $34,995,884 6.3% 
Reimbursements ............ -1,499,777 -1,062,696 -982,410 -80:286 -7.8 
Net Total ........................ $489,903,785 $557,805,107 $592,881:277 $35,076,170 6.3% 
General Fund ................ $489,373,846 $557,182,280 $592,363, 7(J(} $35,181,480 6.3% 
Credentials Fund .......... 389,242 522,827 411,181 -111,646 -21.4 
Instrucbonal Improve-
ment .................................. -6,336 6,336 +6,336 10 
Transfer for Instruc-
tional Improvement ...... (50,000) (2,000,000) (1,800,000) -200,000 -10.0% 
Real Estate Endow-
ment .................................. 147,033 100,000 100,000 
Personnel ........................ 140.8 131.3 122 -9.2 -7% 

• Does not inClude $260 million in proposed 1979-80 local fiscal relief or state property tax subventions. 

The Governor~s Budget proposes a General Fund increase of $35.2 mil­
lion, or 6.3 percent, over estimated expenditures in the current year. This 
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is primarily due to a $32.1 million increase (6.0 percent) in apportion­
ments and a $2.8 million increase (12.2 percent) for categorical programs. 

The administration budget shows a $103,723 or 11.2 percent increase in 
the budget year due to a variety of minor increases, including one special­
ist position to coordinate bilingual programs, one data processing techni­
cian in the analytical studies unit, and $18,000 for $50 stipends to members 
of the board in accordance with Chapter 94, Statutes of 1978. 

Table 1 does not include several other important sources of revenue for 
the community colleges. Table 2 shows total support for the system from 
all sources. 

Table 2 
Summary of Total Support for 

Community Colleges 
(millions) 

% of 
Actual Estimated Proposed 1979-80 

Source 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Total 

Federal ..................................................................................... . 
State 

Administration and Special Programs ........................ .. 
Apportionments ................................................................. . 
SB 154 .................................................................................. .. 
Tax Relief Subventions ..................................................... . 

Subtotal (state) ..................................................................... . 
Local 

Property Tax (not including tax relief subvention) .. 
Reserves ............................................................................... . 

$90.0 

18.5 
472.9 

78.1 

$569.5 

667.2 

Subtotal (local)........................................................................ $667.2 

Total .......................................................................................... $1,326.7 

$95.0 

23.6 
535.3 
260.0 
42.4 

$861.3 

284.9 
20.6 

$315.5 

$1,271.8 

$95.0 

26.4 
567.4 
260.0' 
46.6 

$900.4 

313.4 

7.2% 

68.8 

$313.4 . 24.0 

$1,308.8 100% 

a Proposed in Local Government Fiscal Relief Section of 1979-80 Governor's Budget. 

Total support in 1979-80 will be approximately $1.3 billion, a 3-percent 
increase over total support in the current year. Of this total, the state will 
provide 69 percent (if property tax subventions are included). Local reve­
nue sources will provide only 24 percent of the total, primarily due to the 
property tax limitations imposed by Proposition 13. Prior to' Proposition 
13's passage, local support provided more than 50 percent of the total 
budget. . 

It is important to note that the 1979-80 state support level for commu­
nity colleges of approximately $900 million exceeds the state's support to 
either UC ($797.1 million) or CSUC ($714.3 million). 

Enrollment 

Community colleges traditionally enroll large numbers of part-time 
students. In Fall 1976, slightly over 1 million people were enrolled, of 
which only 327,289 were full-time students. Because ofthis mix of full-time 
and part-time students and the traditional funding system of community 
colleges, average daily attendance (ADA) is utilized as a basis for provid­
ing state support (rather than full-time equivalent students which are 
used in UC and CSUC). ADA for the past, current and budget year is: 
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1977-78-718,303 
1978-79--678,200 and 
1979-80--678,200. 

Items 362-366 

The decline in the current year was caused by colleges crmtrolling their 
enrollments in response to revenue decreases. Reductions occurred pri­
marily in summer session programs. 

Disabled Students 

The 1979-80 CCC budget proposes an expenditure of $9.2 million from 
the General Fund for services to disabled students and employees. this is 
an increase of $500,000 over 1978-79 but is less than the $15 million pro­
posal submitted by the Board of Governors. 

At the beginning of the postsecondary section of the Analysis, we discuss 
the complex problems associated with serving the disabled, and recom­
mend that a plan for addressing these problems be submitted by the 
administration by April 15, 1979 (see page 1006). 

CCC Transfer Students 

We recommend that the Chancellors Office of the California Commu­
nity Colleges (CCC), in cooperation with the University of California 
(UC) and the California State University and Colleges (CSUC), be direct­
ed to identify (1) the number of eligible transfer students in the CCC 
system, (2) the number who actually transfer, and (3) their subsequent 
progress in the UC and CSUC systems in comparison to regular students. 

A review of the 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education shows that 
community colleges (then junior colleges) were conceived primarily as 
lower division institutions to be used as an open door access point to upper 
division work at four-year institutions. Little reference was made to their 
function in community service, noncredit courses, skill training or termi­
nal training programs. 

Our review of community college enrollment shows that as few as one 
third of the students actually are transfer eligible and that only a limited 
number of these students actually transfer to four-year institutions. In 
addition, data from a recent CPEC report on access reflects that perhaps 
only 40,000 students transferred in Fall 1977 into UC or CSUC from Cali­
fornia community colleges. 

We believe that formal analysis of the actual transfer rate is needed 
particularly in light of the facts that (1) 77 percent of high school gradu­
ates who enroll in public institutions as freshmen are in the community 
colleges, (2) the state General Fund will now be providing 70 percent of 
the revenues to community colleges, thereby making it even more impor­
tant that the Legislature have information on the output of the system that 
can be used in determining proper funding levels, and (3) the potential 
for better access of minority students to UC and CSUC depends extensive-
lyon outreach to· the community colleges. . 

A formal study by the Chancellor's Office should (1) determine rates of 
transfer, by district, (2) analyze the appropriateness of these rates and (3) 
identify actions necessary to improve transfer rates if they appear to be 
below potential. In addition, a review of performance would be appropri­
ate. 



Items 362-366 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1169 

Performance 

One of the basic premises of the higher education system in California 
is that community college students can transfer freely to upper division 
programs at UC or CSUC if they meet the admission requirements. Pre­
sumably the lower division training provided at the 106 local community 
colleges is of comparable quality to instruction in lower division courses 
at UC or CSUc. While the number of students who actually transfer to UC 
or CSUC colleges deserves to be studied as mentioned above, the actual 
upper division performance of these students also deserves more formal 
review. 

We asked UC for information on the performance of transfer students, 
and they responded as follows: . 

"Some departments on some campuses have done comparative studies, 
but the University has no systemwide or total campus data comparing 
transfer students with on-going students. It is our impression, however, 
(not based on any data) that Community College transfer students tend 
to do less well than continuing students during the first one or two quar­
ters after they transfer to the university. Once they become adjusted to 
the new educational environment, we suspect they do about as well as 
other students." 

CSUC's informal response was much the same as UC's. 
We believe that the study suggested above should also include a formal 

analysis of student performance after transferring from community col­
leges to one of the other two segments. This study is necessary to deter­
mine if one of the basic assumptions of the system-that the community 
colleges provide adequate training to students to allow them to complete 
an educational program successfully at a four-year institution-is accurate. 
Community college transfer students would be compared with students 
who had spent their first two years in UC or CSUC. 

I. CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 

1. INSTRUCTIONAL IMPROVEMENT 

Chapter 714, Statutes of 1977 (AB 1173), established the Community 
College Fund for Instructional Improvement to promote alternative edu­
cation and innovative teaching in the .community colleges. The program 
consists of a direct grant and a loan element, both of which became 
operational in the current year (1979--80). 

According to regulations adopted by the Board of Governors, a special 
advisory council has been appointed to review, rank, and approve applica­
tions for both the grant and loan elements. For the 1979--80 fiscal year, the 
council approved 105 grants out of 350 applications. Most grant awards 
were for less than 75 percent of the total budget requested, and all includ­
ed an "in~kind" contribution by the district of at least 10 percent of the 
budget. 

Program evaluation consists of a mid-year assessment based on an on­
site review by staff members, and a year-end report. Results of these 
reports will be summarized and disseminated in October of each year. 

40-78673 
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Support for the program is provided by an initial ~ppropriation of $244,-
000 from the General Fund, plus an annual transfer from community 
college apportionments of (1) $800,000 for direct grants, and (2) up to 
$1,000,000 for loans, provided that not more than $3,000,000 in loans will 
be outstanding at anyone time. Administrative expenditures are limited 
to 5 percent of the Fund. 

Table 3 presents funding and expenditures for the program since its 
inception. 

Table 3 

Funding and Expenditures for 
Instructional Improvement 

Actual Estimated 
1977-78 1978-79 

Administration 
Chapter 714.............................................................................. $43,664 
CCC Staff ................................................................................. . 

Local Assistance 
Grants ....................................................................................... . 
Loans ......................................................................................... . 

TOTAL.......................................................................................... $43,664 
General Fund ............................................................................. . 
Chapter 714.................................................................................. 43,664 
Apportionments ........................................................................ .. 

Loan Program 

$100,000 
37,550 

950,000 
950,000 

$2,037,550 
37,550 

200,000 
1,800,000 

Proposed 
1979-80 

$90,000 
48,074 

755,000 
955,000 

$1,848,074 
48,074 

1,800,000 

We recommend deletion of $955,000 proposed for the Instructional Im­
provement program, for a General Fund savings of $955,000. 

The Instructional Improvement program consists of two elements-a 
direct grant and a loan program. In the first year of operation, the grant 
program received applications requesting almost six times the available 
funds. However, the loan program has beeJ:} nearly inactive b~cau~~ com­
munity colleges are unwilling to borrow funds for special projects when 
faced with budget uncertaillties. For 1978-79, it appears that less than 
$100,000 in loans will be distributed, leaving a fund balance of $851,421. 
The Governor's Budget proposes that an additional $955,000 be provided 
to the loan fund. In view of the lack of interest in loans, we recommend 
that this amount be deleted from the budget (Item 366). 

We propose that the funds be returned to the General Fund, rather than 
placed in either regular apportionments or innovative grants. Although 
funds appropriated for Innovative Programs were once subtracted from 
apportionments, this procedure has been discontinued under the block 
grant formula used to determine the 1979-80 apportionment level. Sup­
port for the budget year, therefore, comes directly from the General Fund 
with no offset in the apportionment level. 

We do not recommend transferring loan funds to the grant program 
because (1) enabling legislation limits the funding level for grants and (2) 
the grant program has not been adequately evaluated to justify expansion. 
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Program Staffing 

We recommend that the professional staff for the Innovative Program 
be reduced from three positions to one for a General Fund savinf{s of 
$93,074 per year. 

The Innovative Program is administered by a staff of three professionals 
within the Chancellor's Office. This staff is required to provide staff sup­
port to the Advisory Council, review grant projects, prepare a year-end 
report, and organize two statewide conferences. Two staff members are 
supported by funds transferred from CCC apportionments and one is 
funded from the Chancellor's Office budget. When clerical staff and oper­
ating expenses are included, the cost of administering the innovative 
program is $137,550 in 1978-79, or 6.7 percent of the program. If the 
unutilized loan portion of the program is deleted ($955,000), then adminis­
tration will increase to 12.6 percent of local assistance. Table 4 compares 
the staffing pattern for the innovative program with staffing patterns in 
other education programs. 

Table 4 

Comparison of Staff in Selected 
Education Programs 1978-79 

Program 
Innovative Programs ............................................. . 
Innovative Programs ............................................. . 
Bilingual Teacher ................................................... . 
Bilingual-bicultural ................................................. . 
EOPS ......................................................................... . 
Mentally Gifted ....................................................... . 

Segment 
CCC 
CSUC 
K-12 
K-12 
CCC 
K-12 

Total Number of 
Allocation Consultants 

$1.0 million 3 
1.4 2 
1.5 1 

25.9 11 
16.1 4.5 
12.5 2 

Amount 
per consultant 

$333,000 
700,000 

1,500,000 
2,400,000 
3,600,000 
6,200,000 

This table clearly shows that a community college consultant for the 
Innovative Program is responsible for a relatively small amount of grant 
funds. This would still be true even if the loan program were activated. 
While the initial year of operation of this program may have justified a 
relatively high level of administrative staffing, we do not believe such a 
level will be needed or is justified iIi the budget year. We therefore recom­
mend that staff be reduced from three to one professional position. This 
would require a reduction in the Chancellor's Office Budget (Item 362) 
for a General Fund savings of approximately $93,074. 

2. EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS AND SERVICES (EOPS) 

EOPS provides small financial grants, as well as tutor~ng and counseling 
services, to disadvantaged students in community colleges. State support 
is split evenly between grants and services. Since its inception in 1969, 
EOPS has grown from a $2.9 million program serving 13,950 students to 
a $17.4 million program in 1978-79, serving 57,392 students. 

The Governor's Budget proposes to increase the EOPS budget by $3 
million-$900,OOO for inflation and $2.1 million for services to 7,000 second­
year students that were admitted to the program during the current year 
as a result of budget augmentations in 1978-79. Table 5 presents a sum­
mary of program costs and characteristics over a three-year period. 
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Table 5 

Funding and Characteristics of EOPS 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 

Total Students .......................... 48,679 57,392 64,391 
Total Support ............................ $13,983,157 $17,389,919 $20,472,092 
Average Expenditures ............ 287 303 318 
Program Element: 

1. Administration ................ 1,258,464 1,388,920 1,562,642 
2. Grants ................................ 6,390,303 7,912,449 9,297,300 
3. Services .............................. 6,250,471 7,738,550 9,221,489 
4. Special Projects ................ 83,899 350,000 390,661 

TOTAL .......................... $13,983,157 $17,389,919 $20,472,092 

EOPS Formula 

Items 362-366 

Change 
Amount Percent 

6,999 12.2% 
$3,082,173 17.7 

15 5.0 

173,722 12.5 
1,384,851 17.5 
1,482,939 19.2 

40,661 11.6 

$3,082,173 17.7% 

We recommend the Chancellors Office be directed to (1) revise the 
current EOPS allocation formula so that 50 percent or more of state sup­
port is distributed on a basis of the number of students actually served and 
(2) phase-in the new formula over a two year period beginning in 1979-80. 

The current EOPS allocation formula contained in state regulations 
distributes state support as follows: 

(I) 65 percent on the basis of need-including (a) documented need, 
(b) potential need, (c) ethnic enrollment on the campus and in K-12 
feeder schools, and (d) unemployment; 

(2) 30 percent on the basis of program evaluation, including adminis­
trative effectiveness, support services and student performance, and 

(3) 5 percent on the basis of the quality of the annual proposal. 
These factors give little weight to the actual number of students served. 

As a result, large disparities now exist between districts in state support 
per student. The difference depends on what proportion of the total eligi­
ble population a given college decides to serve and the type of service 
provided (grant, counseling, tutoring) . In general, the higher the average 
grant awarded by the college, the costlier the program and consequently 
fewer students are served. Table 6 presents service and expenditure data 
for EOPS programs at selected colleges, arranged in order of state support 
per student. 

Table 6 
EOPS Expenditures and 

Service Levels 
1977-78 

Community College 
San Francisco ................................................................................... . 
Reedley ............................................................................................... . 
Sacramento ....................................................................................... . 
Santa Barbara ................................................................................... . 
Allan Hancock. .................................................................................. . 
Los Angeles City ............................................................................. . 
State Average ................................................................................... . 

Identified Students 
Eligible Actually 
Students Served 

5,375 1,475 
368 301 

4,088 1,850 
666 406 
400 400 

5,200 3,500 

State 
Percent Support 
Served per Student 

27.4% $1,050 
81.7 431 
45.2 246 
60.9 200 

100.0 130 
67.3 113 

222 
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This table shows that great variation exists between the percent of 
students served and state per-student expenditures. For example, San 
Francisco City College serves only 27.4 percent ofits total eligible popula­
tion but expends over $1,000 of state support on each participating stu­
dent. Los Angeles City College serves 67.3 percent of the eligible 
population using a state support level below the state average of $222 per 
student. 

These data reveal the range of service levels and state per-student 
expenditures in 1977-78. The data suggest that the current formula may 
not encourage districts to meet the original intent of the program-to 
"stimulate" the development of programs for disadvantaged students. 
They also suggest that certain districts may not be in compliance with the 
legislative directive that funds must be used for services "over, above and 
in addition to" regular services. In any case, some colleges serve a smaller 
proportion of eligible students than might be expected from the level of 
state support they receive. 

For this reason, we recommend that the present state formula be 
amended so that at least 50 percent of the funds are distributed on the 
basis of actual students served. This change would create an incentive for 
increasing service levels. It may be necessary to put limits on program 
growth within each college in order to prevent undue hardship on any 
single district. We recommend that this formula be phased in over a 
two-year period. 

3. SCHOOL FACILITIES 

We recommend that the facilities planning unit staff be reduced from 
6 to 2 professional positions (plus related clerical staff) for a General Fund 
savings of $200,000. 

The facilities planning unit is responsible for reviewing all community 
college construction for compliance with state construction and education 
standards. Colleges are charged a fee based on the total estimated cost of 
the project. This unit also maintains a five-year capital outlay plan and a 
facility inventory for all community colleges. 

Table 7 compares staffing and expenditures of the unit with recent 
trends in community college construction. 

Table 7 

Expenditures and Workload of School Facilities Unit 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 Amount Percent 

State unit funding 
General Fund ...................... $272,021 $331,638 $237,448 $-94,190 -24.3% 
Fees ........................................ 187,847 55,031 55,031 0 0 --

Totals ................................ $459,868 $386,669 $292,479 $-94,190 -24.3% 
Staff (professional) ................ 7.2 8.0 6.0 -2 25% 
Local Capital Outlay Con-

struction ............................ $75.3 million $22.2 million $8.2 million $14 million 63.1 
Community college ADA .... 718,303 678,200 678,200 

As this table shows, statewide construction is expected to decline by 
$67.1 million (90 percent) between 1977-78 and 1979~0 for two reasons: 
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(1) Proposition 13 eliminated the possibility of raising local taxes for new 
construction, and (2) statewide ADA has declined. Over this same period, 
state staff to review construction projects has declined only 1.2 positions. 

Failure to Respond 

In light of this precipitous decline in workload, we requested in Decem­
ber 1978 that the Chancellor's Office provide a justification of staff in the 
school facilities unit. We have not received a reply as of this writing. 
Therefore, our staffing recommendation must be based primarily on the 
most obvious measure of workload-statewide construction-which has 
declined by 70 percent in 1978-79 and 63 percent in 1979-80, for a two-year 
decline of 89.3 percent. Because it does not appear likely that construction 
will increase, we recommend that staff be reduced proportionately. 

This would result in a decrease in staff from the 1978-79 level of 8 
professional positions to 2. As mentioned, two positions have already been 
eliminated in the 1979-80 Governor's Budget. Thus, an additional reduc­
tion of only 4 professional positions (plus clerical staff) would be required. 
This would result in a General Fund savings of approximately $200,000. 
Fees will continue to support one of the two positions. 

II. COMMUNITY COLLEGE APPORTIONMENTS 

Impact of Proposition 13 

The limitation on property taxes enacted by Proposition 13 has caused 
major changes to the funding level and support sources of the community 
college system beginning in the current year (1978-79). Prior to Proposi­
tion 13's passage, community colleges received total state and local reve­
nues of $1,218 million, 61 percent of which came from the local property 
tax and state property tax subventions ($78.1 million). Following the pas­
sage of Proposition 13, the total apportionment budget was reduced to 
$1,145 million, a decrease of $73.2 million, or 6.0 percent below 1977-78 
budget. In addition, the proportion of total support coming from local 

Table 8 
Apportionment Funding for Community Colleges 

Before and After Proposition 13 

Actual Estimated 
State 1977-78 1978-79 

Apportionments ................................................................. . $472,00T,rm $537,064,900 
SB 154 ................................................................................... . 260,000,000 

Local 
745,270,400" 327,300,000" 

20,607,100 
Property Tax ........................................................................ . 
Reserves ............................................................................... . 

TOTAL ..................................................................................... . $1,218,177,497 $1,144,972,000 
TOTAL ADA ......................................................................... . 718,303 S78,200 
Revenues per ADA ............................................................... . $1,696 $1,688 

• Includes property tax relief subventions. 

Change 
(miUions) Percent 

$64.2 13.6% 
260.0 nla 

-417.9 -56.1 
20.6 100.0% 

$-73.2 -6% 
-40,103 -5.6% 

$-8 -.5% 
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sources declined from 61 percent to 30 percent (including $42.2 million in 
state subventions). The stat~ made up most of the difference in the gen­
eral "bail-out" bill, Chapter 292, StahItes of 1978 (SB 154). Table 8 presents 
state-local apportionment funding levels for these transition years, not 
in-cludip.g federal support, state support for categorical programs, or capi­
tal outlay. 

As the table shows, the loss of $417.9 million in local property taxes in 
197~79 was substantially offset by (1) an increase in regular apportion­
ments of $64.2 million, (2) a special SB 154 "bail-out" appropriation of $260 
million, and (3) the requirement that colleges, in order to qualify for the 
bail-out money, spend a certain portion of unrestricted . reserves which 
amounted to $20.6 million. 

The total of these three amounts actually brought total system revenues 
to a level above the original amount provided by the Legislature. This is 
because local property tax revenues are now e~timated to be $327.3 million 
in 197~79., rather than the $273 million estirtiated orginally. Unlike the 
situation with K-12 districts, the unanticipated increase in property tax 
revenues did not reduce the amount of state aid provided to community 
colleges. . 

As a result of these factors, community colleges were funded at 94 
percent of their 1977-78 budget. A concurrent decline in ADA, however, 
maintained the per unit support at approximately the 1977-78 level. 

Di$tribution of the Surplus 

SB 154 allocated the special $260 million appropriation on the basis of 
a "target" budget developed by each district. This budget consisted of all 
state and local revenues received the previous year (1977-78), increased 
by 6.8 percent. Each district was to receive a minimum of 85 percent of 
their target budget. This was the lowest levelof support anticipated by the 
Legislature. In fact, property tax revenues were expected to increase 
enough to raise this level to nearly 90 percent of the target budget. 

Because the higher spending districts lost the greatest proportion of 
local support with the passage of Proposition 13, they received the largest 
portion of the surplus. Table 9 compares the amount of surplus distributed 
to districts with expenditures per student above and below the statewide 
average. 

Table 9 

Allocation of $260 Million Slirplus to Community Colleges 

Relation to State 
A verage Expenditure No. of Total ADA Total 

Per ADA ($1,540) Districts 1977-78 Surplus AUocation 
Districts above $1,540 ...................................................................... 32 285,934 $160.5 million 
Districts below $1,540 ...................................................................... ~ 446,335 99.5 million 

70 732,269 $260.0 million 

AUocation 
Per ADA 

$561.32 
222.93 

This table shows that districts with expenditures per ADA above the 
state average received about 2.5 times as much support per ADA as those 
below. This, of course, works in the opposite direction from the state 
apportionment formulas which rely on "equalizing" mechanisms. 



1176 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 362-366 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-Continued 

Future Funding Levels 

Prior to the passage of Proposition 13, Chapter 323, Statutes of 1976 (SB 
1641), governed the funding level and allocation of state support for the 
community colleges. Support levels were based on the previous year's 
allocation, plus an amount for inflation and enrollment growth adjusted to 
reflect district wealth. SB 154 waived the provisions of this law for the 
current year, and substituted a block grant based on 1977-78 attendance 
levels. It is not clear what formula will be used for the budget year. 
Chapter 323 is no longer appropriate. . 

In anticipation of this, the Chancellor appointed a finance task force to 
advise on a comprehensive funding plan. This task force has recently 
recommended that a short-term solution be adopted for 1979-80, and it is 
currently working on a long-term funding model for 1980-81 and the years 
thereafter. We agree that the problem should be dealt with in two phases: 
(1) a short-term solution that provides colleges with an indication of the 
support levels they can expect for 1979-80 (prior to the March 15 deadline 
for dismissing certificated personnel, if possible), and (2) a long-term 
solution which repeals existing statutory formulas and provides state sup­
port through the annual budget process. 

Short-term Funding Level 

The 1979-80 proposed support levels requested by the Governor's 
Budget and the Board of Governors are presented in Table lO. 

Table 10 
Alternative Funding Levels for 

Community Colleges 
1979-80 

197~ 
Board of Governors Estimated 

1978-79 Governor's Budget Proposal 
State 

Apportionments ...................................................................... .. 
Surplus ....................................................................................... . 

Subtotal .......................................................................................... .. 

Local 

$537,064,900 
260,000,000 

$797,064,900 

Property tax .............................................................................. 3'll,300,OOOb 
Reserves ...................................................................................... 20,607,100 

Total ................................................................................................ $1,144,972,000 

Change from 1975-79 
Amount (millions) ................................................................... . 
Percent ....................................................................................... . 
Revenue per ADA .................................................................. .. $1,688 
Percent ....................................................................................... . 

$567,380,794 
260,000,000" 

$760,380,794 

360,000,OOOb 

$1,187,380,794 

$42.4 
4% 

$1,751 
3.7% 

• Proposed in Local Government Relief Section of 1979-80 Governor's Budget. 
b Includes property tax relief subventions. 

$567,380,794 
401,619,206 

$969,000,000 

$1,323,000,000 

$178.0 
16% 

$1,951 
15.5% 
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Explanation 

Governors Budget: As the table shows, the Governor's Budget pro­
poses to increase apportionments by 6 percent, to $567.4 million. We 
assume that these funds will be distributed according to the existing alloca­
tion formula in Chapter 323, Statutes of 1976 (SB 1641). In addition, the 
Local Governmental Fiscal Relief section of the Governor's Budget antici­
pates that $260 million will again be appropriated to community colleges 
by a special bill, for a total support level of$1.2 billion. This represents an 
increase of 4 percent over 1978-79. 

Board of Governors Proposal: The total proposed support level of $1.3 
billion is $178.1 million, or 16 percent, higher than support in 1978-79, and 
would require that $402 million be allocated from the surplus as part of the 
fiscal relief program. This augmentation includes price increases in non­
salary items (2 percent), merit salary adjustments (2.5 percent) and a 
cost-of-living adjustment (6 percent) for 1979-80, plus an inflation adjust­
ment for 1978-79 (6 percent). 

The Board proposes to allocate funds in the same way as provided for 
in the current year, using the mechanism in SB 154 modified so that no 
district reserves are used. The total funding level for each district would 
be fixed beforehand, so that it would not vary with unanticipated changes 
in local property values. 

Issues. 

1. Distribution of Funds 

Once the total support level for 1979-80 is determined, there still re­
mains the question of how these funds should be distributed. The Gover­
nor's Budget does not propose a new formula, and thus state funds would 
apparently be provided by the existing allocation formula in SB 1641 and 
by whatever mechanism is proposed in a "bail-out" bill. The Chancellor's 
Office proposes that state funds be distributed in 1979-80 according to a 
modified block grant mechanism similar to SB 154 without regard to ADA. 

While the block grant mechanism is obviously the most expedient, it 
would result in certain funding inequities due to different rates of change 
in enrollment and assessed valuation within each district. It would also 
make no adjustment for the wide disparities in expenditures per student. 
We believe these factors should be included in the distribution formula for 
the budget year, if at all possible. They should also playa central role 
included in any long-range solution to the problem of how to distribute 
state aid. 

2. Changes in Enrollment 

Both apportionment and surplus funds are being distributed this year 
(1978-79) on the basis of enrollment and property wealth data reported 
in 1977-78. If this mechanism is extended into 1979-80, each district would 
be allocated about the same proportion of funds relative to other districts 
that it is currently receiving. However, recent data indicate that impor­
tant enrollment changes have occurred in most districts, although there 
has been a total statewide decline in ADA of over 10.1 percent, this decline 
has not affected all districts equally. A few districts have shown enrollment 



1178 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCAtION Items 362-366 

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES-Continued 

increases of 10 percent, while others have experienced reduced enroll­
ments of up to 25 percent. Therefore, to continue to apportion state funds 
on the basis of 1977-78 erirollment data would result in significant funding 
inequities. 

3. Changes in Assessed Valuatioh 

Like Emrollments, increasing assessed values within community college 
boundaries have affected individual districts differently. Reports indicate 
that changes in county assessed valuation in 1978-79 range from small 
declines to increases of up to 30 percent. Therefore, a formula that used 
1977-78 assessed values to apportion funds (such as the one in SB 154) 
would also create obvious funding inequities. 

4. Disparities in Expenditures 

Before the passage of Proposition 13, decisions regarding expenditures 
within each community college distriCt were largely shaped by the local 
school boards on the basis of district wealth, size, educational philosophy, 
and the willingness of local voters to approve tax overrides. This has led 
to marked disparities in expenditures per student, student/teacher ratios, 
teacher salaries, the size of administrative staff~ the expansion of new 
courses and programs, and the type of school facilities. 

Table 11 presents Ii survey of selected colleges in various size categories 
to indicate the ranges of expenditures and staffing found in the commu­

Table 11 
Expenditures and Staffing of 

Selected Community Colleges-1977-78 
(Excludes Capital Outlay) 

Student: 
Tota! EJ-penditure Student: Teacher Administrator Avenge 

Rural CoUeges AlJA perAlJA !litio (iTE) Rab'o (iTE) Teacher Salary 

West Kem ............................................................ 637 $3,355 26: 1 58: 1 $21,631 
West lIiIIs .............................................................. i,428 2,340 17: 1 130: 1 22,623 
Mendocino ............................................................ 1,133 2,002 38:1 162: 1 20,850 
Lassen .................................................................... 2,231 1,486 25: 1 186: 1 22,592 
Antelopea ............................................................ 3,627 1,249 22: 1 227: 1 19,905 

Suhurban 
San Jose a .............................................................. 10,825 1,712 46:1 135: 1 21,997 
Sierra a .................................................................. 5,581 1,698 45: 1 429: 1 20,722 
Rio Hondo ............................................................ 8,167 1,456 29: 1 227: 1 21,126 
Santa Barbara ...................................................... 8,711 1,350 28: 1 581: 1 22,617 
Santa Monica a .................................................... 11,760 1,228 26: 1 340: 1 22,623 

Urban 
Los Angeles a ........................................................ 73,531 1,784 34: 1 204: 1 22.695 
North Orange ...................................................... 27,196 1,522 59: 1 486: 1 23,763 

Coast ......................................................... · .... · ...... · 31,214 1,518 28: 1 156: 1 22,615 

San Francisco a .................................................... 29,718 1,462 53: 1 457: 1 22,252 

San Diego .................................................. · .......... · 33,539 1,273 35: 1 192: 1 21,696 

State average .......................................... ·· ...... · .. · .. $1,540 35: 1 229: 1 $21,474 

a Districts which reduced 1978 summer session by 90 percent or more. 
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nity college system in 1977-78. (It should be noted that Proposition 13 has 
undoubtedly had an impact on these factors in the current year. For 
example, the statewide ratio of administrative staff to students has in­
creased by 7 percent, and expenditures per ADA have been artificially 
increased for districts which elected to reduce or eliminate summer school 
programs.) 

For some of the colleges in this table, the data show a direct relationship 
between expenditures per ADA and those factors normally associated 
with unit costs, such as district size, the number of teachers and adminis­
trators, and salaries. For example, San Jose shows a high expenditure per 
ADA and a low student/administrator ratio-that is, a relatively "rich" 
administrative staff. However, it also shows a fairly high student/teacher 
ratio, something one might expect would result in a low expenditure per 
ADA, rather than the $1,712 reported. San Diego, on the other hand, shows 
staff ratios near the state average, yet its expenditure per ADA is far below 
average. These apparent contradictions suggest that caution must be used 
in interpreting the data. However, certain generalities can be made on the 
basis of expenditure and staffing data reported by all districts: 

1. District Size. Diseconomies of scale affect districts of small size, 
producing high expenditures per ADA, such as in the case of West Kern 
and West Hills colleges. The converse is also true: nine of the 13 colleges 
with ADA over 15,000 have expenditures per ADA at or below the state 
average. Los Angeles is the notable exception, suggesting that very large 
size may also produce diseconomies. 

2. Faculty and Administrator Ratios. There is a direct relationship 
between staffing "richness" and expenditures per ADA. Colleges above 
the state expenditure average show approximately 11 percent more teach­
ers and 18 percent more administrators (for the same number of students) 
than colleges below the average. 

3. Teacher Salaries. The level of teacher salaries does not play an 
important part in determining variations in expenditure levels. Colleges 
below the average expenditure per ADA show salaries approximately 3 
percent above the average salaries reported by high spending districts. 
Decisions governing staff size have a much greater impact on budgets 
than salary determinations. For example, a variation of $1,000 in the aver­
age salaries of 50 teachers could easily be offset by a variation of only two 
teaching positions. 

This discussion indicates that the state is now supporting an unequalized 
system that provides varying levels of support, and presumably, varying 
levels of program, to students, depending on their district of residence. As 
already mentioned, the allocation mechanism of SB 154 perpetuated these 
disparities in the current year. An equalizing factor is thus of primary 
importance, if not in the budget year, certainly in any long-term formula 
enacted by the Legislature. 

5. Budget Act Apportionments 

We recommend that the annual support for California Community Col­
leges be provided through the budget bill process, not statutory law. 

The funding mechanism used in SB 154 is generally considered a tempo-
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Items 367-371 

rary measure until new statutory formulas can be developed and enacted 
into law. However, we do not believe that a new statutory apportionment 
formula is the most equitable or economical method for providing state 
funds to community colleges. Continuing to apportion funds by statute 
tends to isolate the entire community college program from budgetary 
review by the Legislature. As a result, any in-depth review of community 
colleges has usually been limited to categorical programs, such as EOPS, 
which are appropriated each year in the budget act. In addition, appor­
tionment formulas enacted by statute are not easily modified to reflect 
significant changes in inflation rates, enrollment, community needs or 
legislative intent. 

We believe the Budget Act should be the instrument for providing all 
state support for community college districts, in lieu of a statutory formula. 
In proposing this budgetary process, we are agreeing with a recommenda­
tion made by the California Postsecondary Education Commission (Re­
port 77-3, June 1977) in a study completed prior to the passage of 
Proposition 13. 

A budgetary appropriation, with an annual review, is all the more rea­
sonable now that the state provides almost 70 percent of total community 
college support. In addition, the use of a budgetary system would put 
community colleges on a more equal footing with the two segments of 
higher education-UC and CSUc. As the CPEC report notes: 

"The Department of Finance and the Legislature's fiscal committees 
would be able to consider support for postsecondary education as a 
whole and as part of the state's entire General Fund budget rather than 
treating community college support as something apart, more closely 
related to continuing appropriations for the public schools." 

STUDENT AID COMMISSION 

Items 367-371 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 1040 

Requested 1979-80 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1978-79 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1977-78 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase $1,817,059 (2.4 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ................................................... . 

1979-aO FUNDING BY ITEM.AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
3ff1 Commission Administration 
368 Cal Grant Awards 
369 Other Programs 

Chapter 113, Statutes of 1978 

Total-General fund 
370 Guaranteed Loan Program 
371 Chapter 1201, Statutes of 1977 

Total-Guaranteed Loan Fund 

Fund 
General 
General 
General 
General 

Guaranteed Loan 
Guaranteed Loan 

$78,388,781 
76,571,722 
67,674,578 

None 

Amount 
$3,165,531 
71,078,280 
3,528,000 

(30,781) 

$78,388,781 
$51,204 
586,189 

$637,393 
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GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Student Aid Commission, consisting of 12 members, was created by 
Chapter 1270, Statutes of 1975, to administer various student financial aid 
programs and to: 

(a) Report on the impact and effectiveness of state-funded programs. 
(b) Collect and disseminate data concerning the financial resources 

and needs of students and potential students, and the scope and impact 
of existing state, federal, and institutional student aid programs. 

(c) Report on the aggregate financial need of individuals seeking access 
to postsecondary education and the degree to which current student aid 
programs meet this legitimate financial need. 

(d) Develop and report the criteria utilized in distributing available 
student aid funds. 

(e) Disseminate information about all institutional, state, and federal 
student aid programs to potential applicants. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Table 1 presents a summary of student aid programs administered by 
the commission. 

Table 1 
Summary of Student Aid 

Administered by Student Aid Commission 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1977-78 J97~79 197!J.BJ Amount Percent 

1 Cal Grant Program: 
a. Scholarsbips .............................................................................. $53,009,428 $57,026,5~ $58,187,184 $1,100,661 2.0% 
b. College Opportunity Grants ................................................ 18~13,487 21,050%5 24,383,~ 3,332,348 15.8 
c. Occupational Education and Training Grants ................ 2,849,169 3,414,508 3,504,139 89,631 2.6 

II. Graduate Fellowship Program ................................................ 2,519,767 2,833,300 2,827~ -6,044 -0.2 
III. Bilingual Teacher Development Grant Program ................ 344,787 300,070 349~ 10,820 3.0 
N. Law Enforcement Personnel Dependent Scholarship Pro-

gram ........................................................................................ 17,535 ~,062 20,914 -2,148 -9.3 
V. Supervised Clinical Training Grant Program ...................... 457~1l 502,039 502,578 539 0.1 
VI a. Guaranteed Loan Program .................................................. 58,327 00,382 61,833 1,451 2.4 

b. Guaranteed Loan Program, Chapter 1201 ...................... SO,OOO 442,834 662,407 219,573 49.5 
VII. Student Financial Aid Information Program ........................ 81,431 187,176 193,853 6,677 3.5 

VIII. Research and Report Program ................................................ SO,468 136,904 147,139 10,235 7.5 
IX. Administration-distributed ........................................................ (599,965) (003,185) (549,100) -54,085 -9.0 

TOTAlS, PROGRAMS .............................................................................. $17,711,610 $86,037,782 $00,839,665 $4,802,103 5.6% 
General Fund ............................................................................................... $67,67M78 176,571,7£2 178,3&,781 11,817,a'f9 21% 
State Cuaranteed Loan Reserve Fund .................................................. -Mll -8IlJ,311 S1,§N !J1lJ,S1S 
Federallimds ................................................................................................ WJlIJ,343 10,Pfj6,372 12,3fB,flKJ 2,133,sf$ 1llJ 
Reimlxusements .......................................................................................... 68,!J9fJ -68,!J9fJ -1flJ 

Table 1 shows an overall proposed increase in state administered pro­
grams of 5.6 percent in 1979-80. Major changes include (1) a 15.8 percent 
increase in college Opportunity Grants to provide 1,816 new grants in 
accordance with statute and (2) a 49.5 percent increase in the administra-
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tion of the new Guaranteed Loan Program to make the program fully 
operational. We recommend approval. 

Total Aid to California Students 

Although the Commission administers programs providing $86 million 
in student aid, a far greater volume of student aid funds go directly to 
postsecondary institutions and to students. Table 2 presents total student 
aid distributed to California students in public and private schools. 

Table 2 

Total State and Federal Student Aid in California 
Estimated 1978-79 

State Funds Federal Funds Total 
State Administered Programs: 

1. Cal Grants, Graduate, Bilingual, Law (see 
Table 1) ..................................................................... . $71,485,760 $10,236,372 

2. EOP-EOPS ............................................................ .. 14,844,720 

Subtotal .................................................................. .. $86,330,480 $10,236,372 

Federal Programs: 
1. Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (BEOG) $184,896,000 
2. Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant 

(SEOG) ............................................................ .. 28,969,000 
3. National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) ............ .. 36,474,000 
4. College Work Study (CWS) ................................ .. 36,754,000 
5. Federally Insured-Guaranteed Student Loans 

(FISL/GSL) ..................................................... . 79,477,000 

Subtotal .................................................................. .. $86,330,480 $366,570,000 
TOTAL ...................................................................... .. $86,330,480 $376,806,372 

a Does not include an estimated $500 million in veteran and OASDI benefits. 
Source: Student Aid Commission 

$81,722,132 
14,844,720 

$96,566,852 

$184,896,000 

28,969,000 
36,474,000 
36,754,000 

79,477,000 

$366,570,000 
$463,136,852 a 

The table shows that public and private students received approximate­
ly $463 million in student aid in 1978-79, of which only 21 percent was 
directly administered by the Student Aid Commission. The proportion 
financed with state funds was even less (19 percent). 

The total amount of student aid-$463 million- is more than double the 
amount received by California students five years ago. In addition, the 
total in the budget year may be as much as 15 percent greater than the 
1978-79 amount as a result of the federal Middle Income Student Aid Act 
passed in 1978. If funded, this act will increase the maximum allowable 
family income able to qualify for assistance from $15,000 to $25,000, and 
will increase the amount of basic grant awards. It may also provide Califor­
nia with over $50 million in new funds. This would nearly double the 
number of students receiving BEOG assistance in the state. 

Student Financial Aid Policy Study Group 

As a result of the confusion surrounding policies, administering agen­
cies, and funding of current student aid programs, the Legislature, in 
supplemental language to the 1978 Budget Act, directed the California 
Student Aid Commission and the California Postsecondary Education 
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Commission to appoint a student financial aid policy group to review all 
aspects of student aid. 

The 13 member task force acquired staff and began meeting in Nov. 
1978. A report is due no later than December 30, 1979. 

POLITICAL REFORM ACT OF 1974 

Item 372 from the General 
Fund Budget p. 1057 

Requested 1979-80 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 197~79 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1977-78 .......................... , ............ ; ......................................... . 

Requested decreaSe $53,194 (1.7 percent) 
Total recommended reduction ........•........................................... 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Electronic Data Processing System. Reduce by $39,237. 

$3,134,096 
3,187,290 
2,572,518 

$39,237 

Analysis 
page 

1186 
RecoffiIllend reduction of data processing funds until the 
commission can better estimate system participants, costs, 
savings and implementation schedule. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Political Reform Act of 1974, an omnibus elections measure, in­
cludes provisions relating to (1) campaign expenditure reporting and 
contribution limitations, (2) conflict-of-interest codes and related disclo­
sure statements required of public officials, (3) the state ballot pamphlet, 
(4) regulation oflobbyist activity, and (5) establishment of the Fair Politi­
cal Practices Commission (FPPC). 

Funds to implement ,these provisions are budgeted for four state agen­
cies. Support for one of these agencies, the Fair Political Practices Com­
mission, is provided directly by the Political Reform Act of 1974. Funds for 
the other state agencies and any additional funds for the commission are 
provided by the Legislature through the normal budget process. 

Chapter 1075, Statutes of 1976, requires a separate budget item indicat­
ing (1) the amounts to be appropriated to agencies other than the com­
mission, (2) any additional amounts required to be appropriated to the 
commission, and (3) for information purposes, the continuing appropria­
tionprovided the commission by the Political Reform Act of 1974. 

The departments which will expend funds in support of the act, the 
general functions performed by each, arid the estimated expenditures 
during the prior current and budget years are displayed in Table 1. The 
sub-total represents that amount appropriated through the Budget Act for 
support of the Political Reform Act. The total represents that amount 




