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OVERVIEW OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION 

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. 

1. Organization 

California's system of public postsecondary education is the largest in 
the nation and consists of 140 campuses serving approximately 1.5 million 
students. This system is separated into three distinct public segments-the 
University 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 300 inde­
pendent colleges and universities which serve an estimated 190,000 
students. Enrollments in the independent colleges and universities range 
from a law school with five students to a comprehensive university enroll­
ing over 27,000 students in fall 1978. 

2. Enrollment 

Table 1 shows the distribution of enrollment among the three public 
segments based on fall 1978 data. UC enrollments represented 8 percent 

Table 1 

California Public Postsecondary Education Enrollment (Headcount) 
Fall,1978 

FuU-time Part-time Total 
Segment Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

University of California 
Undergraduate ................................. . 
Graduate ........................................... . 

84,305 
35,067 

93% 
95 

6,656 
1,853 

7% 
5 

90,961 
36,920 

127,881 
(8%) 

100% 
100 
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California State University and Col-
leges 

Undergraduate.................................. 167,752 70 70,508 
Graduate ............................................ 15,065 22 52,850 

30 
78 

I terns 359-392 

238,260 100 
67,915 100 

306,175 
(21%) 

California Community Colleges........ 285,133 27 762,034 73 1,047,167 100 

1,047,167 
(71%) 

Totals .............................................. 587,322 40% 893,901 60% 1,481,223 100% 
(100%) 

Source: CPEC, Postsecondary Education in California Information Digest, 1979. 

of the state total, CSUC enrolled 21 percent and the CCC enrolled the 
remaining 71 percent. Part-time enrollees represented 73 percent of the 
CCC figures but only 6.7 percent of Uc. 

Table 2 compares historical head count and FTE (ADA for the CCC) 
enrollment figures for the three segments. Both UC and CSUC project 
slight declines in FTE enrollments in the budget year, although CSUC is 
projecting a head count increase. There are no reliable 1980-81 projections 
currently available for the CCc. 

Table 2 
California Enrollment in Public Higher Education 

1975-76 to 1980-81 

Community CoUcge (SUC l!C 
head COIJI1t AlJA head count ErE head count ErE 

H175-76 .................................................................. 1,284,407 768,902 332,427 236,067 124,0'lB 100,540 
1976-77 .................................................................. 1,257,754 721,884 327,189 231,004 123,056 119,369 
1977-78 .................................................................. 1,321,739 718,303 333,348 234,074 121,719 117,940 
1976-79 .................................................................. 1,159,619 635,112 326,513 229,371 123,462 119,628 
1979-00 esL........................................................... 1,234,047 655,435 327,402 230,800 127,177 122,104 • 
19&)..81 .................................................................. NAb NAb 328,080 230,750 126,687 121,489 
Percent Change 1979-00 to 19&)..81 .............. NAb NAb 0.2% -0.00% -0.4% -0.5% 

• Estimated actual enrollment. 

Total 
head count ErE/AlJA 

1,740,543 1,125,169 
1,700,592 1,072,504 
1,776,775 1,070,332 
1,609,794 984,1ll 
1,688,626 l,oos,399 

NAb NAb 

b There are no projections available on community college head count and ADA enrollments for 1980-81. 

Ethnic Composition 

Table 3 shows the latest available information on the ethnic distribution 
of students within each of the public segments. This data, compiled by 
ePEC, reflects voluntary self-designations made by students. Many stu­
dents choose not to report their ethnic status. (For example, no response 
was received from 21.5 percent of CSUC undergraduate males.) The inci­
dence of these "no responses" is shown in the table. CPEC reports that 
this data may exhibit statistically significant abnormalities due to high 
nonresponse rates but, inadequate as the data may be, it is the only source 
of annual statewide information on student ethnicity. CPEC advises that 
this data be used with caution. 
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Table 3 
Percent Of Undergraduate/Graduate Students Enrolled by Ethnicity and Sex 

Fall 1978 

California State 
University 

andCoUeges 

University 
of 

California 

California 
Community 

CoUeges 
Male Female Male Female Male Female 

Undergraduate: 
White .............................................................. 52.4 55.3 68.8 70.9 61.7 65.7 
Black .............................................................. 5.1 7.0 3.0 4.3 8.7 8.4 
Hispanic ........................................................ 6.9 6.5 5.4 4.8 10.3 8.8 
Asian .............................................................. 6.4 6.7 10.9 10.8 4.9 3.9 
American Indian .......................................... 1.1 1.1 0.5 0.5 1.4 1.3 
Other ................................. ; ............................ 2.7 2.8 1.4 1.0 2.7 2.3 
Nonresident Alien ...................................... 3.8 1.5 3.0 1.4 1.0 0.4 
No Response ................................................ 21.5 19.3 7.1 6.4 9.3 9.2 

Graduate: 
White .............................................................. 49.8 55.7 55.2 64.4 
Black 3.2 4.5 2.2 I 4.1 .............................................................. 
Hispanic ........................................................ 4.7 4.4 3.7 3.8 
Asian .............................................................. 5.7 4.8 5.2 5.6 
American Indian .......................................... 0.9 0.8 0.3 0.5 
Other .............................................................. 2.5 2.3 1.1 0.9 
Nonresident Alien ...................................... 5.4 2.0 12.7 6.5 
No Response ................................................ 27.7 25.6 19.6 14.3 

Source: CPEC, Postsecondary Education in California Information Digest, 1979. 

3. Expenditures 

A summary of proposed expenditures lor 1980-81 is shown in Table 4. 
Total support for all higher education will amount to nearly $6 billion in 
the budget year. Of the total support budget, the state General Fund will 
provide $3.033 billion, or 50.9 percent. The community college system will 

Table 4 
Summary of Proposed 1980-81 
Budget for Higher Education 

(in thousands) 

State 
General Other 

Fund State Federal 

California Postsecondary Education 
Commission .................................. $1,942 $1,518 

University of California .................... 959,651 $23,755 1,140,300 
Hastings College of Law ............ , ..... 6,211 897 
California State University and Col-

leges ................................................ 852,609 3,647 94,494 
California Maritime Academy .......... 3,004 696 
Community Colleges .......................... 1,127,036 b 436 94,404 0 

Student Aid Commission .................. 83,028 1,769 12,430 

Totals .................................................. $3,033,481 $29,607 $1,344,739 

Percent of Total .......................... 50.9% 0.5% 22.6% 

Other" 

$8 
1,015,432 

1,900 

273,858 
1,253 

262,400 0 

$1,554,851 

26.0% 

"Includes hospital fees, student fees, local property tax and miscellaneous fees. 
b Includes state property tax subventions of $37 million. 
o These amounts are not reflected in the Governor's Budget. 

Total 

$3,468 
3,139,138 

9,008 

1,224,608 
4,953 

1,484,276 
97$1 

$5,962,678 

100% 
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receive the greatest share of this amount-37.2 percent. The only local 
support of higher education occurs in the community college system-an 
estimated $262.4 million from property tax revenues (shown in column 
labeled "Other" in Table 4). 

The second largest single support source for higher education is the 
federal government (22.6 percent)-primarily as a result of the support 
provided by the u.s. Department of Energy to three laboratories ($778 
million) within the UC system. 

Table 5 shows state General Fund and local support for public higher 
education from 1974-75 to 1980-81. State General Fund and local support 
is budgeted to increase by 6.8 percent. The CCC revenues will increase 
by $121.0 million (9.5 percent). State General Fund support for UC and 
CSUC is budgeted to increase by 5.9 percent and 3.8 percent, respectively. 
The UC and CSUC figures will go up significantly, however, if salary 
increase funds are provided. For example, the Department of Finance 
currently estimates that each 1 percent of salary increase will cost $4.2 
million for academics and $4.1 million for nonacademics in UC and $4.7 
million and $2.9 million, respectively, in CSUc. 

4. Tuition and Fees 

Tuition and fees are the two types of student charges utilized by Califor­
nia's system of higher education. According to the Master Plan for Higher 
Education, "tuition is defined generally as student charges for teaching 
expense, whereas fees are charged to students, either collectively or in­
dividually, for services not directly related to instruction, such as health, 

. special clinical services, job placement, housing and recreation." Although 
there has been a traditional policy as enunciated 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 charge on students who are not legal residents 
of California, including foreign students. 

The California Maritime Academy (CMA) is an exception to the free 
tuition policy. Tuition income usually is expended for instructional serv­
ices at the academy, resulting in a direct offset to state funding require­
ments. 

Table 6 shows the budgeted levels of tuition and fees at the various 
segments. Where these vary from campus to campus, a range is indicated. 

As a basis of comparison, Table 7 shows the 1979-80 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 non­
resident tuition or auxiliary service fees. 



Table 5 
State and Local Funds Budgeted for Higher Education Operating Expenses· 

(in millions) 

California State 
University of University and 

California CoUeges 
State State 

General .General 
Fund Fund 

1974-75 .............................................................................................. $515 $482 
1975-76 .............................................................................................. 586 538 
197&-77 .............................................................................................. 684 605 
1977-78 .............................................................................................. 737 666 
1975-79 .............................................................................................. 767 683 
1979-80 est. ...................................................................................... 906 821 
1980-81 Governor's Budget .......................................................... 960 d 852 d 

1980-S1 Increase over 1979-80 .................................................... 5.9% 3.8% 

State 
General 
Fundb 

$410 
485 
508 
570 
847 

1,024 
1,127 

10% 

CaUfornia 
Communitf. CoUeges 

Local 
$334 

367 
481 
667 
3I1l 
244 
262 
7.4% 

OtiJerHigher 
Education 
AgenciesC 

Total State 
State and General 

Local Fund 
$744 $48 
852 59 
989 66 

1,237 78 
1,154 80 
1,268 90 
1,389 94 d 

9.5% 4.5% 

Totals 
State 

General State and 
Fund Local 
$1,455 $1,789 

1,668 2,035 
1,863 2,344 
2,051 2,718 
2,377 2,684 
2,841 3,085 
3,033 d 3,295 d 

6.8% 6.8% 

• Excludes all capitt·. outlay. 
b Includes state property tax subventions totaling $32 million in 1978-79, $24 million in 1979-80 and $37 million in 1980-81. State property tax subventions in prior 

years are included in local totals. . 
C Includes Hastings School of Law, California Maritime Academy, Student Aid Commission and the Postsecondary Education Commission. 
d Excludes salary increase funds. 
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Table 6 
Basic Academic Year Student Charges 1980-81 

(estimated) 

Fee 
Tuition-nonresident/foreign ..................................... . 
Education fee: 

Undergraduate ........................................................... . 
Graduate ....................................................................... . 

Registration fee ............................................................... . 
Application fee ............................................................... . 
Campus mandatory fees ............................................... . 
Auxiliary service fees: 

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

ue 
$2,400 

300 
360 
430 
25 

30-102 

1,632-2,215 
30-1OB 

Table 7 
Tuition and Fees, 1979-80 

California: 

esue 
$2,160 

162 
25 

10-60 

1,630-2,189 
36 

Items 359--392 

eee eMA 
$1,690 $1,290 

645 

15 
145 

2,100 
0-40 
1-10 96 

Community Colleges ............................................................................................................................... . 
CSUC............................................................................................................................................................ $207 
UC ................................................................................................................................................................ 748 

National: 
Public two·year.......................................................................................................................................... 389 
Private two· year ........................................................................................................................................ 2,043 
Public four·year ........................................................................................................................................ 680 
Private four·year ...................................................................................................................................... 2,923 
Proprietary .................................................................................................................................................. 2,321 

Source: CEEB, Student Expenses at Postsecondary Institutions, 1979-80. 

Nonresident Students 

In all three segments, nonresident students pay tuition based on a com­
putation of the average cost of instruction per full-time equivalent student 
(FTE, used by CSUC and UC) or per unit of average daily attendance 
(ADA, used by community colleges). Table 8 shows recent trends in 
nonresident tuition. 

Table 8 
Trends in Nonresident Tuition 

197&-77 to 1980-81 

197~77 ............................................................................................. . 
Im-78 ............................................................................................. . 
1978-79 ............................................................................................. . 
1979-80 ............................................................................................. . 
1980-81 (est.) ................................ ~ .................................................. . 

eee' 
NA 
NA 

$1,389 
1,540 
1,690 

esue 
$1,440 
1,575 
1,710 
1,800 
2,160 

ue 
$1,905 
1,905 
1,905 
2,400 
2,400 

• Figures presented are statewide averages; actual charges set by individual community college districts. 

As Table 8 shows, nonresident tuition charges for 1979-80 are $2,400 in 
the UC, $1,800 in the CSUC, and an average of $1,540 in the community 
colleges. Each community college district sets its own tuition charge, 
which may be based on either (a) the district's average cost of instruction 
per ADA or (b) the comparable figure for the state as a whole. 
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Although all three segments are consistent in basing nonresident tuition 
on the average cost of instruction, they differ markedly in the timing of 
adjustments to these fees. The CSDC bases its nonresident tuition on the 
projected average cost of instruction for the budget year. Tuition in the 
DC and community colleges, however, lags behind actual costs. Legisla­
tion to encourage greater consistency in the timing of tuition increases 
would be justified. 

Table 9 shows that, in 1978-79, nonresident students accounted for 3.6 
percent and 4.1 percent of all undergraduates in the CSUC and UC, re­
spectively. 

Table 9 
CSUC and UC Student Residency 

(Headcount),1978-79 

CSUC 

Undergraduate 
California ......................................................................... . 
Nonresident ................................................................... . 

Other u.S .................................................................... . 
Foreign ...................................................................... .. 

Amount 

229,753 
8,507 

(3,113) 
(5,394) 

Total undergraduate.......................................................... 238,260 
Graduate 

California .......................................................................... 64,420 
Nonresident .................................................................... 3,495. 

Other U.S. .................................................................... (1,303) 
Foreign ........................................................................ (2,192) 

Total graduate .................................................................... 67,915 

Grand Totals........................................................................ 306,175 

Nonresident Graduate Students 

Percent 

96.4% 
3.6 

. (1.3) 
(2.3) 

100.0% 

94.9% 
5.1 

(1.9) 
(3.2) 

100.0% 

100.0% 

UC 
Amount Percent 

83,877 95.9% 
3,608 4.1 

(2,232) (2.6) 
(1,376) (1.6) 

87,485 100.0% 

30,171 83.9% 
5,806 16.1 

(2,329) (6.5) 
(3,477) (9.7) 

35,977 100.0% 

123,462 100.0% 

In the four-year segments, nonresident graduate students pay the same 
tuition as nonresident undergraduates. In the UC system, nonresident 
students are especially concentrated at the graduate level. Table 9 shows 
that, in 1978-79, 16.1 percent of all graduate students enrolled in DC were 
nonresidents and, of these, 60 percent were foreign students. 

Because of (a) the greater costs ofinstruction associated with graduate 
education and (b) the greater financial rewards typically accruing to 
individuals who pursue graduate education, legislation to increase non­
resident graduate student tuition should be considered. It is possible 
however, that if graduate nonresident tuition were increased to reflect 
fully the actual costs of graduate instruction, the numbers of outstanding 
students applying for graduate admission from out-of-state might decline 
significantly. A more modest increase, setting gn.:iuate nonresident tui­
tion at 150 percent of proposed 1980-81 nonresident tuition, would in­
crease General Fund revenues without adversely affecting nonresident 
enrollments. The new nonresident tuition for graduate students would 
total $3,600 at UC and $3,240 at CSUc. Assuming that nonresident gradu­
ate students continued to attend DC and CSUC in. their current numbers, 
the increased revenue to the General Fund would exceed $10 million in 
1980-81. . 
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Foreign Students 

Nonresident foreign students in all three segments pay the same tuition 
as other nonresident students. Thus, for the purpose of charging tuition, 
no distinction is made between a student who is a resident of England and 
one who is a resident of New England. Similarly, resident aliens (who 
possess a work permit and have lived in California for at least a year) pay 
the same fees as other California residents. Resident aliens are enrolled in 
all three higher education segments, but complete data on them does not 
exist. 

Enrollments of nonresident foreign students have been increasing. As 
Table 10 shows, these enrollments have increased in the CSUC from 1,029 
in 1960 to 9,501 in 1978, and now account for approximately 3 percent of 
headcount enrollment. The UC system shows a similar trend, with non­
resident 'f-oreign student enrollments growing from 4,403 in 1976 (the 
earliest year for which data is available) to 6,129 in 1979. 

Table 10 
Trends in Nonresident Foreign Student Enrollment 

(Headcount). CSUC and UC 
1960-1979 

CSUC UC 
Fall Term, Percentage of Total Percentage of Total 

Year Number EnroUment Number Enrollment 
1960 .......................................................................... 1,029 1.1 % NA NA 
1965 .......................................................................... 2,452 1.6 NA NA 
1970 .......................................................................... 5,108 2.1 NA NA 
1975 .......................................................................... 7,393 2.4 NA NA 
1976 .......................................................................... 7,992 2.6 4,403 3.5% 
1977 .......................................................................... 9,418 3.0 4,720 3.7 
1978 .......................................................................... 9,501 3.1 5,137 4.3 
1979 .......................................................................... NA NA 6,129 5.1 

For the California Community Colleges it is estimated that 24,500 non­
resident foreign students were enrolled in 1978, approximately 2 percent 
of total headcount enrollment. 

The Determination of Residency 

Foreign students admitted to the U.S. on student visas pay nonresident 
tuition each year they are in attendance at the three higher education 
segments. In contrast, most nonresident students from other states within 
the U.S. are only "technical nonresidents" who are in the process of estab­
lishing California residency and, as a result, they usually pay nonresident 
tuition for one year. 

Under the current statutory definition of residency, virtually all nonresi­
dent students from other states are eligible for resident status after one 
year. All a student need do to obtain residency is live in the state one year 
(the first year of academic attendance plus the summer months) and show 
intention to remain in California through such actions as registering to 
vote in California, obtaining a California driver's license, joining local 
organizations, etc. 
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A number of other states apply an additional criterion in the determina­
tion of residency: financial independence. Oregon, for instance, stipulates 
that to obtain residency status 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 1976-77 (the latest year for which data are available), there 
were over 6,000 undergraduates and 7,500 graduate students who were 
from other states at the time of their admission to UC or CSUc. If 2,000 
of these students were not financially independent and continued in at­
tendance, the annual savings to the General Fund in 1980-81 would ex­
ceed $4.5 million, with a corresponding increase in reimbursements. 
Legislation in this area appears justified. 

CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY 
EDUCATION COMMISSION 

Item 359 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 76 

Requested 1980-81 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1979-80 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1978-79 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $87,609 (+4.7 percent) 

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

$1,942,383 
1,854,774 
1,685,259 

None 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Eligibility Study. Recommend CPEC conduct a study on 1106 
impact of new standards for admission to UC and CSUC. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) is com­
posed of 15 members. It is an advisory body to the Legislature and the 
Governor with responsibility for postsecondary planning, evaluation and 
coordination. No person who is regularly employed in any administrative, 
faculty, or professional position by an institution of public or private post­
secondary education may be appointed to the commission. 

Postsecondary institutions advise the commission through a special com­
mittee, consisting of the chief executive officer of each public segment, 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the association or. associations 
for private universities and colleges and the Council for Private Post­
secondary Education Institutions. 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Item 359 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $1,942,383 from the General 
Fund for support of the commission in 1980-81, which is $87,609, or 4.7 
percent, more than estimated current year expenditures. This amount will 
increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for 
the budget year. Table 1 presents a summary of expenditures and funding 
sources for the commission. 

Table 1 
CPEC Expenditures and Funding Sources 

Program 
1. Information Systems .................................................. .. 
2. Coordination and Review ......................................... . 
3. Planning and Special Projects ................................... . 
4. Federal Programs ......................................................... . 
5. Executive ....................................................................... . 
6. Staff Services ................................................................. . 
7. Commission Activities ................................................. . 
8. WJ.C.H.E. ..................................................................... . 

Totals ............................................................................... . 
General Fund ..................................................................... . 
Federal funds ..................................................................... . 
ReimbllISements ............................................................... . 

Positions ............................................................................... . 

Actual 
1978-79 
$323,906 
286,793 
421,400 

1,648,320 
289,440 
251,946 
28,364 
39,000 

$3,289,169 
$1,685,£59 
1,fXXJ,910 

51.1 

Estimated 
197f)...8() 

$296,763 
232,085 
545,995 

1,749,451 
316,259 
309,918 
51,824 
39,000 

$3,533,795 
$1,854,774 
1,679,021 

7,5fXJ 

55.6 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$364,721 
266,680 
474,619 

1,588,002 
331,584 
350,025 
49,824 
42,500 

$3,459,955 
$1,942,383 
1,517,572 

8,fXXJ 

57.1 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$67,958 22.9% 
34,595 14.9 

-71,376 -13.0 
-161,449 -9.2 

15,325 4.8 
40,107 12.9 

-2,000 -3.9 
3,500 9.0 

$-73,840 -2.1% 
$87,fi()9 4. 7% 

-161,#9 -9.6 
5fXJ 6.7 

1.5 2.7 

Table 1 shows that, although CPEC is budgeted a 4.7 percent General 
Fund increase, expenditures will decline by 2.1 percent due to reductions 
in federal support for Title I University Community Service Grants. 

Table 2 shows proposed General Fund changes in 1980-81. 
The Governor's Budget requests additional funds for the following pur­

poses: (1) one new professional staff position in the Information Systems 
unit to maintain and develop new data bases, (2) a new commission 
publication, and (3) various information systems equipment. Our analysis 
indicates that these changes are justified. We recommend approval 

Eligibility Study 

We recommend that the California Postsecondary Education Commis­
sion (CPEC) be directed to study the current admissions standards of the 
University of California (UC) and the California State University and 
Colleges (CSUC) in relation to the admission guidelines established in the 
Master PlliIl for Higher Education, with special attention to (a) eligibility 
rates by sex, ethnicity and income and (b) the effects of the added empha­
sis on standardized entrance examination test scores. The report should be 
made to the Joint Legislative Budget Committee by November 1, 1980. 

Although the UC Regents have the power to establish their own admis­
sion standards, both UC and CSUC have adopted standards that are con­
sistent with guidelines established in the Master Plan for Higher Educa-
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Table 2 
California Postsecondary Education Commission 
Proposed 1980-81 General Fund Budget Changes 

Cost 
1979-80 Current Year Revised ................................................................................................ .. 

1. Base Line Adjustments 
A. Increase in Personnel Costs 

1. Salary Adjustments ................................................................................................. . $7,898 
2. OASDI ...................................................................................................................... .. 1,802 
3. Salary Savings Reduction ....................................................................................... . 7,090 
4. Section 'l1.2 Restored ............................................................................................. . 37,295 

Subtotal ...................................................................................................................... .. 
B. Nonrecurring Items 

1. Off Campus Study ................................................................................................... . $-19,614 
2. Student F'mancial Aid ............................................................................................. . -58,636 

Subtotal ............................................................................................................................ .. 
C. Price Increase ............................................................................................................... . 
D. WICHE Dues Increase .............................................................................................. .. 

Total, Base Line Adjustments ......................................................................................... . 
2. Budget Change Proposals 

A. New Positions ............................................................................................................... . $41,564 
B. Purchase Equipment ................................................................................................... . 18,500 
C. Increase General Expense ........................................................................................ .. 6,000 
D. Increase Printing ......................................................................................................... . 7,500 

Total, Budget Change Proposals ..................................................................................... . 

Total Changes, 1980-81 Proposed Expenditures ........................................................ .. 

Total 
$1,854,774 

$54,085 

$-78,250 
$34,710 
$3,500 

$14,045 

$73,564 

$1,942,383 

tion in California. UC attempts to limit freshman admissions to the top 12.5 
pel'cent of California's high school graduates. CSUC attempts to limit 
freshman admissions to the top 33.3 percent of California's high school 
graduates. 

ePEC's authorizing legislation directs it to (a) "act as a clearinghouse 
for postsecondary education information" and (b) "review all proposals 
for changes in eligibility pools for admission to public institutions and 
segments of postsecondary education." CPEC last reviewed eligibility 
rates in 1976, based on 1974-75 high school graduates. The review indicat­
ed that UC was admitting students from the top 14.8 percent, and CSUC 
was admitting students from the top 35 percent. 

In response to the review, both UC and CSUC took action to reduce the 
estimated eligibility pool. In 1977 the UC Board of Regents adopted 
changes in undergraduate admissions based on a report made by the 
Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS), a UC faculty 
committee. The new admissions standards increased the importance of 
standardized test scores (ACT or SAT) for freshman applicants, and re­
quired a fourth year of approved study in English. The CSUC system also 
changed its undergraduate admissions policies to put greater emphasis on 
standardized test scores. 

There has been no follow-up study to show (a) if these changes have 
brought the two public institutions into compliance with the state master 
plan or (b) the impact any changes have made on the first year enroll­
ments. We recommend that CPEC conduct such a study by November 1, 
1980, using existing commission resources. 
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Delay of Legislative Reports. 

Items 360-377 

The following three legislative repotts requested in the Supplemental 
Report of the 1979 Budget Act have been delayed until February 1980: 

(1) The Community College TransFer Student Study which requires 
CPEC to develop plans for estimating and describing students who trans­
fer from community colleges to four-year institutions. 

(2) TheJoint Doctoral Program Study which requires CPEC to review 
the CSUC Joint Doctoral Program. 

(3) The Program and Facilities Sharing Study which requires CPEC to 
evaluate community college facilities and provide alternatives for in­
creased coordination and sharing of facilities amongst community colleges 
and high schools. 

In addition, the Report on Off-Campus and Extended Education (Items 
321-322, Supplemental Report, 1978 Budget Act) due January 1, 1980 will 
be provided sometime before 1980-81 budget hearings. 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

Items 360-371 from the General 
Fund, and Items 372-377 from 
various funds / Budget p. E 81 

Requested 1980-81 .......................................................................... $965,968,704 
Estimated 1979-80............................................................................ 906,530,939 
Actual 1978-79 .................................................................................. 767,673,491 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $59,437,765 (+6.6 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... $7,641,936 

1980-81 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description Fund Amount 

360 Support General $944,929,272 

361 Integrated Pest Management General 1,616,898 
362 Space Related Research General 1,025,506 
363 Institute of Appropriate Technology General 118,155 
364 State Data Program General 144,647 
365 Undergraduate Teaching Excellence General 1,569,690 
366 Fresno·San Joaquin Medical Education 

Program General 89,411 
3fi7 Berkeley-San Francisco Medical Education Pro- General 856,559 

gram 
368 Riverside-UCLA Biomedical Program General 803,606 
369 Teaching Hospital Loan General 4,115,600 
370 Drew Postgraduate Medical Program General 3,634,160 
371 California College of Podiatric Medicine General 747,100 
372 Institute of Transportation Studies Driver Training 577,100 

Penalty Assessment 

~----~~-------
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373 
374 
375 

376 

377 

Mosquito Control Research 
Deferred Maintenance 
Institute of Appropriate Technology 

Energy Institute 

Utilities Conservation 

Total 

California Water 
COFPHE 
Energy and 
Resources 
Energy and 
Resources 
Energy and 
Resources 

100,000 
5,000,000 

141,000 

250,000 

250,000 

$965,968,704 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Analysis 

page 

1. Graduate enrollments. Reduce Item 360 by $1,360,800. 
Recommend no increase in 1980-81 over the 1979-80 budg­
eted general campus graduate enrollments. 

1122 

2. Instructional Computing. Reduce Item 360 by $800,000. 1127 
Recommend deletion of augmentation as an unnecessary 
enrichment in light of other funding sources. 

3. Instruc~ional Equipment Replacement Program. Delete 1129 
General Fund appropriation of $9,895,300 and increase 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COF-
PHE) by $9,895,300 in Item 360. Recommend that sup-
port for this program be provided by COFPHE. 

4. Medical Residents. Reduce Item 360 by $802,197. Recom- 1135 
mend that state support for 99 medical residents be delet-
ed. Also recommend annual report by UC on medical resi-
dents. 

5. Graduate Academic Students. Reduce Item 360 by 1136 
$235,000. Recommend that state support for 37 health 
science graduate academics be deleted. 

6. Riverside Medical Program. Reduce Item 368 by 1138 
$132,113. Recommend class size not be increased from24 
to 28 students. 

7. Health Science Tuition. Reduce General Fund and in- 1139 
crease reimbursements to Item 360 by $635,000. Recom-
mend 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 
1980-81. 

8. Drew/UCLA Medical Education Program. ReduceItem 1143 
370 by $237,407. Recommend proposed Drew budget be 
reduced to reflect anticipated budgetary savings associated 
with the phased-in hiring of new faculty. 

9. Drew/UCLA Medical Education Program. Recommend 1144 
that the Division of Health Professions submit a report on 
the planned expansion of medical residency program at 
Drew. 

10. California Space Institute. Reduce Item 362 by 1147 
$520,000. Recommend proposed augmentation be delet-
ed. 

11. Institute of Transportation Studies. Delete Driver Pen- 1150 

38-80045 
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alty Assessment Fund support of $577,100 and increase 
Transportation Planning and Research Account by $577,-
100 in Item 372. Recommend that support for the Insti­
tute be provided by the Transportation Planning and Re­
search Account rather than the Driver Training Penalty 
Assessment Fund. 

12. Institute of Industrial Relations. Reduce Item 360 by 1152 
$159,389. Recommend that the California Public Em­
ployee Relations Program be supported primarily by sub­
scribers. 

13. Energy Institute. Reduce Item 376 by $100,000. Recom- 1153 
mend that UC use currently budgeted Special Regents' 
Program funds to partially support Energy Research Insti-
tute. 

14. Appropriate Technology Program. Reduce Item 375 by 1154 
$90,630. Recommend that this program be funded in a 
reduced amount for 1980-81. 

15. California Writing Project. Recommend UC submit an 1157 
annual report on this project. 

16. Farm Management Program. Reduce Item 360 by $360,- 1158 
000. Recommend that this program be supported by fees. 

17. Disabled Student Services. Reduce Item 360 by 1164 
$513,000. Recommend deletion because other funding 
sources are available. 

18. Student Affirmative Action Program. Reduce Item 360 1166 
by $1,889,000. Recommend that the General Fund aug­
mentation for replacement of Educational Fee funds be 
deleted. 

19. Mesa-like Program. Augment Item 360 by $192,600. Rec- 1166 
ommend augmentation to continue program in 1980-81. 
Also recommend evaluation of program. 

20. Utilities Operations. Recommend that the augmentation 1170 
of $250,000 for utilities conservation be contingent on 
demonstrated reductions in energy consumption. 

Summary of Legislative Analyst's Recommended Fiscal Changes 

Program Changes Funding Impact 
Activity Reductions Augmentations General Fund Other Fund 

Graduate enrollments ...................... .. $-1,360,800 $-1,360,800 
Instructional computing .................. .. -800,000 -800,000 
Instructional equipment replace-

ment ............................................ .. -9,895,300 $+ 9,895,300 • 
Medical residents .................. ; ............ . -802,197 -802,197 
Riverside Medical Program ............ .. -132,113 -132,113 
Graduate academic students .......... .. -235,000 -235,000 
Health science tuition ...................... .. -635,000 (+635,000) b 

Drew /UCLA Medical Program .... .. -237,4f11 -237,4f11 
California Space Institute ................ .. -520,000 -520,000 
Institute of Industrial Relations .... .. -159,389 -159,389 
Energy Institute ................................ .. -100,000 $_100,000· 
Appropriate Technology Program .. -90,630 -90,630· 
Farm Management Program .......... .. -360,000 -360,000 
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Disabled student services.................. -513,000 
Student affirmative action ............... . 
MESA-Like Program ......................... . 

Totals.............................................. $-5,310,536 

• Increase in COFPHE funds. 
b Increase in student fees. 

-513,000 
-1,889,000 

$+ 192.600 + 192.600 
$+192,600 $-17,346,606 

e Reductions from proposed Energy and Resources Fund. 
d Increase in funds from univerSity sources. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

( + 1,889,000) d 

$+9,704,670 

The University of California (UC) 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 
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 

Admissions as a first year student is limited to the top one-eighth (121(2 
percent) of California's high school graduates. Nonresident freshmen ap­
plicants must be in the upper one-sixteenth of their state's high school 
graduates to be admitted. The university is permitted to waive the admis­
sion standards for up to 6 percent of the incoming freshman enrollment. 

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. 

1980-81 Budget Overview 

Table 1 shows the total UC budget for the 1979--80 and 1980--81 fiscal 
years. The 1980--81 budget, which totals $3.14 billion, has three compo-



Table 1 
Proposed UC Expenditure Budget for 1980-81 

Personnel 
Support Budget 1979-80 1fl8()...81 
1. Instruction 

A. General Campuses ........................................................................................ .. 12,327.46 12,571.22 
B. Health Sciences ............................................................................................... . 4,663.90 4,770.28 
C. Summer Sessions ............................................................................................. . 360.02 360.02 
D. University Extension .................................................................................... .. 1,208.99 1,208.03 

2. Research ................................................................................................................ .. 2,630.03 2,630.03 
3. Public Service ....................................................................................................... . 1,204.98 1,218.48 
4. Academic Support 

A. Libraries· ........................................................................................................... . 2,183.38 2,193.88 
B. Organized Activities-Other ....................................................................... . 2,592.78 2,592.78 
C. Teaching Hospitals and CIini<:S .................................................................. .. 14,477.31 14,477.31 

5. Student Services and Financial Aid 
A. Activities ........................................................................................................... . 2,850.76 2,850.76 
B. Financial Aid ................................................................................................... . 

6. Institutional Support 
A. GeneraI Administration and Services ...................................................... .. 6,249.25 6,258.25 
B. Operation and Maintenance of Plant ....................................................... . 3/lfJl.75 3,368.75 

7. Independent Operations (Auxiliary Enterprises) ...................................... .. 1,709.62 1,709.62 
8. Special Regents' Programs ................................................................... , ............. . 
9. Unallocated Adjustments 

A. Provisions for Allocation................................................................................ . -809.00 -949.00 
B. Fixed Costs and Economic Factors .......................................................... .. 

Totals, Support Budget ................................................................................ 54,857.23 55,261.37 
Sponsored Research and Other Activities .................................................... .. 
Department of Energy Laboratories................................................................ __ _ 

Grand Totals .................................................................................................. 54,857.23 55,261.37 

CiJange 

243.76 
106.38 

13.50 

10.50 

9.00 
161.00 

-140.00 

404.14 

404.14 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$360,573,124 
158,874,041 

5,659,396 
41,704,702 
84,718,721 
38,789,188 

67,066,510 
67,762,525 

451,141,619 

70,620,597 
31,982,939 

119,161,879 
99,009,378 
87,267,395 
19,453,924 

23,584,125 

$1,727,350,063 
464,388,000 
778,765,000 

$2,970,503,063 

EXJJenditures 
Proposed Change 
1fl8()...81 Amount 

$367,790,368 $7,217,244 
163,985,491 5,1ll,450 

5,659,396 
41,704,702 
86,243,521 1,524,800 
39,656,988 867,800 

67,273,060 206,550 
70,176,525 2,414,000 

494,357,619 43,216,000 

71,442,597 822,000 
32,063,939 81,000 

119,461,879 300,000 
102,868,978 3,859,600 
91,736,395 4,469,000 
23,250,703 3,796,779 

38,333,738 14,769,613 
39,426,170 39,426,170 

$1,855,432,069 $128,082,006 
504,941,000 40,553,000 
778,765,000 

$3,139,138,069 $168,635,006 

Percent 

2.0% 
3.2 

1.8 
2.2 

0.3 
3.6 
9.6 

1.2 
0.3 

0.3 
3.9 
5.1 

19.5 

62.7 

7.4% 
8.7 

5.7% 
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ANAL VSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
nents: (1) the support budget for continuing operations ($1.86 billion), (2) 
Sponsored Research and Other Activities ($500 million), and (3) the three 
Department of Energy laboratories ($780 million). 

The sources of funding for the support budget are shown in Table 2. As 
the table indicates, the increase proposed for the UC support budget in 
1980-81 is $128,082,006, or 7.4 percent of estimated current year expendi­
tures. The proposed increase would be funded as follows: 

• State General Fund appropriations: $+53,758,965, 
• University general funds: $+7,794,553, and 
• Other university revenue sources: $+66,528,488. 
The source of funds for individual programs is shown in Table 3. 
The individual components of the proposed state General Fund in­

crease are shown in Table 4. The amount of the increase-$53,758,965-
will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved 
for the budget year. (See faculty salary discussion under Item 488.) The 
Department of Finance currently estimates that each 1 percent of UC 
salary increase will cost $4.2 million for academics and $4.1 million for 
nonacademics. 

Table 2 
UC Revenues-Total Support Budget 

Ertimated Proposed 
General Funds: J979-BO JfJ80...8J 

State Appropriations ....................................................... . $005,891,639 $959,650,604 
University General Funds: 

Nonresident tuition ..................................................... . 19,000,189 20,605,882 
Other student fees ...................................................... .. 3,900,000 4,705,040 
Other current funds .................................................... .. 1,848,300 3,223,300 

Funds Used as Income: 
Federal overhead ........................................................ .. 26,494,500 30,305,000 
Department of Energy-overhead & manage-
ment.. ............................................................................... . 1,835,545 1,911,865 
Prior year balances ...................................................... .. 4,623,606 4,745,606 
Other .............................................................................. .. 712,326 712,326 

Totals, General Funds ............................................ .. $964,306,105 $1,025,859,623 
Restricted Funds: 

State Appropriations: 
Transportation research ............................................. . $539,300 $577,100 
Mosquito research ....................................................... . 100,000 100,000 
Deferred maintenance .............................................. .. 5,000,000 
Energy research ........................................................... . 641,000 

Federal Appropriations .................................................. .. 9,281,092 9,281,092 
Federal Grants ................................................................. . 6,426,493 5,442,493 
University Sources: 

Student fees ................................................................... . 129,490,672 138,789,307 
Sales and services ........................................................ .. 27,665,170 28,953,170 
Teaching hospitals ....................................................... . 408,848,514 451,368,514 
Organized activities .................................................... .. 31,974,317 33,733,317 
Endowments ................................................................ .. 15,922,294 15,922,294 
Auxiliary enterprises .................................................. .. 86,310,350 90,779,350 
Other ............................................................................... . 10,164,105 10,164,105 
Prior year balances ....................................................... .. 12,821,651 13,607,704 
Special Regents' programs ........................................ .. 23,500,000 25,213,000 

Totals, Restricted Funds ........................................ .. $763,043,958 $829,572,446 

Totals, Revenue (Support Budget) ................................. . $1,727,350,063 $1,855,432,069 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$53,758,965 5.9% 

1,605,693 
805,040 

1,375,000 

3,810,500 

76,320 
122,000 

$61,553,518 

$37,800 

5,000,000 
641,000 

-984,000 

9,298,635 
1,288,000 

42,520,000 
1,759,000 

4,469,000 

786,053 
1,713,000 

$66,528,488 

$128,082,006 

8.5 
20.6 
74.4 

14.4 

4.2 
2.6 

6.4% 

7.0% 

-15.3 

7.2 
4.7 

10.4 
5.5 

5.2 

6.1 
7.3 

8.7% 

7.4% 



Table 3 c: -" 
Source of Funds by Program Z -" 

-" 
(1980-81 Governor's Budget) <: .110 

m 
" State Student Sales and Services :21 

en "d and Other Federal Fees Teaching Educational Auxiliary Other :j 0 
General Funds Funds and Tuition Hospitals Acb'vities Enterprises Endowments Sources Total -< ~ 

Instruction: 0 til 
'TI trJ 

General campuses .............................. $363,093,082 $335,799 $302,814 $165,315 $1,477,688 $2,415,670 $367,790,368 (") CJ 
Health sciences .................................... 138,278,786 4,015,804 19,322,211 784,385 1,584,305 163,985,491 ,. 0 

Z 
Summer session .................................. 5,659,396 5,659,396 ~ t:J 
University extension .......................... 41,704,694 8 41,704,702 0 :> 

i:l:I 
Total Instruction .............................. $501,371,868 $4,351,603 $47,666,904 $19,487,526 $2,262,081 $3,999,975 

:21 >< $579,139,957 Z 
j; trJ 

Research .................................................... t:J 
$75,276,256 $2,419,495 $779,461 $4,561,668 $3,206,641 $86,243,521 I C 

(") CJ 
Public Service: 0 ~ ::;, 

Community service ............................ $437,255 $2,458,049 $5,036,124 $595,439 $654,291 $9,181,158 5' -0 
Cooperative extension ...................... 20,630,065 $6,525,798 215,000 4,507 27,375,370 i z 
Drew Postgraduate Medical School 2,353,360 2,353,360 Q. 

California College of Podiatry 
Medicine ............................................ 747,100 747,100 
Total Public Service ...................... $24,167,780 $6,525,798 $2,458,049 $5,251,124 $599,946 $654,291 $39,656,988 

Academic Support: 
Libraries ................................................ $86,218,319 $25,500 $873,726 $155,515 $67,273,060 
Museums and galleries ...................... 1,163,875 116,368 158,376 1,438,619 
Intercollegiate athletics .................... $937,597 101,016 1,038,613 
Ancillary support-general campus 2,617,715 211,841 1,409,106 4,238,662 
Ancillary support-health sciences 31,593,997 31,860,507 6,127 63,460,631 

Total Academic Support .............. $101,593,906 $1,149,438 $33,512,497 $1,038,229 $155,515 $137,449,585 -,..,. CD 

Teaching Hospitals ................................ $42,886,343 $451,368,514 $102,762 $494,357,619 
3 
'" c.J 

Student Services: ~ Social and cultural activities ............ $639,482 $10,382,917 $90,382 $27,614 $426,518 $11,566,913 
Supplemental educational services 500,080 1,519,883 25,016 2,044,979 -:t 

-:t 
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 
Table 4 . 

UC General Fund Support 
Summary of Changes from 1979-80 Budget 

1979-80 Base Budget ......................................................................................... . 
Program Changes . 
A. To Maintain Existing Budget ............................................................... . 

a. Price increases ..................................................................................... . $19,758,000 
b. Merit increases and promotions .................................................... .. 15,702,000 
c. Malpractice insurance ....................................................................... . 835,000 
d. General risk I liability insurance ....................................................... . 292,000 
e. Social security ....................................................................................... . 2,156,000 
f. Annuitant health insurance ............................................................. ... 473,000 
g. University of California Retirement System ............................... . 157,800 
h. Public Employees Retirement System ......................................... . 52,370 
i. UC income adjustment ....................................................................... . -7,145,553 

B. Workload Changes ................................................................................... . 
a. General campus instruction ............................................................. . 3,284,540 
b; Health sciences instruction .............................................................. .. 3,205,000 
c. Health sciences capitation replacement ....................................... . 984,000 
d. Academic support-libraries ........................................................... . 206,550 
e. Academic support-Qther ................................................................. . 105,000 
f. Teaching hospitals ............................................................................... . 196,000 
g. Operation and maintenance of plant... .......................................... . 609,600 
h. Student services ................................................................................... . 70,000 
i. Student affirmative action ................................................................. . 200,000 

C. Budget Change Proposals ..................................................................... . 
a. General campus instruction ............................................................ .. 3,932,704 
b. Health sciences instruction ............................................................... . 618,450 
c. Organized research ............................................................................. . 1,096,000 
d. Public service ....................................................................................... . 867,800 
e. Academic support-Qther ................................................................. . 550,000 
f. Teaching hospitals ............................................................................... . 500,000 
g. Institutional support ........................................................................... . 300,000 
h. Operation and maintenance of plant... .......................................... . 3,000,000 
i. Student services ................................................................................... . 513,000 
j. Student affirmative action ............................................................... ... 1,889,000 
k. UC income adjustment ..................................................................... . -649,296 

Total Change ............................................................................................. ... 

Total 1980-81 Support ....................................................................................... . 

Faculty and Staff 

$905,891,639 

32,280,617 

8,860,690 

12,617,658 

$53,758,965 

$959,650,604 

Unlike other state agencies, the Legislature does not exercise position 
control over UC. Rather, the state appropriates funds to UC based on 
various workload formulas, such as one faculty member for every 17.48 
undergraduate and graduate students. UC determines how many faculty 
and teaching assistants (TAs) will actually be employed. Thus, review of 
actual and budgeted position totals is not as meaningful for UC as it is for 
the Department of Education or other state agencies. 

Table 5 shows estimates of the number of faculty and staff for the past, 
current and budget years. The proposed budget provides sufficient funds 
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for UC to add 581 new positions (94 new general campus faculty, 59 
medical faculty, 118 TAs and 309 new staff positions). The increases are 
based on both workload and new programs. 

Table 5 
Estimated UC Faculty and Staff· 

Estimated Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

General Campus faculty ..................................... . 
Health Sciences faculty ...................................... .. 
Teaching assistants ............................................... . 
Staff ............. : ............................................................ .. 

6,414 
1,952 
1,582 

44,189 
Totals ........................................................ :........... 54,136 

a Details may not add to total due to rounding. 

UC Positions and Salary Saving 

6,128 
2,028 
1,802 

43,961 

53,920 

6,222 
2,087 
1,921 

44,271 

54,501 

Change 
Number Percent 

94 1.5% 
59 2.9 

118 6.7 
309 0.7 

581 1.1% 

The number of positions shown in Table 5 for 1980-81 does not include 
those estimated positions that will not be filled during the year (common­
ly referred to as "salary savings"). Because UC positions are not con­
trolled, salary savings is not a meaningful concept in this budget. 

The Governor's 1980-81 Budget increases the estimated number of posi­
tion savings by 140 positions (see Table 1). We know of no reason to do 
this except that it allows the budget to show a lower number of positions 
supported in the budget statewide. This is because the position count is 
based on the number of positions after adjustments for salary savings. The 
increase in the number of position savings shown in the budget has no 
fiscal significance. It does, however, tend to obscure the impact of the 
General Fund increase on staffing. In 1980-81, the General Fund increase 
will support 581 new positions, not the 404 net increase shown in the 
Governor's Budget. 

Control Section Reductions: 1978-79 

Control Sections 27.1 and 27.2 of the 1978 Budget Act directed the 
Department of Finance not to allocate $96.4 million of the General Fund 
support which was provided in the act, in order to hold down state spend­
ing. The savings were intended to be permanent rather than one-time. 
UC's share of the reductions made pursuant to the control sections was 
$15.4 million. The Legislature restored $2.3 million of the 1978 reductions 
when it passed the 1979 Budget Bill. The Governor vetoed the $2.3 million 
augmentation and further reduced the UC budget by an additional $1.3 
million. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act directed UC to submit 
a report showing by campus, the specific reductions made pursuant to the 
control sections of $15.4 million and the Governor's unspecified reduction 
of $1.3 million. UC reports that it assigned a percentage of the reduction 
to each campus and to systemwide administration. Table 6 shows the 
distribution of these reductions. 
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Table 6 

Items 360-377 

1978-79 and 1979-80 Undesignated Reductions by 
Campus and Systemwide Location 

(in millions) 

Total 1979-80 
Budget 

$164.l 
128.8 
60.8 

Berkeley ........................................................................................... . 
Davis ................................................................................................. . 
Irvine ................................................................................................. . 
Los Angeles ..................................................................................... . 
Riverside ........................................................................................... . 
San Diego ......................................................................................... . 
San Francisco ................................................................................... . 
Santa Barbara ................................................................................... . 
Santa Cruz ....................................................................................... . 
Systemwide: 

Agriculture ................................................................................... . 
Administration and programs ................................................. . 

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

203.4 
45.7 
80.3 
74.6 
59.0 
32.l 

2504 
3004 

$904.6 

Table 7 shows the reductions by budget program. 

Table 7 

Amount 
Reduction 

$2.7 
2.2 
1.0 
3.3 

.7 
1.3 
1.2 
1.0 
.6 

A 
2.3 

$16.7 

1978-79 and 1979-80 Undesignated Reductions by 
Budget Program 

in millions 

Total1979-80 Amount 
Budget Reducbon 

Instruction ................... .... ........... ........ ................... .................... ....... $468.6 $4.8 
Organized research ........................................................................ 74.0 0.4 
Organized activities I public service ............................................ 57.6 0.5 
Hospitals ............................................................................................. 42.2 O.l 
Libraries ....................................... .................. ................................... 65.6 004 
Operation and. maintenance of plant ........................................ 98.5 1.6 
Institutional support........................................................................ 101.5 5.2 
Student services ....................................................................... ....... 15.l 0.8 
Provisions for allocations................................................................ -18.5 2.9 

Totals .............................................................................................. $904.6 $16.7 

Percent 
Reduction 

1.7% 
1.7 
1.6 
1.6 
1.5 
1.6 
1.6 
1.7 
1.9 

1.6 
7.6 

1.9% 

Percent 
Reduction 

1.0% 
0.5 
0.9 
0.2 
0.6 
1.6 
5.1 
5.3 

1.9% 

In their 1980-81 budget, the Regents requested that $4.8 million estimat­
ed reduction in instruction be restored. UC, however, has not been able 
to accurately estimate the number of faculty affected by this reduction, 
although it is sure that no tenured full-time faculty have been laid off. 
Based on the historical percentage of instruction expenditures used to 
support faculty (60 percent) approximately $2.9 millon of the $4.8 million 
is related to faculty. The Governor's Budget does not include the funds 
requested by the Regents to restore the reduction in instruction. 

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 and Financial Aid, Institutional Support, and Independ­
ent Operations provide supporting services to the three primary func-
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tions. The remaining two program classifications, Special Regents 
Programs and Unallocated Adjustments include special resource alloca­
tions 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. 

ENROLLMENT 
Overview 

General campus and health science enrollments are the primary indica­
tors of instructional workload. Table 8 shows the recent trends in UC 
enrollment, expressed in full-time equivalent (FfE) students. A full-time 
student in UC takes an average of 15 units during each of three quarters. 
Thus, one FfE would be one student attending full-time, two students 
each attending one-half time, etc. In practice, most UC students attend 
full-time, although the average course load has decreased slightly in re­
cent years. 

As shown in Table 8, since 1974-75 UC enrollment has increased 5.7 
percent, a little more than 1 percent per year. The greatest growth has 
occurred in the health sciences (23.9 percent), reflecting the phased de­
velopment of major health science centers on five of the nine campuses. 

Enrollment Up in Current Year 

Each fall, UC surveys each of the nine campuses to determine how 
actual enrollments compare to the enrollment estimates on which the 
current year UC budget is based. Control Section 28.9 of the annual 
Budget Act stipulates that if the enrollment exceeds by 2 percent or more 
the enrollment upon which the budget was based, UC may request a 
supplementary state appropriation. Conversely, if enrollments decline by 
2 percent or more, the UC budget may be reduced. 

Table 9 shows that the general campus enrollment for 1979-80 was 
budgeted at 107,136. The revised estimate, based on the recent fall survey, 
indicates that actual enrollment will be 109,669, 2,563 students, or 2.4 
percent above the budgeted level. The Department of Finance has noti­
fied us that it will seek a deficiency appropriation of $1,248,000 to cover 
the marginal costs related to the additional students. The proposed aug­
mentation follows the accepted methodology. 

1980-81 Budgeted Enrollment 

Table 9 shows the budgeted enrollment for each campus in 1979-80 and· 
the proposed level of 1980-81. An increase of 311 students (2.5 percent) 
is anticipated in the health sciences, while 1,637 additional students (1.5 
percent) are expected at the general campuses. Total projected enroll­
ment is 1,948 students (1.6 percent) above the 1979-80 budgetedlevel, and 
615 students (-0.5 percent) below the revised level. The projected num­
ber of general campus students in 1980-81-both undergraduate and 
graduate-is 926 less than the current estimate for 1979-80. UC anticipates 
a decline of 836 undergraduate students (-1 percent) and 90 graduate 
students (-0.4 percent). 



General Campus 
Undergraduate ............................................................ 
Graduate ........................................................................ 

Subtotals .................................................................... 
Health sciences ................................................................ 

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

~~, 

Table 8 
UC Full·Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

1974-75 to 1979-80 

Actual 
1974-75 1975-76 197~77 1977-78 

81,917 85,610 84,243 82,988 
23,618 24,341 23,996 23,555 

105,535 109,951 108,239 106,543 
10,016 10,700 11,130 11,397 

115,551 120,651 119,369 117,940 

Budgeted 
197tJ..79 Revised 

83,931 83,731 
23,779 23,405 

107,710 107,136 
11,918 12,405 

119,628 119,541 

c: 
Z 
<: 
m 
::II 

Revised Percent ~ 
Estimate change 74-75 -< 
1979-80 to 79-80 0 

(11/19/79) Revised ." 
(") 
» 

85,700 4.6% c: 
23,999 1.6 ." 

0 
109,699 3.9% ::II 

Z 12,405 23.9% ;; 
122,104 5.7% I 

(") 
0 
:::I 
:t. 
:::I 
C 
CD 
c.. 

... ... 
~ 
...... 
'1:1 
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>-l en 
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:> 
::0 
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tJ 
c: 
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Table 9 
Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTE) 

(Three Quarter Average) 

Governor's Budget 
Change 

Actual Budgeted (Revised) Proposed From 79-80 Percent 
Berkeley 197~79 1979-80 (1979-80) 1980-81 Budgeted Change 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 18,826 18,690 (19,331) 18,850 160 0.9% 
Graduate .......................... 7,801 7,567 (7,848) 7,498 -69 -0.9 

Health Sciences .................. 714 788 ~) 813 25 3.2 

Subtotals ........................ 27,341 27,045 (27,967) 27,161 116 0.4% 
Davis 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 12,052 12,200 (12,374) 12,300 100 0.8% 
Graduate .......................... 2,873 2,927 (2,926) 2,955 28 1.0 

Health Sciences .................. 1,807 1,915 (1,915) 1,971 56 2.9 

Subtotals ........................ 16,732 17,Q42 (17,215) 17,226 184 1.1% 
Irvine 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 7,333 7,500 (7,350) 7,486 -14 -0.2% 
Graduate .......................... 1,239 1,223 (1,177) 1,236 13 1.1 

Health Sciences .................. 990 1,032 ~) 1,059 27 2.6 -
Subtotals ........................ 9,562 9,755 (9,559) 9,781 26 0.3% 

Los Angeles 
General Campus 

Undergraduate ................ 17,309 17,224 (17,838) 17,468 244 1.4% 
Graduate .......................... 7,242 7,136 (7,325) 7,369 233 3.3 

Health Sciences .................. 3,750 3;813 (3,813) 3,886 73 1.9 

Subtotals ........................ 28,301 28,173 (28,976) 28,723 550 2.0% 
Riverside 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 3,045 3,010 (2,953) 2,963 -47 -1.6% 
Graduate .......................... 1,249 1,239 (1,297) 1,298 59 4.8 

Health Sciences .................. 35 44 ~) 56 12 27.3 -- -
Subtotals ........................ 4,329 4,293 (4,294) 4,317 24 0.6% 

San Diego 
General Campus 

Undergraduate ................ 8,105 8,187 (8,415) 8,450 263 3.2% 
Graduate .......................... 1,271 1,225 (1,226) 1,248 23 1.9 

Health Sciences .................. 957 1,035 (1,035) 1,085 50 4.8 --
Subtotals ........................ 10,333 10,447 (10,676) 10,783 336 3.2% 

San Francisco 
Health Sciences .................. 3,665 3,778 (3,778) 3,846 68 1.8% 

Subtotals ........................ 3,665 3,778 (3,778) 3,846 68 1.8% 
Santa Barbara 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 11,884 11,901 (11,968) 11,905 4 
Graduate .......................... 1,767 1,741 (1,818) 1,886 145 8.3% 

Subtotals ........................ 13,651 13,642 (13,786) 13,791 149 1.1% 
Santa Cruz 

General Campus 
Undergraduate ................ 5,377 5,019 (5,471) 5,442 423 8.4% 
Graduate .......................... 337 347 ~) 419 72 20.7 

Subtotals ........................ 5,714 5,366 (5,853) 5,861 495 9.2% 
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Total University 
Undergraduate ................ 83,931 
Graduate .......................... 23,779 

General Campus ................ 107,710 
Health Sciences .................. 11,918 

Totals.............................. 119,628 

Student Ethnic Data 

83,731 
23,405 

107,136 
12,405 

119,541 

(85,700) 
(23,999) 

(109,699) 
(12,405) 

(122,104) 

Items 360-377 

84,864 1,133 1.4% 
23,909 504 2.2 

108,773 1,637 1.5% 
12,716 311 2.5% 

121,489 1,948 1.6% 

The student ethnic composition of UC's students is shown in Table 10. 

Table 10 
UC Student Ethnic Group Distribution a 

(Undergraduates only) 

Ethnic Group 

Hispanic .................................................................................................... .. 
Black ........................................................................................................... . 
Other Minority ......................................................................................... . 
White ........................................................................................................ .. 

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

1976 
5.3% 
4.1 

10.9 
79.6 

100.0% 

1977 

5.5% 
4.1 

11.9 
78.5 

100.0% 

1978 
5.6% 
4.0 

12.5 
78.0 

100.0% 
a Data supplied by uc. Information obtained from voluntary survey. 91.4 percent of undergraduates 
responded to survey in 1976; 92.1 in 1977 and 93.0 percent in 1978. Data is for fall term only and excludes 
foreign nonresidents. Details do not add to total, due to rounding. 

As Table 10 shows, Hispanics increased as a proportion of UC students 
by 0.3 percent, while the percentage of Blacks decreased by 0.1 percent, 
over the period 1976-1978. The largest increase over the period has been 
in Asian students who are included in the other minority category. 

Delete Budget Increase for Graduate Enrollment 

We recommend no increase in 1980-81 over the 1979-80 budgeted gen­
eral campus graduate enrollments (23,405 FTE), for a General Fund sav­
ings of $1,36(),800. (Reduce Item 360 by $1,360,800.) 

In September the Regents proposed a 1980-81 graduate enrollment of 
23,500FfE students. They revised that total to 23,909 FfE in November 
after determining that graduate enrollments in 1979-80 exceeded the 
budgeted level by 594 students. The budget for 1980-81 includes funding 
for 23,909 FiE graduate students, which is 504 more than the number 
budgeted in 1979-80. 

Table 11 compares 1979-80 budgeted and revised graduate enrollments 
to both the Regents' initial request for 1980-81 and the level included in 
the budget. 

In the past, the Legislature has taken the position that graduate enroll­
ments, unlike undergraduate enrollments, can and should be controlled. 
Thus, the level of graduate enrollment is a policy issue, not merely a 
projection of demand. In fact, as recently as 1978, the Legislature refused 
to fund the level of graduate students proposecl by Uc. 
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Table 11 
Comparison Graduate FTE Enrollments for 1979-80 and 1980-81 

1979-!J(} 1!J80.-81 
Difference Difference between 

Revised Budgeted Regents' Govemor's Govemor's and 
Budgeted Estimate to Actual Budget Budget Regents' Budget 

Berkeley ............ 7,567 7,848 281 7,499 7,498 -1 
Davis .................. 2,927 2,926 -1 2,954 2,955 1 
Irvine .. : ............. 1,223 1,177 -46 1,237 1,236 -1 
Los Angeles ...... 7,136 7,325 189 7,222 7,369 147 
Riverside .......... 1,239 1,297 58 1,220 1,298 78 
San Diego ........ 1,225 1,226 1 1,231 1,248 17 
Santa Barbara .. 1,741 1,818 77 1,792 1,886 94 
Santa Cruz ........ 347 382 35 345 419 74 --Totals .............. 23,405 23,999 594 23,500 23,909 409 

UC maintains that the budget should provide for an increase in graduate 
enrollment above the 1979-80 budgeted level, for two reasons: 

(1) student demand in particular fields has increased, and 
(2) the campuses requiTe additional enrollment to maintain strong core 

graduate programs. 
We recommend that expansion of graduate enrollment be funded only 

when· such an expansion is justified on a program-by-program basis. 
Beyond the undergraduate level, it is no more appropriate to base UC 
funding on "student demand" that it would be to fund other state pro­
grams on the basis of client demand. 

Our analysis cannot substantiate the need to fund higher enrollment 
levels because of "core program" requirements. For example, we can find 
no justification for a 233 FTE budgeted increase at UCLA which currently 
has 29 percent of its students at the graduate level. 

For these reasons, we recommend no i9-crease in 1980-81 graduate en­
rollment over the 1979-80 budgeted level (23,405), for a General Fund 
savings of $1,360,800 (each new graduate student requires $2,700 in new 
General Fund support annually). 

GENERAL CAMPUS INSTRUCTION 

Overview 

Included under this subprogram is the cost of faculty (other than 1980-
81 pay increases), teaching assistants and related instructional support for 
the eight general campus programs. 

Table 12 shows the general campus instruction budget by program 
element. The 1980-81 budgeted General Fund increase of $7.2 million 
results from: 

• additional faculty, T As and instructional support related to enroll­
ment ($3.3 million), 

• an augmentation to enrich the TA-to-student ratio ($1.1 million), 
• an increase in support for the Equipment Replacement Program ($2 

million), and 
• additional support for instructional computing ($0.8 million). 

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



Elements: 

1. Faculty .................................................................................. .. 
2. TAs ......................................................................................... . 
3. Instructional support ......................................................... . 
4. Other .................................................................................... .. 
5. Equipment replacement program ................................ .. 
6. Instructional computing .................................................. .. 
7. Employee benefits ............................................................ .. 

Totals .................................................................................. .. 
Personnel (FTE) 
Academic 

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

Staff ............................................................................................ .. 

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

Table 12 
Instruction-General Campus 

(in thousands) 

1979-80 Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 
$175,768 

22,326 
fll,306 

7,3fll 
3,564 

49,515 

$355,876 

$2,872 
1,825 

$4,6fll 

Total 
$175,768 

22,326 
100,178 

1,825 
7,3fll 
3,564 

49,515 

$360,573 

6,128 
1,802 

357 
4,006 

12,294 

1980-81 Governor's Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds 
$177,067 

23,672 
98,437 

9,3fll 
4,364 

50,156 

$363,093 

$2,872 
1,825 

$4,6f1l 

Total 
$177,067 

23,672 
101,309 

1,825 
9,3fll 
4,364 

50,156 

$367,790 

6,222 
1,921 

357 
4,071 

c: 
2 
<: 
m 
:a 
(I) 

Chan!f.e 
:::j 
-< 

Amount Percent 0 
$1,299 0.7% ~ 
1,346 6.0 » 
1,131 1.1 !: 

'TI 

2,000 27.0 0 
:a 

800 22.4 ~ 
641 1.3 f --

$7,217 2.0% (") 
0 
:::J ... 

94" 1.5% ~. 
18 b 6.6 It 

Q. 

65 0 1.6 

277 2.3% 
" Includes 24 FrE faculty which were added to the budget in 1979-80 due to the enrollments over 2 percent above the 1979-80 budgeted enrollments. Since these 
FrE were added after the. final 1979 Budget Act, they will not be formally authorized until the 1980-81 budget. 

12,571 

b As with faculty, 9 TA positions were added after the 1979 Budget Actand will not be formally authorized until 1980-81. 
o As with faculty and T As, 21 support staff were added after the 1979 Budget Act and will not be formally authorized until 1980-81. 

... ... 
~ 
...... 
"t:I 
0 
CIl 
!o.,J 
CIl 
t"l 
(j 
0 z 
0 
> = -< 
t"l 
0 
c:: 
(j 

~ ..... 
0 
Z 

-ct 
~ 
c.:> ; 



Items 360-377 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1125 

Faculty 

Table 13 shows the 1979-80 budgeted general campus instructional fac­
ulty, the percentage with tenure and the faculty / student ratio on the eight 
general campuses. Although the state budgets one additional faculty for 
each 17.48 students, the ratio on individual campuses is determined by UC 
fund allocations. The range in 1979-80 is from a low of 13.68 at Riverside 
to 19.87 at San Diego. 

Table 13 

Percentage of Tenure FTE Faculty, 1979-80 Budget 
Instruction-General Campuses 

Total 
Instructional 
FacultyFTE 

Berkeley............................................................ 1,583.06 
Davis ......................................... ,........................ 803.87 
Irvine ..... ....... .................................................... 444.13 
Los Angeles...................................................... 1,450.93 
Riverside .......................................................... 310.51 
San Diego ........................................................ 486.46 
Santa Barbara.................................................. 717.75 
Santa Cruz ...................................................... 331.75 

Totals ................... ......................................... 6,128.46 

Total 
Tenure 
FTE 

1,158.18 
517.04 
308.10 
932.72 
244.06 
309.13 
459.07 
233.55 

4,161.85 

Percent 
Tenure 
FTE 
73.16% 
64.32 
69.37 
64.28 
78.60 
63.55 
63.96 
70.40 

67.91% 

Student/ 
Faculty 
Ratios 
16.59 
18.82 
19.64 
16.79 
13.88 
19.87 
19.01 
16.17 

17.48 

Table 14 shows the changes in (1) general campus enrollment (under­
graduate and graduate FTE) (2) faculty FTE and (3) student/faculty 
ratios since 1966-67. The systemwide budgeted faculty/student ratio has 
remained essentially unchanged over the last six years. 

Table 14 

UC Student/Faculty Ratio 
as Budgeted 

1966-67 ...................................................................................... .. 
1967-68 ...................................................................................... .. 
1968-69 ...................................................................................... .. 
1969-70 ...................................................................................... .. 
1970-71 ...................................................................................... .. 
1971-72 ......................................... ; ............................................. .. 
1972-73 ...................................................................................... .. 
1973-74 ................................................................ .' ...................... . 
1974-75 ...................................................................................... .. 
1975-76 ...................................................................................... .. 
1976-77 ....................................................................................... . 
1977-78 ...................................................................................... .. 
1978-79 ...................................................................................... .. 
1979-80 (Estimated) .......... : ..................................... , .............. . 

Faculty Time Use Study 

Students 
75,811 
81,282 
84,203 
89,442 
94,780 
98,441 
98,949 
99,637 

104,203 
106,672 
108,001 
108,374 
107,909 
107,136 

Faculty 
5,152.00 
5,294.00 
5,455.75 
5,634.15 
5,752.02 
5,656.16 
5,679.59 
5,721.75 
5,959.50 
6,098.09 
6,174.76 
6,199.01 
6,172.01 
6,128.46 

Student/ 
Faculty 
Ratio 
14.71 
15.35 
15.43 
15.88 
16.48 
17.40 
17.42 
17.41 
17.49 
17.49 
17.49 
17.48 
17.48 
17.48 

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 
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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 discard­
ed data had been collected by UC each year since 1972 in response to a 
similar state request.) UC agreed and contracted with a private research 
firm for a new survey in 1977-78 and for annual follow-up surveys thereaf­
ter. The same firm conducted the 1977-78 and 1978-79 surveys. 

Direct Student Cant/act Hours Decline 

Table 15 shows how faculty time use changed between 1977-78 and 
1978-79. 

Table 15 

Comparison of Details of Instructional Activities for Regular Faculty 
With 100 Percent Instruction and Research Responsibilities Q 

Winter and Spring Quarters 

Direct student contact 

1977-78 
Hours 

Per Week 

Regularly scheduled course instruction ................................ 5.9 
Noncredit instruction ................................................................ 0.8 
Supervising independent! special study................................ 2.4 
Student advising.......................................................................... 3.5 
Giving oral exams ...................................................................... 0.3 

Subtotal, All Direct Student Contact ................................ 13.0 
Course preparation ........................................................................ 10.5 
Other instructional activities ...................................................... 5.0 

Totals, All Instructional Activities b.................................... 28.6 

a University of California Faculty Time-Use Study 1978-79, page 35. 
b Details do not add to total, due to rounding. 

1978-79 
Hours 

Per Week 

.5.3 
0.7 
2.2 
3.3 
0.3 

11.8 
11.0 
4.5 

27.3 

Change 

-0.6 
-0.1 
-0.2 
-0.2 

-1.2 
0.5 

-0.5 

-1.3 

The 1978-79 survey found that among all regular full-time faculty, the 
average amount of time spent on UC-related activities was 61.4 hours per 
week. The comparable figure in the 1977-78 survey was 62.5 hours. A 
comparison of the data for these two years found the only statistically 
significant difference in time use was a decline of 1.2 hours per week in 
direct student contact. The survey report does not include any reasons for 
this decline, and UC can think of no policy change within the university 
that would account for a decline in contact hours. 

We will continue to monitor changes in faculty time use, and report 
Gignificant changes to the Legislature in next year's Analysis. 

Teaching Assistant Augmentation Provided 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget proposes a $1.1 million augmentation 
for an additional 92 FTE Teaching Assistants (TAs). Since 1968-69 the 
TA/undergraduate ratio has decreased from 1/40.82 to 1/46.46. In addi­
tion, between 1971-72 and 1977-78, undergraduate enrollments increased 
by 25 percent in laboratory disciplines but by only 5 percent in nonlabora-
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tory disciplines. This is significant because laboratory courses are more 
TA-intensive. Thus, over the past 10 years the need for TAs appears to 
have increased, while the TAl undergraduate ratio has declined. At the 
present time, the TAl undergraduate ratio is the second lowest of the eight 
UC comparison institutions. 

In our Analysis of the 1979-80 budget, we recommended an augmenta­
tion to support 92 FTE teaching assistants. The Legislature provided funds 
for this purpose, but the Governor vetoed the entire amount. In the 
budget for 1980-81, he has requested that the L~gislature provide the 
funds he deleted last year. We recommend approval of the $1.1 million. 

Instructional Computing 

Instructional computing is essentially decentralized among the cam­
puses. Computer services are provided by large central campus computer 
centers and by hundreds of mini and micro computers which have been 
obtained by the campuses to support the growing demand for computer 
instruction and research activities. 

Authority to acquire equipment costing less than $100,000 has been 
delegated to the individual campus. For acquisitions between $100,000 and 
$500,000, review and approval of systemwide staff is required. All procure­
ments over $500,000 are forwarded to the computer policy board for ap-
proval. . 

Delete Augmentation 

We recommend that the augmentation for instructional computing be 
deleted, for a General Fund savings of $800,000 (Reduce Item 360 by 
$800,000). 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget proposes an increase of $800,000 for the 
instructional use of computers ($300,000 for equipment, $200,000 for con­
sultants and $300,000 for computer time). In the 1979 Budget Act, the 
Legislature provided an additional $500,000 for instructional computing, 
bringing state General Fund support for this program to $3,663,527. 

We recommend that the Legislature delete the requested augmenta­
tion of $800,000 for the following reasons: 

1. Alternative Sources of Funds A vailable. For each budgeted faculty 
member, UC receives a lump sum of unrestricted "instructional support." 
This permits UC maximum flexibility to meet its academic needs. As an 
integral part of the instructional program, computing should compete 
with other university and campus priorities from funds now available for 
instructional support. 

2. Need for More Cost-Effective Procurements. The university needs 
to find more cost-effective ways to procure computer resources. For exam­
ple, UC recently obtained a number of minicomputers from a leading 
vendor at a discount of 18 percent (which is the vendor's standard dis­
count for multiple acquisition). By contrast, the California State Univer­
sity and Colleges (CSUC) system through a competitive procurement 
process purchased 19 computers from this same vendor and received a 62 
percent discount. 

Further, CSUC expects to achieve a 50-80 percent discount as a result 
of a new competitive bid to acquire medium to large-scale computers for 



1128 / POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION Items 360-377 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA-Continued 

the computer centers at each campus. Comparable savings can be realized 
by UC through improved cooperation among campuses without jeopard­
izing the system's commitment to campus decentralization. In any event, 
it is unreasonable for the state to have to subsidize the higher costs of 
decentralization, should cooperation not be feasible. 

Administrative Computing 

There has been a major shift in policy in the area of administrative 
computing. Previously, a highly centralized system existed for both the 
planning and operation of administrative computer centers. 

A 1976 UC task force report determined that this approach was unsatis­
factory because it met neither systemwide nor campus requirements for 
timely and accurate management information. Based on this study, UC 
adopted a plan which called for a shift to a decentralized approach. Our 
review of the 1976 plan led us to conclude that campus autonomy in the 
development of computing systems for administrative purposes would not 
be the most cost-effective or satisfactory approach to meeting the system's 
needs in the absence of active systemwide coordination and policy devel­
opment. 

Campus Accomplishments. Our campus reviews indicate that consid­
erable progress has been made. Substantial upgrades in computer capacity 
have occurred on each campus and a number of new systems for financial 
management and other administrative functions have been installed. 
Other systems are in various stages of development, and campus adminis­
trators appear to be receiving improved information. 

Central Leadership. While the campuses are making progress, the 
central information systems group is not exercising the leadership and 
control necessary to develop universitywide information. The Assistant 
Vice President for Information Systems position is vacant and until recent­
ly, the duties assigned to this position were being performed on a half-time 
basis. 

Progress in developing and promulgating common universitywide data 
standards has generally lagged behind the campus development of sys­
tems. Further, the installation of a new payroll system, which was obtained 
for use by all campuses, is behind schedule. This has forced most campuses 
to rely on an antiquated payroll system which is inadequate. 

Finally, we found few instances in which there was a sharing of adminis­
trative systems among campuses except in the area of student records. 
Similarly, little sharing of computer resources to process administrative 
programs was evident. These activities should also be a responsibility of 
the systemwide information systems staff . 
. The Legislature should be concerned with this situation for two reasons: 
(1) the absence of a coordinated administrative information system may 
adversely effect the quality of data available from UC and (2) state Gen­
eral Fund support of this activity which began at $661,000 in 1976-77, 
continues to receive automatic price and salary adjustments each year. We 
will continue to monitor this project. 
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Instructional Equipment Replacement Program (Item 360) 

We recommend that the source of funding for the Instructional Equip-~ 
ment Replacement Fund be shifted from the General Fund to the GOFt 
PHE fund (Reduce Item 360 by $9,895,300 and establish new GOFPHE 
fund item.) 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget requests a $2 million General Fund 
augmentation for instructional equipment. This would bring to $9,895,300 
the total amount of funds annually available to UC to replace obsolete 
instructional equipment. Support for this program has grown steadily 
since its inception in 1976-77. If the added $2 million augmentation is 
approved, UC will have available 80 percent of the $12.3 million it esti­
mates as necessary to maintain its inventory, currently valued at approxi­
mately $270 million. 

We recommend that the additional $2 million be provided for this pro­
gram. We recommend however, that the Legislature fund the entire pro­
gram from the COFPHE fund, for the following reasons. First, COFPHE 
fund revenues are projected to increase much faster than the need for 
those facilities traditionally supported by the fund. Second, use of funds 
from this source 'will increase the amount of General Fund money avail­
able to the Legislature in meeting high priority state needs. The recom­
mendation is an extension of current policy. When new buildings are 
completed the initial complement of equipment is purchased with COF­
PHE funds. 

Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program (Item 365) 

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 
Regents' funds. For 197~79, a special $300,000 augmentation was provided 
to improve undergraduate education by expanding teaching assistant 
(TA) training programs. The funding sources and programs are shown in 
Table 16. The university has chosen not to provide an inflation adjustment 
for the program from the Regents' Fund. We recommend approval as 
budgeted 

Table 16 
Undergraduate Teaching Excellence Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

General Fund: 
Undergraduate teaching excellence........................................ $1,410,000 
T A training program .................................................................. 300,000 

Regents' Fund: 
Instructional Improvement Program...................................... 1,000,000 

Totals........................................................................................ $2,710,000' 

a Includes allocation of $1,381,700 and price increase funds of $85,300. 

$1,467,000 a $1,569,690 
318,000 318,000 

1,000,000 

$2,785,000 

1,000,000 

$2,887,690 



Program Elements 
1. Faculty ................................................................. . 
2. Instructional support... ...................................... . 
3. Employee benefits ............................................. . 

Totals ................................................................. . 
Personnel (FTE) 
1. Academic 

Faculty ............................................................. . 
Other academic ............................................. . 

2. Staff ....................................................................... . 

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

Table 17 
Instruction-Health Sciences Program 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(in thousands) 

1979-80 Budllet 
General Restricted 

1980-81 Governor's Budllet 

Funds Funds 
$65,024 $17,853 
50,141 5,613 
18,306 1,937 & 

$133,471 $25,403 

Total 
$82,877 
55,754 
20,243 

$158,874 

2,028 
112 

2,524 

General 
Funds 
$66,570 
52,826 
18,882 

$138,278 

Restricted 
Funds 
$19,141 

4,629 
1,937& 

$25,707 

Total 
$85,711 
57,455 
20,819 

$163,985 

2,087 
112 

2,571 
4,664 4,770 

d Includes Capitation Grants employee benefits which were included in various program elements in the Govemor·sBudget. 
b Compensation plan income. 

General 
Funds 
$1,546 
2,685 

576 

$4,807 

Change 
Restricted 

Funds 
$1,288 b 

_984 c 

$304 

Total 
$2,834 
1,701 

576 

$5,1ll 

59 

47 

lO6d 

c Federal capitation grant income. 
d Does not include 18.33 FfE for Drew/UCLA undergraduate medical education program (10.00 FfE faculty, .70 FfE other academic, and 7.63 J'TE staff). 
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HEALTH SCIENCE INSTRUCTION 

1. Overview 

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 $4.B million includes: 

• $3.2 million for workload related to enrollment growth of 311 FTE 
students (an additional 59 FTE faculty and related support), 

• $1 million for the replacement of federal capitation funds, and 
• $0.6 million for faculty and support related to the development of 

Drew/UCLA medical program. 
Table 17 shows the health science instruction budget by program ele­

ment. 

Student/Faculty Ratios 

The proposed budget increase would maintain the current year level of 
state support for the anticipated 19B0--81 enrollments. The number of 
additional faculty was determined by applying university-approved stu­
dent/faculty ratios for each health science school to the planned total 
enrollment. 

These approved ratios are shown in Table lB. 

Schools of Medicine: 

Table 18 
University Approved Student-Faculty Ratios 

Health Sciences 

M.D. curriculum .................................................................................................................................. 3.5:1 
House staff 

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

Graduate academic and graduate professional............................................................................ 8:1 
Family nurse practitioner .................................................................................................................. 8:1 
Aiiied health programs ...................................................................................................................... 20:1 

Schools of Dentistry: 
D.D.S. curriculum ................................................................................................................................ 4:1 
House staff 

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

Dental hygienist.. ............................................................................... ,.................................................. 8:1 
Graduate professional.......................................................................................................................... 4:1 
Graduate academic ........................................................................................................... ,.................. 8:1 

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

Schools of Public Health: 
B.S. curriculum, graduate academic and graduate professional .............................................. 9.6:1 
Residents ................................................................................................................................................ 7:1 

School of Veterinary Medicine: 
D.V.M. curriculum .............................................................................................................................. 5.4:1 
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House staff.............................................................................................................................................. 7:1 
Graduate academic and graduate professional ............................................................................ 8:1 

School of Pharmacy: 
Pharm.D. curriculum .......................................................................................................................... 11:1 
House staff.............................................................................................................................................. 7:1 
Graduate academic .............................................................................................................................. 8:1 

School of Optometry: 
0.0. curriculum, graduate academic and graduate professional............................................ 12.5:1 

The overall student/faculty ratios budgeted for each school are shown 
in Table 19. 

Table 19 
Overall Student-Faculty Ratios 

Health Sciences Schools 

Budgeted Budgeted Budgeted Proposed 
Program 1977-78 197~79 1979-80 1980-81 

Medicine ............................................................................... . 
Dentistry ............................................................................... . 
Nursing ................................................................................. . 
Optometry ........................................................................... . 
Pharmacy ............................................................................. . 
Public health ....................................................................... . 
Veterinary medicine ......................................................... . 

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

5.78:1 
4.73:1 
7.77:1 

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

6.18:1 

5.76:1 
4.74:1 
7.78:1 

12.67:1 
10.27:1 
9.60:1 
5.97:1 

6.17:1 

5.76:1 
4.74:1 
7.78:1 

12.59:1 
lO.29:1 
8.71:1 
5.97:1 

6.12:1 

5.67:1 
4.69:1 
7.82:1 

12.58:1 
10.24:1 
8.68:1 
5.95:1 

6.06:1 

Table 20 shows the allocation of the proposed faculty increases by cam­
pus and program. 

Table 20 
FTE Faculty-Health Sciences 

Berkeley 
Health and medical sciences ......... . 
Optometry ........................................... . 
Public Health ................................... ... 

Totals, Berkeley ............................. . 
Davis 

Medicine ............................................. . 
Veterinary medicine ......................... . 

Totals, Davis ................................... . 
Irvine 
. Medicine ............................................. . 
Los Angeles 

Dentistry ............................................. . 
Medicine ............................................. . 
Nursing ................................................. . 
Public health ....................................... . 

Totals, Los Angeles ....................... . 
Riverside 

Medicine ............................................. . 

Budgeted 
197~79 

13.74 
23.28 
41.14 

78.16 

215.15 
100.46 

315.61 

167.31 

99.70 
418.54 " 
38.96 
52.09 

609.29 

11.71 

Budgeted 
1979-80 

13.86 
23.28 
47.72 

84.86 

216.92 
108.97 

325.89 

176.52 

101.70 
435.48" 
41.09 
59.67 

637.94 

12.85 

1980-81 
Governor's Budget 
Total Increase 

15.36 1.50 
23.68 .40 
48.86 1.14 

87.90 3.04 

217.49 .57 
116.23 7.26 

333.72 7.83 

185.90 9.38 

102.34 .64 
442.78 a. b 7.30 b 

43.59 2.50 
62.52 2.85 

651.23 13.29 

16.00 3.15 
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San Diego 
Medicine ............................................. . 

San Francisco 
Dentistry .............................................. . 
Medicine ............................................. . 
Nursing .......................... ; ...................... . 
Pharmacy ........................................... ... 

Totals, San Francisco ................... . 

Grand Totals .......................................... .. 

190.37 

109.48 
341.70 
75.48 
52.46 

579.12 

1,951.57 

POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1133 

200.48 210.92 10.44 

114.54 122.24 7.70 
345.81 348.61 2.80 
75.61 75.41 -.20 
53.46 55.46 2.00 --

589.42 601.72 12.30 

2,027.96 2,087.39 59.43 

• Includes 19 Instruction and Research basic sciences faculty teaching dentistry. 
b Does not include 10 FTE faculty for Drew/UCLA Undergraduate Medical Education Program. 

Disregard for Legislative Intent 

In the Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act, the Legislature 
clearly set forth its intent regarding the number of medical residents and 
the number of graduate students in the health sciences. The 1980-81 
budget for the university's health sciences program, as proposed by the 
Regents and approved by the Governor evidences a clear disregard for 
legislative intent. 

Our analysis and recommendations for medical residents and health 
science graduate students are discussed separately, below. These two is­
sues have major fiscal implications, amounting to $1,037,197 in 1980-81 
alone. 

2. UC Medical Residents 

Last year the Legislature expressed its intent in the Supplemental Re­
port of the 1979 Budget Act that the number of medical residents support­
ed in 1980-81 be 12 less than the number supported in the current year, 
with the reduction to be made in the nonprimary care area. The Gover­
nor's Budget, however, proposes an increase of 87 residents. The differ­
ence between what the Legislature implied it would support and what the 
Governor's Budget requests amounts to $802,197 from the General Fund. 

Background. In the 1979-80 budget, UC proposed to increase the num­
ber of medical residents funded by the state, from 4,290 to 4,388, for an 
increase of 98 residents. Our analysis led us to conclude that this increase 
was not warranted. 

We did not, however)recommend that funding for these new residen­
cies be deleted from the 1979-80 budget because UC informed us that the 
1979-80 resident assignments would be made before legislative hearings 
were held. So as not to disrupt the plans made by UC or those selected for 
the new residencies, we recommended that the Legislature put UC on 
notice that the reduction would take place in 1980-81. 

In acting on the 1979-80 budget, the Legislature stated its intent that the 
number of residencies supported in 1980-81 be 12 (rather than 98) less 
than the 1979-80 figure. The reduction was to be in the nonprimary care 
area. 

1980-81 Budget Proposal. In September 1979, the Regents proposed an 
increase of 103 medical residents for 1980-81. The Governor's Budget 
included funding for 87 of these 103 residents. The net increase of 87 
residents consists of (1) an increase of 93 residents in primary care, (2) an 
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increase of 6 residents in nonprimary care where there are demonstrated 
shortages, and (3) a net decrease of 12 in other nonprimary care special­
ties. 

Table 21 shows the number of medical residents (1) supported in 1978-
79, (2) supported in 197~O, (3) proposed to be supported in 1980-81. 

As the table shows, the budget proposes 99 more residents than the 
Legislature indicated it would support. UC did not formally advise the 
Legislature that it intended to ignore the supplemental language. The 
totals by specialty for the past, current and budget year are shown in Table 
22. 

Table 21 
Medical Residents 

Increase 
1980-81 Over 

Legislative Governor's Legislative 
1978-79 1979-80 Intent Budget Intent 

Primary care ........................................ 1,898 1,992 1,992 2,085 93 
Nonprimary care.................................. 2,390 2,396 2,384 2,390 6 

Totals .................................................. 4,288 • 4,388 4,376 4,475 99 

a The 1978-79 budgeted total was 4,290. 

Table 22 
University of California 

Medical School House Staff by Specialty 

Actual Budgeted Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

Primary Care 
Family Practice ..................................................... 465 
Internal medicine ................................................ 842 
Obstetrics and gynecology ................................ 205 
Pediatrics ................................................................ 296 
Flexible.................................................................... 90 

Totals, Primary Care ...................................... 1,898 

Nonprimary Care 
Allergy and immunology .................................... 10 
Anesthesiology ...................................................... 172 
Dermatology .......................................................... 51 
Emergency medicine * ...................................... 40 
Internal medical specialities ................. ............. 366 
Neurological surgery............................................ 31 
Nuclear medicine ................................................ 16 
Occupational medicine * .................................... 3 
Ophthalmology...................................................... 81 
Orthopedic surgery.............................................. 116 
Otolaryngology ...................................................... 63 
Pathology ................................................................ 167 
Pediatric specialties ............................................ 97 
Physical medicine and rehabilitation • .......... 32 
Plastic surgery ...................................................... 18 
Psychiatry and neurology 

Psychiatry ........................................•................. 313 

514 
875 
215 
323 
65 

1,992 

12 
162 
56 
52 

370 
30 
24 
4 

73 
120 
65 

157 
94 
34 
18 

302 

519 
909 
237 
327 

93 

2,085 

10 
169 
52 
54 

369 
31 
25 
10 
74 

120 
66 

164 
92 
32 
17 

307 

Change 

5 
34 
22 
4 

28 

93 

-2 
7 

-4 
2 

-1 
1 
1 
6 
1 

1 
7 

-2 
-2 
-1 

5 
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Child psychiatry ................................................ 54 60 56 -4 
Neurology .......................................................... 90 87 85 -2 

Radiology 
Diagnostic radiology ........................................ 195 184 185 
Therapeutic radiology .................................... 20 28 28 

Surgery-general .................................................. 394 401 385 -16 
Thoracic surgery .................................................. 11 12 12 
Urology .................................................................... 49 50 46 -4 
Vascular surgery .................................................. 1 1 1 -

Totals, Nonprimary Care ........................... 2,390 2,396 2,390 -6 

Totals ....................................................................... 4,288 4,388 4,475 87 

• Shortage specialties 

Increase in Residents Not Justified 

We recommend that the number of medical residents be reduced by 99, 
fora GeneralFundsavingsof$802,197. (Reduceltem360by$802,197.) We 
further recommend that supplemental report language be adopted which 
requires UC to submit by November 1 of each year a report on all 
proposed changes in medical residencies. This report should be submitted 
to the Division of Health Professions Development within the Office of 
Statewide Health Planning and Development, the Department of Fi­
nance and the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. 

We also recommend that the division reVIew this material and make 
recommendations on the proposed levels to the legislative fiscal commit­
tees and the Department of Finance by December 1 of each year. 

Our analysis indicates that an increase in the number of residents is not 
warranted, for the following reasons: 

• California has more than an adequate supply of physicians using any 
generally accepted standard. 

• While some specialties, notably primary care, should be increased the 
increase can and should come about through reductions in those spe­
cialties where there is an oversupply. 

• The total supply of residents can be increased reasonably quickly in 
the future if the supply of physicians in California should begin to fall 
below generally accepted standards. 

On this basis we recommend deleting funds for 99 resident positions for 
a General Fund savings of $802,197. 

Reporting. Recentinformation indicates that some primary care resi­
dents are more likely than others to choose a nonprimary care specialty 
as their ultimate field. The two areas where a primary care resident is 
more likely to become a nonprimary care specialist are (1) internal medi­
cine and (2) "flexible". Of the proposed increase in primary care resi­
dents, (93), 62 are in these two areas. We recommend that UC provide the 
budget committees with the following prior to hearings: 

• Reasons why family practice interns will increase by only five in 
1980-81. 

• Available information on short-term career paths ofinternal medicine 
and flexible interns. 

We also recommend that UC be required to submit the following infor­
mation by November 1 of each year to the Division of Health Professions 
Development: 
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• The total number of residents by specialty and school. 
• Projected changes in the number of residencies for each school, disag­

gregated by 
1. medical specialty 
2. type-of facility (university operated, county operated, community 

operated) . 
• Information on whether the changes proposed are net changes or 

simply a change in the status of affiliation without an actual change 
in the number of positions at the hospital. 

• A brief narrative description of the changes to accompany tabular 
displays of data and information. 

The Division of Health Professions Development has been charged by 
the 1.egislature with the responsibility to monitor and report on health 
manpower in California. It is the state agency on which the Department 
of Finance and the Legislature should rely for an evaluation of future 
requests for expansion in health science disciplines. Therefore, we 
proposed that the Division be directed to evaluate future UC requests for 
growth in health science disciplines and report to the legislative fiscal 
committees and the Department of Finance by December 1 of each year. 

3. Graduate Academic Students 

We recommend the deletion of state support for 37 health science 
graduate academic students for a General Fund savings of $235,()(){}. 
(Reduce Item 360 by $235,()(){},) 

Health science graduate academic students are masters degree and 
PhD students. They obtain degrees in a wide variety of disciplines"':""from 
Scientific Nutrition to Biochemistry-but the largest percentage of stu­
dents are in basic physical and biological sciences. The Governor's Budget 
proposes funding for a total of 1,092 health science graduate academic 
students in 1980-81 a reduction of four from the current year. 

Background In the 1979-80 budget, UC proposed to increase the num­
ber of health science graduate academic students by 41 over the 1978-79 
level. Our analysis led us to conclude that this increase was not warranted. 
We did not, however, recommend that funding for this additional enroll­
ment be deleted from the 1979-80 budget because UC would have made 
commitments to these students prior to budget hearings. So as not to 
disrupt the plans made by UC or those students selected to fill the addi­
tional 41 places, we recommended that the Legislature put UC on notice 
that the reduction would take place in 1980-81. The Legislature approved 
our recommendation, and the Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget 
Act requested UC to budget health science graduate academic students 
in 1980-81 at a level 41 less than 1979-80. 

UC maintains that most of these students will be in disciplines where 
future employment possibilities are good. UC also makes the point that 
these additional students are necessary to help "balance" the student body 
of the newer schools. 

Increases Not Needed Our analysis indicates that increases in these 
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programs would not serve the public generally, and are not necessary to 
meet the state's obligation to provide educational access. At a time when 
the state is striving to restrain budget growth our analysis revealed no 
need to further eXp€@d these programs. 

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

Furthermore, if "balance" at the newer schools is essential, it can be 
achieved by relatively minor reallocations of existing students. 

We therefore recommend that legislative intent established last year be 
followed, and state support of $235,000 for 37 health science graduate 
academic students be deleted from the budget. 

4. Joint Medical Education Programs,,(ltems 366-368) 

The Budget Act of 1974 provided state support to three new UC medical 
education programs, for the first time. They were: the Berkeley-San Fran­
cisco Joint Medical Education program, the Riverside-UCLA Biomedical 
Program, and the Fresno-San Joaquin Medical Education Program. In 
subsequent years these programs have continued to receive state support. 
The funding of each program is shown in Table 23. 

Table 23 
Joint Medical Education Programs a 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Program 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

Fresno-San Joaquin Program ............................ $79,000 $87,900 $89,411 $1,511 1.7% 
Berkeley-San Francisco Program...................... 760,510 833,875 938,029 104,154 12.5 
Riverside-Los Angeles Program........................ 636,713 776,970 979,756 202,786 26.1 

• Includes program support from the main support and separate budget items. 

Funding the Fresno~SanJoa,quin Program (Item 366) and the Berkeley­
San Francisco Program (Item 367) represent normal cost increases. We 
recommend approval as budgeted. 

5. Riverside Medical Program (Item 368) 

Overview 

The Riverside medical education program was funded for the first time 
in the Budget Act of 1974 with a special $86,200 appropriation. It is a joint 
effort between the Riverside campus, the School of Medicine at Los Ange­
les and the San Bernardino County General Hospital. 

The program eliminates one-year from the typical eight-year period to 
obtain an MD degree. The Riverside campus provides the first five years 
of instruction including courses in the basic medical sciences, and an 
introduction to clinical medicine through its association with the San Ber­
nardino County General Hospital. In the sixth and seventh years, a select 
number of students complete the requirements for the MD degree at Los 
Angeles. 
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Change in Class Size 

Items 360-377 

There are no restrictions on enrollment in this program through the first 
three years. Only 24 students, however, are allowed to continue in the 
program at the end of the third year. This enrollment level (24 students) 
in the fourth and fifth year classes was agreed to by UC, the Department 
of Finance and the Legislature. In the current year, UC has increased the 
fourth year class to 28 students. The Governor's Budget proposes to pro­
vide state support to increase both the fourth and fifth year classes to 28 
in 1980-81. The estimated state cost for these eight additional students is 
$132,113 (each student requires $16,154 in state support). 

Increase in Class Size Not Justified 

We recommend that state support for the class size increase in the 
Riverside Medical Program be deleted, for a General Fund savings of 
$132,113. (Reduce Item 368 by $132,113.) 

UC states that the primary reason for increasing the class size at River­
side is to satisfy accreditation requirements that were made following a 
review conducted in October 1977. This review concluded that additional 
"core" faculty resources were needed. By increasing the fourth and fifth 
year class size to 28, UC assumed it would receive approximately two 
added faculty positions. (The medical school student faculty ratio is 3.5 
students per faculty member, thus eight additional students generate 2.3 
faculty positions.) A second reason given for the increase is to increase the 
supply of sixth year students from which the Drew Medical Program can 
draw. The Drew program, which is also affiliated with UCLA, will enroll 
its first class of third year medical students in 1982-83. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed increase in class size is not 
warranted, for the following reasons: 

• UC's medical education programs are widely regarded as among the 
best in the country. At no time has UC ever advised the Legislature 
that the Riverside program is in any way inadequate. 

• Accreditation reports do not serve as an adequate basis for making 
changes in a high calibre program such as UC's. These reports are 
highly subjective. They can also be influenced by the aspirations of 
the faculty and administration at the school being evaluated. 

• There is no reason to believe that a school as prestigious as UCLA will 
have any trouble attracting qualified students to its program in the 
future. UCLA has always been able to attract transfer students from 
other universities both within and outside the state. While the River­
side class would increase the supply of eligible students for Drew, our 
analysis did not find any evidence that an increase is necessary to 
support the Drew program. 

• If UC believes that additional "core faculty resources" are needed at 
Riverside, the campus can easily reallocate positions between depart­
ments. Riverside currently has a student/faculty ratio of 13.68, the 
richest of any campus. (The systemwide average is 17.48.) 

For these reasons, we recommend that the Legislature delete eight 
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medical student positions at Riverside, for a General Fund savings of 
$132,113. 

6. Health Sciences Tuition 

Until 1970-71 a special resident tuition was charged to students in medi­
cine ($250) and students in dentistry and pharmacy ($200). This income 
was deposited in the UC General Fund and used as an offset to required 
state General Fund support. When the Regents imposed the educational 
fee in 1970-71 they terminated these charges effective with the 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). 

Reinstatement of Health Science Tuition Proposed 

We recommend that a $1,OOO/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 1980-81. This will produce a General 
Fund savings of approximately $635,000 in 1980-81 and approximately $3.2 
million annually once fully established. (Reduce General Fund and in­
crease reimbursements to Items 360 by $635,000.) 

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 $1,000 / 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 student/faculty ratios understates the 
true cost difference. 

Student/Faculty Ratio 
Medicine ................................................................................................................................ 3.5 to 1 
Dentistry ................................................................................................................................ 4.0 to 1 
Veterinary Medicine .......................................................................................................... 5.4 to 1 
General Campus .................................................................................................................. 17.5 to 1 
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A better way to illustrate the high cost of these programs is to compare 
the incremental General Fund cost of additional students. Table 24 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 ofa 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
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 24 
Incremental Cost of Additional 

Students in 1979-80 

Incremental 
Cost per Student 

Medicine .......................................................................................................................................... $12,629 
Dentistry ...................................................................... ,................................................................... IO,OSI 
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 (AAVMC) 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 25 shows the student tuition and fees for the eight institu­
tions UC relies on for faculty salary comparisons. All but one of the eight 

'2 have higher fees for undergraduates. This is true of the public as well as 
2 the private institutions in this group. 

\ 
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Table 26 shows 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. 

Table 25 
Health Science Tuition and Fees 
at UC Comparison Institutions 

1978-79 

Veterinary 
Undergraduate Medicine Dentistry Medicine 

Non· Non· Non· Non· 
Resident resident Resident resident Resident resident Resident resident 

Stanford ................................................ $5,130 $5,130 $5,388 $5,388 
Yale ........................................................ 5,150 5,150 5,480 5,480 
Harvard ................................................ 4,850 4,850 6,060 6,060 $5,000 $5,000 
SUNY, Buffalo ...................................... 930 1,380 3,167 4,367 3,000 4,000 
Cornell .................................................. 4,850 4,850 5,500 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 
Illinois .................................................... 814· 1,986· 2,256 5,840 1,317 

Average ............................................ $2,931 $3,644 $4,133 $5,268 $2,849 
UC .......................................................... 825 2,730 825 2,730 825 
• Data are for 1977-78 

Table 26 
Health Science Tuition and Fees 

Medical Schools· 

2,907 

$4,017 
2,730 

$2,800 
825 

$4,500 
2,730 

Average Tuition and 
Student Fees 

Resident Nonresident 

A11-121 schools .............................................................................................................................. $3,603 $4,722 
Public (72) ...................................................................................................................................... 1,772 3,653 
Private (49) ..................................................................................................................................... 6,293 6,293 

Dental Schoolsb 

All-S9 schools .................................................................................................................................... 3,020 4,078 
Public (36) ...................................................................................................................................... 1,773 3,348 
Private (23) .................................................................................................................................... 4,972 5,220 

Veterinary Medical Schoolsb 

A11-21 schools ................................................................................................................................ 1,363 2,507 
Public (19) ...................................................................................................................................... 1,146 2,331 
Private (2) ...................................................................................................................................... 3,425 4,175 

UC Medical, Veterinary and Dental Schools ............................................................................. 825 2,730 
a 1978-79 tuition and fees. 
b 1977-78 tuition and fees. 

39-80045 
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Tuition Deferrals Needed for Low-Income Students 

If a $500 tuition were charged in 1980-81 to all medicine, dentistry and 
veterinary students, it would raise approximately $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 
attendance. Therefore, we propose that a tuition deferral option similar 
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
dents 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 1980-81 
to approximately $665,000, with the remaining $1.2 million to be repaid in 
latter years. 

With a $l,OOO/year tuition beginning in 1981-82, 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 $l,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 1971-72 (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. 

7. Charles R. Drew Postgraduate Medical School (Item 370) 

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 Luther King, 
Jr. County Hospital located in Watts. State general funds are provided to 
Drew under ,two separate contracj;s, each administered by Uc. 

As shown in Table 27 the 1980-81 Governor's Budget includes $3,634,160 
for Drew programs (Item 370), of which $1,280,800 is for the medical 
program planning and development at Drew and $2,353,360 is for the 
continuation of a separate public service program. The amount proposed 
for the public service program reflects normal price increase. 
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Table 27 
Funding for UC/Drew Programs 

Actual Ertimated Proposed Change 
1978-79 1979-t1O 191J()..81 Amount Percent 

1. Drew/UCLA Medical 
Budget act appropriation .......................... .. 
Statutory appropriation................................ ($I50,IXXl) 

2. Public Service .................................................... 2,105,160 

Totals ................................................................ $2,105,160 

Drew UCLA Medical Education Program 

$512,350 
(241,216) 

2,165,860 

$2,678,210 

$1,280,800 
(107,095) 

2,353,360 
$3,634,160 

$768,450 
(-134,121) 

187,500 
$955,950 

150.0% 
(-55.6) 

8.7 
35.7% 

During 1979, Drew and UCLA reached agreement on a new medical 
education program. As a result, UCLA will expand its third and fourth year 
medical school enrollment by 48 students (24 at each level), with the 
required clinical training for these students to take place at the Drew 
School. The additional students will be third year transfers from other 
medical schools, although the transfer students will not necessarily be the 
students who will participate in the Drew program. During 1979-80, 1980-
81, and 1981-82, Drew and UCLA will develop the required physical 
facilities, recruit faculty and staff, and develop the curriculum. The 1979 
Budget Act provided the Drew program with $512,350 for 10 new faculty 
positions to develop a curriculum. (The Drew program is also scheduled 
to enroll 250 residents in 1981-82.) 

The contract between UC and Drew stipulated a number of conditions 
that must be satisfied before funds will be released to Drew. Although no 
faculty have been hired to date, UC and Drew are hopeful that most of 
the positions will be filled by April,l, 1980. Even so, there will be savings 
in the current year estimated at $400,000. This money will automatically 
revert to the state General Fund. 

Anticipated Savings Not Budgeted 

We recommend that the proposed Drew budget be reduced by $237,407 
to reflect anticipated budgetary savings associated with the phased-in 
hiring of 10 new faculty in 1980-81. (Reduce Item 370 by $237,407.) 

The Governor's Budget proposes an increase of $768,450 for the Drew 
Medical Program in 1980-81-$618,350 for program expansion and 
$107,095 for merit and price adjustments. The amount for program expan­
sion will provide Drew with an additional 10 faculty positions, raising the 
authorized faculty to 20. 

By providing full-year funding for these positions, the budget assumes 
that all of them will be filled on July 1, 1980. Our analysis indicates that 
this is unlikely to occur. Given the importance of the curriculum to the 
success of the program, Drew intends to conduct a deliberate, thoughtful, 
national selection process to fill these faculty positions. This will not be 
completed by July 1. 

We therefore recommend that the budget for this item be reduced by 
$237,407 because the full amount requested will not be needed in the 
budget year. This assumes that Drew will add two faculty each month for 
the period September through January. 
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Report Needed on Drew Residents 

We recommend that the Division of Health Professions Development 
within the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development report 
by December 1, 1980, on the need to add the current residents at the 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Hospital to the UC residency program in 1981-82. 

The current phase-in plan for the Drew/UCLA medical program in­
cludes UC assuming control of the residency program at Martin Luther 
King, Jr. County Hospital in 1981-82. Currently, King Hospital trains ap­
proximately 250 medical residents. UC plans to request additional faculty 
to bring the current Drew residency program up to UC standards. 

In order to evaluate the merits of this planned expansion in 1981-82 we 
recommend that the Division of Health Professions Development within 
the Office of Statewide Health Planning report on the need to add these 
additional residents. The report should be made available to the legislative 
fiscal committees and the Department of Finance by December 1, 1980. 

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 1979-80 over 27,000 students are expected to enroll in summer pro­
grams. 

Like summer sessions, University Extension is self-supporting, primarily 
through student fees. The goals ofthis program are: (1) to provide educa­
tional 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. In 1979-80, an estimated 375,500 people will enroll in one or 
more extension offerings. 

II. RESEARCH 

Overview 

The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education designated UC as the "pri­
mary state-supported agency for research." Table 28 shows the major 
research activities supported by the state and the budget for each. The 
state General Fund budget for these research activities is $75.3 million in 
1980-81. The largest portion of UC's research budget ($316.1 million) 
however is received from the federal government, private individuals, 
and foundations. These funds are not included in the support budget. 

Approximately 53 percent of the General Fund support is spent on 
research in the agricultural sciences. The next largest component of the 
research budget is the Organized Research Units (ORUs). The remaining 

~-~--~ -----------~~-----



Table 28 
Research Program 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(in thousands) 

1979-80 Budl!et 

Elements 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

1f18()..81 Govemor's Budl!et 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

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 ......................................................................................... . 

Totals ........................................... ··· ..................................................................... . 

$12,959 $3,282 $16,241 $13,680 $3,711 $17,391 

1,984 2,7ff1 4,691 1,984 2,7ff1 4,691 

40,550 3,471 44,021 40,925 3,471 44,396 

4,931 240 5,171 4,931 240 5,171 

3,427 221 3,648 3,427 221 3,648 

10,330 617 10,947 10,330 617 10,947 

$74,181 $10,538 $84,719 $75,9:17 $10,967 $86,244 

Personnel (FiE) 
Academic .............................................. · ................................................................ . 
Staff ......................................................................................................................... . 

Totals .......................................... ···· ..... · ............................................................... . 

920.51 920.51 
1,709.52 1,709.52 

2,630.03 2,630.03 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Tota.1 

$721 $429 $1,150 

375 375 

$1,096 $429 $1,525 
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research funds are used for research in marine sciences, faculty research 
grants, and travel to professional meetings. 

Organized Research Units (OR Us) 

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 19~1 Governor's Budget provides a $1.5 million increase in re­
search support. The budgeted General Fund increase of $1,096,000 is com­
posed of four items: (1)$520,000 for the California Space Institute, (2) 
$375,000 for the Integrated Pest Management program, (3) $100,000 for 
the Institute of Industrial Relations and (4) $101,000 for the California 
Policy Seminar. 

The Governor's Budget also proposes to provide intitial support of 
$250,000 for a new Energy Institute ORU and augment· the university's 
Appropriate Technology program by $141,000. Funds for these programs 
would come from a proposed Energy and Resources Fund. If established 
by the Legislature the fund would be supported with revenues that under 
existing law are deposited in the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher 
Education (COFPHE). 

Changing Policy 

In the Analysis of the 1978-79 budget, we expressed concern about UC's 
changing policy toward budgeting for research within the university. Tra­
ditionally, the state has provided UC with a constant amount of money 
(adjusted upwards each year for inflation), and permitted UC to allocate 
the funds by campus and research subject. The underlying assumption has 
been that if the research program could be supported within a fixed 
amount of resources the state would permit the UC faculty to determine 
research priorities. In recent years, however, UC has proposed a number 
of augmentations for research in particular subjects in addition to the 
annual increase in the base level of support. 

SPACE RELATED RESEARCH (Item 362) 

The 1979 Budget Act appropriated a total of $455,000 for the establish­
ment of two new UC research units: (a) a systemwide California Space 
Institute (Cal Space) which helps coordinate the space-related research 
efforts of all eight general campuses and (b) an Astro Physics and Space 
Science Center. Both are located on the San Diego campus. 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget includes a $520,000 augmentation for 
Cal Space in addition to priCe level adjustments for both programs. Table 
29 shows the current year and budgeted amounts for both programs. 
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Table 29 
Space Related Research 

Ertimated Proposed Change 
1979-80 191JO..81 Amount Percent 

California Space Institute: 
Program .......................................................... :............................................. $380,000 
Unallocated salary and price adjusbnents ........................................... . 

Subtotals .................................................................................................... $380,000 
Astro Physics and Space Science Center: 

Program ........................................................................................................ 75,000 
Unallocated salary and price adjusbnents ........................................... . 

$900,000 
42,223 

$942,223 

75,000 

~ 
Totals .......................................................................................................... $455,000 $1,025,506 

Cal Space Augmentation 

$520,000 136.8% 
42,223 

$562,223 148.0% 

8,283 

$570,506 125.4% 

We recommend that the Cal Space augmentation be deleted, for a 
General Fund savings of $520,000 in 1980-81. (Reduce Item 362 by $520,-
000.) 

The Governor's Budget proposes a General Fund increase of $562,223 
(148.0 percent) for Cal Space. The details of this proposed increase are 
shown in Table 30. 

Table 30 
California Space Institute (Cal Space)· 

1979-80 Proposed 
Budgeted UC Revised 198fJ..-81 

Administration: 
Director .................................................................................... $35,000 $32,000 $34,000 
Deputy Director .................................................................... 10,000 14,000 16,000 
Associate Director .................................................................. 5,000 
Administrative support ........................................................ 37,500 31,000 65,000 

Subtotals ................................................................................ $82,500 $77,000 $120,000 

Program Operation: 
Research scientists ................................................................ $37,500 $70,000 $120,000 
Program support .................................................................... 200,000 223,000 535,000 
Public education .................................................................... 45,000 10,000 75,000 
Visiting scientists .................................................................... 50,000 
Proposal review ...................................................................... 15,000 

Subtotals ................................................................................ $297,500 $303,000 $780,000 

Unallocated price and salary adjusbnents a ........................ 42,223 
= 

Totals .................................................................................... $380,000 $380,000 $942,223 

ChangeOver 
UCRevised 

Amount Percent 

$2,000 6.3% 
2,000 14.3 
5,000 

34,000 109.8 

$43,000 55.8% 

$50,000 71.4% 
312,000 139.9 
65,000 650.0 
50,000 

$477,000 157.4% 

42,223 

$562,223 148.0% 

a Salary adjustment of $22,040 for 1979-80 oniy. Price adjustment of $20,183 for 1980-81 only. 

The Cal Space program is now in its first year of operation. In seeking 
state support for the program last year, UC maintained small scale state 
supported-studies would attract federal funding for further research. In 
the current year, 21 individual project grants have been awarded. These 
grants were funded on a one-year basis. The program has not been in 
operation long enough to assess its potential for attracting federal funding 
on an ongoing basis. 
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Proposed Budget Detail 

The. total 'amount requested for administration and research scientists 
($240,000) is identical to the amount requested last year. The Legislature 
reduced the request to $120,000 on the basis that the amounts were exces­
sive. This year, UC maintains that the $240,000 is needed because of in­
creased workload associated with new state and federal grants. UC does 
not know at this time what federal grants might be awarded. However, 
increased workload associated with federal grants should be automatically 
funded by the federal government. 

The proposed $75,000 for public education would pay fot seminars, 
conferences and publications. These would benefit primarily the research 
community rather than the general public. Because UC chose to reallocate 
$35,000 in funds from public education to research scientists and program 
support in the current year, it is not evident that public education is it high 
priority nor is there any assurance that the $75,OOOwould even be spent 
in this area. 

Insufficient Experience with Program 

At this early stage of program development it is hard to distinguish 
program need from program desire. Our analysis indicates that state core 
support for the Space Center is warranted because of the importance of 
this area in California's economy. Lacking any experience with or evalua­
tion of the program, however, we have no basis on which to recommend 
a 140 percent increase in grants. Consequently, we recommend that the 
$520,000 augmentation for this program be eliminated for a 1980-81 pro­
gram level of $422,223 . 

. INTEGRATED PEST MANAGEMENT PROGRAM (Item 361) 

Overview 

The 1979 Budget Act provided $1,125,000 for initial support of an Inte­
grated Pest Management Program (IPM). The goal of IPM research is the 
establishment of pest control programs that are economically and environ­
mentally appropriate and beneficial. The Governor's Budget proposes a 
General Fund increase for the program of $375,000. Table 31 shows the 
current and budget year planned expenditures. 

Table 31 
Integrated Pest Management Program 

Grants for research ............................................................... . 
Equipment ............................................................................... . 
Personnel ................................................................................ .. 
Supplies and expense ............................................................ .. 

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

Budgeted 
$330,000 
395,000 
340,000 
60,000 

$1,125,000 

Revised 
$150,000 
725,000 
200,000 
50,000 

$1,125,000 

Proposed 
1980-81 
$850,000 

30,000 
540,000 
80,000 

$1,500,000 

Change Over 
Revised 

Amount Percent 
$700,000 466.7% 

-695,000 -95.9 
340,000 170.0 
30,00060.0 

$375,000 33.3% 

The current year's budget has been revised to devote more funds to 
start-up computer costs. 
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Legislative Intent 

The Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act requested UC to: 
• attempt to reallocate internal resources in order to increase support 

for IPM in 1980-81 to a total of $2 million. 
• submit by January 1, 1980 the details on its computer acquisition plan 

for IPM. 
• submit by March 1, 1980 a multi-year work plan relating to IPM. 
To date, UC has developed a plan for computer acquisition, and has 

started the process to fund $150,000 in research grants. We have met with 
UC to review a draft version of its computer acquisition plan. UC reports 
that it "is studying its activities in this area and will make every effort to 
reallocate resources internally to provide matching funds for the IPM 
program." We have been told that the March 1 report will include the 
results of this study. We will report further on the program during budget 
hearings. 

INSTITUTE OF TRANSPORTATION STUDIES (Item 372) 

The Institute of Transportation Studies 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, operation and 
maintenance of highways, airports and related public transportation facili­
ties. 

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 with 
other agencies having public transportation responsibilities. 

Between 1975-76 and 1978-79, the major state support for this institute 
came from the Transportation Planning and Research (TP and R) Ac­
count, which was created by the Legislature in 1972. Revenues to the 
account were derived from the General Fund according to a formula 
which compared taxable sales of gasoline with all other taxable sales. 

Funding Switch 

Because the constant-dollar value of gasoline sales through early 1979 
declined relative to other taxable sales, the Department of Finance deter­
mined that there were not sufficient funds to support ITS in 1979-80. For 
this reason, the department recommended that the ITS appropriation be 
made from the General Fund. At our recommendation, however, the 
Legislature switched the funding source to the Driver Training Penalty 
Assessment Fund. 

Revenue Influx. Concurrent with the budget actions to alter the 
source of ITS funding, gasoline sales revenues in the spring of 1979 began 
to rise sharply because of dramatic price increases for gasoline and related 
petroleum products. Chapter 161, Statutes of 1979 (SB 620), which was 
enacted in June 1979, renamed the TP and R Account the Transportation 
Planning and Development (TP and D) Account and provided for the 
allocation of this sudden influx of revenues to the account. Chapter 161 
also contains authority to provide the state share of ITS support. 
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1980-81 Budget 

We recommend that state support for the Institute of Transportation 
Studies be provided from the Transportation Planning and Development 
Account rather than from the Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund. 
(Delete Driver Training Assessment Fund support of $577,1(}() and in­
crease the State Transportation Fund by $577,1(}() in Item 372}. 

The proposed Governor's Budget includes $577,100 from the Driver 
Training Penalty Assessment Fund for support of the Institute of Trans­
portation Studies (ITS). This represents a $37,800, or 7 percent, increase 
over the current year. Table 32 shows this and other sources of funding 
for the institute. 

Table 32 

Institute of Transportation Studies 

Actual Ertimated Projected Change 
1978-79 1979-110 198fJ....81 Amount Percent 

General Fund .............................................................................. .. $90,530 $106,696 $Hl6,696" 
State Transportation Fund ........................................................ .. 523,600 
Driver Training Penalty Assessment Fund .......................... .. 539,300 577,100 $37,800 7.0% 
Federal .......................................................................................... .. 127,421 130,1XKI 200,000 70,000 53.8 
Other .............................................................................................. .. 338,705 339,699 339,699 

Totals ........................................................................................... . $1,080,256 $1,115,695 $1,223,495 $107,800 9.7% 

• This amount will receive inflationary adjustments later. 

In view of the authority contained in Chapter 161 we recommend that 
the funding source for the ITS be switched from the Driver Training 
Penalty Assessment Fund to the Transportation Planning and Develop­
ment Account. This funding switch will have no net fiscal impact on state 
appropriations for the support of the institute. It could, however, make 
possible a $577,100 savings to the General Fund if the Legislature chose 
to transfer unused balances in the Drivers Training Penalty Assessment 
Fund to'the General Fund as it did last year. 

A related discussion of this issue is presented in our analysis of the 
Business and Transportation Agency's budget. 

MOSQUITO CONTROL RESEARCH (Item 373) 

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 1980-81) for the 
program is within the University's main lump-sum support appropriation 
(Item 360). 

Table 33 shows the funding for the program. We recommend approval 
as budgeted. 

INSTITUTE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 

Overview 

The Governor's Budget includes a $100,000 augmentation for the Insti­
tute of Industrial Relations Organized Research Unit (ORU) located 'On 
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Table 33 

UC Mosquito Research 

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

Federal ........ : .................................................................................................................. . 
Mosquito abatement .districts .................................................................................. .. 
Other Sources: 

IndustrY .................................................................................................................... .. 
Intemational ............................................................................................................ .. 

Totals ..................................................................................................................... . 
a This amount will be adjusted for inflation. 

Actual 
1978-79 

$99,300 
373,754 
592,480 
514,294 

200 

1,550 
~ 
$1,588,578 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$100,000 
409,000 
619,900 
571,700 

1,850 

~ 
$1,712,150 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$100,000 
409,000" 
619,900 
571,700 

1,850 
17,700 

$1,720,150 

the Berkeley campus. The augmentation would be used to partially sup­
port the Institute's California Public Employee Relations (CPER) pro­
gram. 

The CPER Program was initiated in 1969. Its purposes are (1) research 
and policy analysis of contemporary issues and (2) rapid publication of the 
results for management and labor representatives, elected officials, aca­
demic researchers, and students. CPER publishes a regular quarterly jour­
nal, an interim reporting service, a detailed index, and monographs. The 
quarterly journal is not primarily a collection of articles written by outside 
contributors; it regularly contains 30 to 40 pages of articles researched and 
written by CPER staff. 

Staff and Budget 

CPER staff includes 4.5 professional pOSitions and 2;5 clerical positions. 
The current and proposed sources of funds for the' program are shown in 
Table 34. State of California restricted funds in the current year were 
provided through a contract with the Department of Industrial Relations 
for a specific research effort. Foundation support is from the Ford Founda­
tion, again for a specific research effort. Subscription revenue is generated 
from the sale of the program's publications. 

Table 34 
California Public Employees Relations Program 

State 
General Fund ................................................................................................. . 
Restricted Funds .......................................................................................... .. 

Subscription revenue ....................................................................................... . 
Foundation support .......................................................................................... .. 

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

Estimated 1979-80 

Amount 
$59,389 

19,103 
66,556 
56,223 

$201,271 

Percent 0/ 
Total 

29.4% 
9.5 

33.1 
28.0 

100.0% 

Proposed 1980-81 
Percent 0/ 

Amount Total 
$159,389 70.5% 

66,556 29.5 

$225,945 100.0% 

For $60 per year each subscriber receives (1) a quarterly journal, (2) 
interim news reports, (3) an annual comprehensive index and (4) a tele­
phone information exchange service. Of the current 1,261 subscribers, 
approximately 50 percent are state or local government agencies. An 
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additional 36 percent are professionals (lawyers and arbitrators) or em­
ployee groups. UC does not anticipate raising its subscription rate beyond 
a normal inflation adjustment or receiving any outside contracts or foun­
dation support in 1980-81. 

Program Should be Primarily Subscriber Supported 

We recommend deleting $159,389 in General Fund support for the 
Institute of Industrial Relations. (Reduce Item 360 by $159,389.) 

Table 34 shows that state General Fund support for this program would 
increase from 29.4 percent to 70.5 percent if the $100,000 augmentation is 
approved as budgeted. UC has told us that if the $100,000 is not approved 
it will shut down the entire program. Our analysis indicates that the 
program's major beneficiaries are practitioners in labor and industrial 
relations. As noted above, these practitioners account for 86 percent of the 
current subscriptions. Currently, these beneficiaries are paying about one­
third of the program's cost. If the augmentation is approved, their share 
would be reduced to less than 30 percent. 

The government agencies and corporations that directly benefit from 
the program have both the motivation and ability to cover the costs of the 
services they receive. Practitioners are in the best position to evaluate the 
benefits of the CPER program relative to the costs of providing these 
benefits. Moreover, the program lends itself to user charges through sub­
scription charges. 

For these reasons, we cannot recommend that the state's share ofCPER 
be increased by $100,000. In view of the fact that UC will drop the entire 
program if the state does not augment the budget by $100,000 we see no 
need for the ongoing $59,389 level of support and recommend that this 
amount be deleted. l' 

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. In the 
current year, state support for the seminar totals $250,000. The Governor's 
Budget proposes to increase that support by $101,000. 

In addition, UC plans to contribute University funds in the amount of 
$105,000 to support new and innovative faculty research interests that 
focus on issues important to California such as health care and housing. 
With the addition of these funds, support for the seminar will total $456,000 
in 1980-81. Funding for the total program should be displayed in the 
Governor's 1981-82 Budget. We recommend approval. 

ENERGY RESEARCH (Items 363. 375. 376) 

The Governor's Budget provides $250,000 for a new Energy Institute 
and $141,000 augmentation for Appropriate Technology Energy Research, 
a total of $391,000 from the proposed Energy and Resources Fund. 
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1. Energy Institute (Item 376) 

The budget proposes the creation of a $250,000 Energy Institute to bring 
together faculty expertise from throughout the university for research 
efforts in the development, production, distribution and use of energy. 
The institute would perform research and would also relate national and 
international research and development efforts in the field of energy to 
the specific needs and problems of California. The $250,000 in the Gover­
nor's Budget would provide only core support for the Institute. UC envi­
sions a multi-year development program, with the initial $250,000 being 
devoted to program definition. Future budgets would seek to expand 
support for direct research. 

Funding Already in Budget for Energy Research 

We recommend that UC use $100,000 in currently budgeted Special 
Regents' Program funds to partially support the Energy Research Insti­
tute in 1980-81. (Reduce Item 376 by $100,000.) 

Between 1975 and June 30, 1979, UC had a functioning Council on 
Energy and Resources. Although this council is no longer in existence, the 
Governor's Budget displays $100,000 in the current year and $100,000 in 
the budget year from the Regents' Special Funds for it. The council's 
purpose was to "improve the university's research, instruction, and public 
service contributions to the solution of current and long-term energy and 
resource problems." The goals were to be accomplished "by disseminating 
energy research findings directly to the public and by promoting coopera­
tion between public officials and agencies that plan energy policy." The 
council included representatives from each of the nine campuses and from 
the three national laboratories operated by the university. It appears that 
the Energy Institute will serve this role and provide an administrative 
structure for energy research. 

Because funds are already in the budget for a nonfuctioning council we 
see nO reason why these funds cannot be redirected to the new institute 
during the 1980-81 budget year. Accordingly, we recommend that this 
item be reduced from $250,000 to $150,000, and that the appropriation be 
made contingent on UC matching this augmentation with $100,000 in 
Regent's funds. 

We note that currently the proposed Energy and Resources Fund does 
not exist. Consequently, the Legislature may have to provide interim 
support from either the General Fund or the COFPHE. 

2 •. Appropriate Technology Program (Items 363 and 375) 

The university requested an increase in total state funding of the Appro­
priate Technology Program from $108,000 in 1979-80 to $259,155 in 1980-
81, an increase of $151;155 ($141,000 is for program expansion, $10,155 is 
for price and salary adjustments.) This request is funded in the Governor's 
Budget. The augmentation would come from the proposed Resources and 
Energy Funds while the base funding ($118,155) would continue to come 
from the General Fund. The new increment will be used to develop 
research projects emphasizing energy production from renewable re­
sources. 
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140 Percent Program Increase Not Justified 

We recommend that this item be budgeted at $168,525 in 1980-81, for 
a savings of $90,630. We further recommend that the entire item be fund­
ed from one funding source. (Reduce Item 375 by $90,630.) 

The 1979 Budget Act appropriated $150,000 for the Appropriate Tech­
nology Program (prior to the 5 percent price level adjustment). The 
Governor reduced the item to $102,900. 

For 1980-81, the Regents requested $259,155 for the program. The Gov­
ernor's Budget provides $259,155 which is: 

• $109,155 (72.8 percent) more than the Legislature provided in the 
1979 Budget Bill. 

• $151,155 (140 percent) more than the Governor approved in signing 
the 1979 Budget Act. 

Of the $259,155 requested, $118,155 is from the General Fund (Item 363) 
and $141,000 is from the proposed new Energy and Resources Fund (Item 
375). Table 35 shows the proposed increase by category of expenditure. 

Table 35 
Appropriate Technology Program 

Estimated Proposed 
Elements ]!f!9..IJ{) ]fJ8()..8] 

Research .............................................................................................................. .. $78,700 $lBO,OOO 
Dissemination .................................................................................................... .. 5,800 36,500 
Supplies and expenses ..................................................................................... . 5,000 14,155 
Personnel ............................................................................................................. . 18,500 28,500 

Totals ................................................................................................................ .. $lOS,OOO $259,155 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$101,300 128.7% 

30,700 529.3 
9,155 183.1 

10,000 54.1 
$151,155 a 140.0% 

a $141,000 requested for program expansion and $10,155 in salary and price adjustments. 

By legislative design the research grants awarded under this program 
are small scale. At least 80 percent of the awards have to be for less than 
$10,000;. Therefore the additional $101,300 for grant awards would most 
likely more than double the number of grant recipients. 

We can find no justification for an increase of this magnitude. Accord­
ingly, we recommend that the program be held to the level approved by 
the Legislature for the current year (prior to the Governor's veto) , adjust­
ed for a 7 percent price increase. This amount ($168,525) would provide 
an increase of $60,525 (56.0 percent) over the current year level. 

Support Should Come From One Funding Source 

The Governor's Budget funds this program from two sources, the Gen­
eral Fund and the proposed Energy and Resources Fund. We recommend 
that funding be from a single fund source. The proposed Energy and 
Resources Fund does not exist at this time. If it is established by the 
Legislature, this would be the appropriate funding source for the pro­
gram. If it is not established, funding should be provided from either the 
General Fund or the COFPHE. 



Items 360-377 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1155 

Alcohol Research Center (Item 280) 

The Alcohol Research Center at the UCLA campus has been partially 
supported by the Department of Alcohol and Drug Programs (DADP) 
since January 1, 1978. The Governor's Budget proposes a $500,000 contract 
between the two agencies for 1980-81. Based on our review, we conclude 
that the existing contractual relationship between the department and the 
center is inappropriate. Because the Legislature's stated intent to author­
ize alcohol research of high quality cannot be met by the proposed con­
tinuation of the existing relationship, we recommend in our analysis of 
Item 280 that the $500,000 proposed for such research be transferred from 
the department to the university for administration. If the budget subcom­
mittees on health and welfare accept this recommendation we then would 
recommend that the DC budget be increased by $500,000 to support the 
UCLA center. 

III. PUBLIC SERVICE 
The Public Service Program includes four subprograms: campus public 

service, cooperative extension, the Drew Postgraduate Medical School 
(discussed with Health Science) and the California College of Podiatric 
Medicine. The budgets for each of these subprograms are shown in Table 
36. 

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. 

1. California Writing Project 

The budget includes a $300,000 General Fund augmentation for the 
California Writing Project. The project seeks to improve the writing skills 
of students from elementary school through the community college level. 
According to UC, a primary cause of the decline in writing skills is the lack 
of adequate teacher preparation in writing instruction. Thus, the project 
focuses on improving the writing skills of teachers. 

The project operates 17 centers at UC (6 campuses), CSUC (10 cam­
puses) and CCC campuses (1 campus) throughout the state. The 1979-80 
budget for the project-$497,OOO-would be supported from state ($140,-
000), federal ($300,000) and UC Berkeley ($57,000) sources. 

The Governor's Budget states that the $300,000 augmentation will be 
used to support 10 new centers. Our analysis indicates that this is not 
correct. Rather, the augmentation will provide core support-guaranteed 
operating funds-of $25,000 for 10 of the 17 centers and $50,000 to replace 
UC Berkeley funding. UC assumes that seven of the 17 centers will be able 
to operate solely from contracts with local school districts in 1980-81. 



Table 36 
Public Service Program 

Summary of Expenditures and Personnel 
(in thousands) 

Jfll9.8(} BudKet JfJ80...8J Govemor's Budget 

Elements 
1. Campus public service ................................................................................... . 
2. Cooperative Agriculture Extension ............................................................. . 
3. Drew Medical School· ................................................................................... . 
4. California College of Podiatry Program ...................................................... . 

Totals ... : ........................................................................................................... . 
Personnel (ETE) 
1. Academic ............................................................................................................. . 
2. Staff ....................................................................................................................... . 

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

General Restricted 
Fnnds Funds 

$137 $8,744 
20,270 6,745 
2,166 

727 

$23,300 $15,489 

Total 
$8,881 
27,015 
2,166 

727 

$38,789 

554.29 
650.69 

1,204.98 

General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$437 $8,744 $9,181 
20,630 6,745 27,375 
2,354 2,354 

747 747 --
$24,168 . $15,489 $39,657 

581.79 
650.69 

1,218.48 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$300 $300 
360 360 
188 188 
20 20 

- -
$868 $868 

13.5 

13.5 

• These funds are contained in Budget Act Item 370. In total, this item contains $3.6 million. The remaining funds are received by Drew for a medical education 
program associated with UCLA. Both the medical and public service program are discussed in the Health Science section. 
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The budget also continues funding of $140,000 made available for the 
first time in the 1978 Budget Act for a special writing project for teachers 
of minority children. Although UC was granted a general price increase 
of 5 percent in the current year, additional funds ($7,000) have not as yet 
been allocated to the Writing Project. 

Need for Periodic Report 

We recommend that UC submit a report by December 1 of each year 
on the California Writing Project that details past, current and projected 
fiscal year budgets and numbers of teachers served We further recom­
mend that this project be funded in a separate item of the Budget Act with 
language specifying an appropriate review committee. 

The information available to us indicates that the writing project is 
cost-effective in meeting the need to improve the teaching and learning 
of writing among California K-12 teachers. On this basis, we recommend 
approval of the budgeted amounts for the project. The project should 
continue, however, to seek additional support directly from school dis­
tricts. The districts are in the best position to assess the continuing need 
for this type of staff development. 

We recommend that UC annually submit a report that includes informa­
tion on project financial support from all sources and data on the numb€)r 
of teachers served. This data should be provided for each center and for 
the project as a whole. This report will help the Legislature to monitor the 
continued need for state resources for core support. A separate Budget Act 
item on the project which specifies an appropriate advisory group will 
insure annual legislative review and external input. 

The Supplemental Report of the 1979 budget act requested an evalua­
tion of this program from UC by March 1, 1980. We will comment on this 
evaluation during budget hearings. 

Sttite Data Program (Item 364) 

As part of the Institute for Governmental Studies on the Berkeley cam­
pus since 1968, the State Data Program collects, coordinates and dissemi­
nates data for scholars, students, researchers and policy planners who are 
investigating the problems of state and local government. Budgeted state 
support for 1980-81 is $144,647, the level of support in 1979-80 plus price 
increase. We recommend approval as budgeted 

COOPERATIVE (AGRICULTURE) EXTENSION 

Cooperative Extension applies the technology derived from agriculture 
research to solve specific problems. These problems are usually of a local 
rather than a statewide nature. It is a cooperative endeavor between the 
university, county boards of supervisors, and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. Operating from three university campuses and 54 county 
offices in rural and urban areas, it provides problem solving instruction 
and practical demonstrations. 
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Farm Management Program Proposed 

The 1980-81 budget includes an increase of $360,000 from the General 
Fund to support a program in farm personnel management. The proposed 
program will focus on management principles, practices, laws and regula­
tions, and will be coordinated with other agencies in the farm labor mar­
ket. 

New Farm Management Program Should be Fee Supported 

We recommend that the proposed new program in farm personnel 
management be supported by reimbursements, rather than by the Gen­
eral Fund. (Reduce Item 360 by $360,000.) 

The proposed farm personnel management program will be modeled 
after a pilot project that has been operating in Fresno County since No­
vember 1977. This pilot project is federally supported, but the funds will 
expire on June 30, 1980. 

The proposal would retain the Fresno site and expand the project to 
Tulare, Woodland, Modesto, Salinas, Bakersfield, Riverside, EI Centro and 
either Davis or Berkeley. The funds would support 9 staff positions and 4.5 
secretarial positions. 

According to UC, farm employers would benefit from the project in that 
the training will provide them with a better understanding of the laws, 
regulations, programs and principles of personnel management. Hired 
farm workers would also benefit in the sense that increased employer 
compliance with rules and regulations and the application of modern 
concepts of personnel management would make farm employment more 
attractive. 

Our analysis does not indicate a need for additional staff on a full-time 
basis. The program package lends itself to one-day or multiple-day work­
shops. The management program can be offered by part-time on-site 
consultants who have expertise in the various skill areas. The current 
cooperative extension staff could arrange these workshops within existing 
budgets. This would result in a program that is flexible enough to meet 
changing educational needs of farm employers. 

Furthermore, our analysis indicates that this program should be sup­
ported by fees. A fee arrangement would help insure that the program is 
most pertinent to the needs of the primary beneficiaries-farm employ­
ers. It would also link benefits and costs more closely than would General 
Fund support. Accordingly, we recommend that the proposed new pro­
gram in farm personnel management be supported by reimbursements 
rather than the General Fund. The General Fund savings would total 
$360,000. 

CALIFORNIA COLLEGE OF PODIATRY MEDICINE (Item 371) 

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 
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conjunction with the university's San Francisco campus. 
Budgeted state support for 1980-81 is $747,100. This is an increase of 

$20,300 (3 percent) over the amount provided in 1978-79. The additional 
funds are for price increases and merit salary adjustments. No program 
expansion is included. We recommend approval as budgeted 

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 
The academic support program includes: (1) libraries, (2) organized 

activities and (3) teaching hospitals, as shown in Table 37. 

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 an<i research programs of the 
university by providing access to scholarly books and other documents. 

Budgeted state support for libraries is shown in Table 38. The General 
Fund increase of $206,000 would provide 14 reference-circulation staff 
which are warranted by an increase in enrollment related workload. We 
recommend approval as budgeted 

Elements 
1. Libraries ..................... . 
2. Organized activities .. 

Table 37 
Academic Support Program 

(in thousands) 

1979-80 1fJ8O..&1 
General Restricted General Restncted 
Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total 
$66,012 $1,055 Sfn,W $66,218 $1,055. $fn,273 
34,721 33,042 fn,763 35,376 34,801 70,177 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$206 $206 
655 $1,759 2,414 

3. Teaching hospitals ... . 42,190 408,951 451,141 42,886 451,471 494,357 ~ 42,520 43,216 
Totals ....................... . $142,923 $443,048 $585,971 $144,480 $487,327 $631,807 

Personnel (iTE) 
1. Vbraries ..................... . 
2. Organized activities .. 
3. Teaching hospitals ... . 

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

Elements 
1. Books and binding ............. . 
2. Acquisitions-processing .. 
3. Reference-circulation ..... . 
4. Automation ......................... . 

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

2,183.38 
2,592.78 

14,477.31 

19,253.47 

2,193.88 
2,592.78 

14,477.31 

19,263.97 

Table 38 
Library Support 
(in thousands) 

1979-80 
General Restricted General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total 
$18,503 $324 $18,827 
24,087 484 24,571 
21,118 242 21,360 
2,304 __ 5 2,309 

$18,503 $324 $18,827 
24,087 484 24,571 
21,324 242 21,566 
2,304 __ 5 2,309 

$66,012 $1,055 $fn,W $66,218 $1,055 $fn,273 

ORGANIZED ACTIVITIES 

$1,557 $44,279 $45,836 

10.50 

10.50 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$206 $206 

$206 - $206 

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, 
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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) clinical teaching support for the veteri­
nary medical teaching facility at Davis. 

As shown in Table 39, budgeted state support for these activities is 
proposed to increase by $655,000 in 1980-81. These funds are budgeted for 
(1) support for a new San Francisco dental clinic ($105,000), (2) additional 
clinical teaching support for the UC Davis School of Veterinary Medicine 
($150,000), and (3) a recently established program in Geriatric Psychiatry 
at UCLA ($400,000). 

Geriatric Medicine 

The Governor's Budget includes $400,000 in initial state support for a 
geriatric psychiatry program at the Los Angeles neuropsychiatric insti­
tute. The geriatric program was started in 1977-78 using charges from 
patients and institute reserve funds. The program includes a special hospi­
tal inpatient unit and a clinic for the aged. By the end of 1979-80, over 550 
patients will have been treated through the program. 

UC reports that institute reserve funds are almost depleted and that the 
institute can no longer provide program support. 

Study on Geriatric Medicine 

Chapter 907, Statutes of 1978, directed the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) to study "the need for and feasibility of 
establishing an educational and research center for geriatric medicine at 
one or more schools or colleges of education and present their findings to 
the Legislature by January 1, 1980." We received a draft copy of CPEC's 
report on January 15, 1980. After reviewing the CPEC report, we will be 
prepared to comment further on this proposed augmentation. 

TEACHING HOSPITALS 

Overview 

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 
Specialized (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. 
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Table 39 M-

CD 
Organized Activities S 

(in thousands) til 

(J,:) 

1979-80 Budget 1980-81 Governor's Budget Change E General Restricted General Restricted General Restricted 
Elements Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total o...l 

o...l 
1. Other Academic Support-General Campuses 

Museums and galleries ............................................................. . $1,164 $225 $1,389 $1,164 $275 $1,439 $50 $50 
Intercollegiate athletics ...................................... : .................... . 1,003 1,003 1,039- 1,039 36 36 
Ancilliary support-general 

Campuses 
Demonstration schools ......................................................... . 673 161 834 673 190 863 29 29 
Vivaria and other (incl. employee benefits) ................. . 1,945 1,314 3,259 1,945 1,430 3,375 116 116 

2. Ancillary Support-Health Sciences 
Dental clinics ............................................................................... . 2,634 2,218 4,852 2,739 2,286 5,025 $105 68 173 
Neuropsychiatric institutes ..................................................... . 22,377 8,665 31,Q42 22,777 9,371 32,148 400 706 1,106 
Optometry ·clinics ....................................................................... . 
Veterinary Medicine Teaching Facility ............................... . 
Vivaria and other (incl. employee benefits) ..................... . 

576 576 597 597 21 21 
1,925 1,314 3,239 2,075 1,449 3,524 ISO 135 285 

'i:l 4,003 17,566 21,569 4,003 18,164 22,167 598 598 0 
Totals ..................................................................................... . $34,721 $33,Q42 $67,763 $35,376 $34,801 $70,177 $655 $1,759 $2,414 ~ en 
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Funding 

Budgeted state support for the teaching hospitals (called Clinical 
Teaching Support) is shown in Table 40. Direct General Fund support 
represents approximately 9 percent of hospital revenue. The remaining 
funds are received through patient fees and third party providers which 
include state and federal Medicare/Medi-Cal programs. 

Table 40 
Teaching Hospitals 

Estimated 
1~ 

General Funds a................................................ $42,190,343 
Restricted funds ................................................ 408,951,276 

Totals............................................................ $451,141,619 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$42,886,343 
451,471,276 

$494,357,619 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$696,000 1.6% 
42,520,000 10.4 

$43,216,000 9.6% 

a Includes appropriations of $3.9 million in 197!WlO and $4.1 million in 1980-81 for estimated Medicare/ 
Medi-Cal inpatient reimbursement shortfalls. 

1. Clinical Teaching Support (CTS) 

UC teaching 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. 

The proposed distribution of CTS funds for 1980-81 is shown in Table 
41. Total CTS support is budgeted to increase $500,000. These funds will 
go to the San Diego Teaching Hospital to cover the added clinical educa­
tion costs of the state-approved increase in medical school class size. 

Table 41 
Clinical Teaching Support Allocations • 

(in thousands) 

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

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

Actual 
1978-79 

$5,561 
8,590 
6,084 
5,441 

. 8,137 

$33,813 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$6,359 
9,596 
6,927 
6,190 
9,198 

$38,270 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$6,359 
9,596 
6,927 
6,690 
9,198 

$38,770 
~ Does not include state funds provided for Medicare/Medi-Cal Inpatient Reimbursement shortfalls. 

2. Medicare/Medi-Cal Underfunding (Item 369) 

In an effort to curb the inflation of health care costs, state and federal 
controls have been imposed on Medicare I Medi-Cal payments. The impact 
of these controls upon university teaching hospitals has been significant 
because the routine cost of providing care in these hospitals is greater than 
the maximum charge allowed. In part this reimbursement gap results 
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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, the 1976-77 Budget Act 
(Section 28.11) authorized UC to request a loan oful? to $5 million to 1;>e 
repaid with the proceeds from successful a peals. Tlie actual loan, appro-

ria e tliroug apter , tatutes of 19 7 (SB 335), was for $4.1 mil-
lion. Only $3.2 million of this amount was actually expended and the 
remainder reverted to the General Fund. To date, $575,000 has been 
repaid from sllccessfulappealUlf the limits. Section 28.92 of the Budget 
Act of 1977 authorized UC to request ~ar loan for 1977-78. The loan 
amount was $3.3 million. Beginning with the Governor's Budget for 1978-
79, a separate Budget Act item has provided loan funds to cover hospital 
operating costs. These loans require 30 days prior written notification to 
the Joint Legislative Budget Committee. Table 42 shows the history of 
state support for this purpose. 

The 1980-81 budget again includes a separate budget act item (Item 
369) authorizing a loan of up to $4.1 million. We recommend approval as 
budgeted. 

Table 42 
Teaching Hospital Loan 

(in millions) 

Maximum Authorized Loan 
1976-77 .......................................................................................... $5.0 (Section 28.11) 
1977-78 .......................................................................................... 5.0 (Section 28.92) 
1978-79 .......................................................................................... 3.9 (Item 329) 
1979..;go .......................................................................................... 3.9 (Item 353) 
1980-81 .......................................................................................... 4.1 (Item 369) 

Actual Loan 
$3.2" 
3.3 

Ob 

"Of the $3,187,000 loan, $575,000 was repaid during 1978-79 from successful appeals to the limits. 
b UC has requested an allocation of $2.1 million from these funds. The funds have not been provided 

pending determination of a related legal issue. 

Overview 

V. STUDENT SERVICES AND FINANCIAL AID 
STUDENT SERVICES 

This program includes planned expenditures for social and cultural ac­
tivities, counseling and career guidance, health services, and admissions 
and records. The major source of support for this subprogram is University 
Registration Fees (shown in Table 43 as restricted funds). The Registra­
tion Fee is a charge made to each registered student for services, other 
than financial aid, which benefit the student and which are complemen­
tary to, ~ut not a part of, the instructional program. The current maximum 
charge per student is $131 per quarter. The Regents have approved in­
creases in the quarterly per student fee to $143 in 1980-81, $156 in 1981-82 
and $170 in 1982-83. These increases total approximately 9 percent per 
year. 

As shown in Table 43, the proposed increase in the General Fund sup­
port for this program is $583,000. Of that total, $513,000 is budgeted to 
provide specific educational services for students who were former De-
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partment of Rehabilitation clients. The remaining $70,000 will accommo­
date a planned increase of 151 disabled students in 1980-81. 

Disabled Student Services 

We recommend that funds budgeted to replace Department of 
Rehabilitation funds be deleted for a General Fund savings of $513,000. 
(Reduce Item 360 by $513,000.) 

The Budget proposes $1,028,685 for support services to disabled stu­
dents. These funds provide administrative staff, equipment, and various 
elements of general assistance such as readers, interpreter and drivers to 
serve an estimated 1,109 disabled students. 

Table 43 
Student Services Program 

(in thousands) 

19lJO....81 
197fJ.../1(} Govemor's Budget Change 

General Restrided General Restricted GeneraRestrlcted 
Elements Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total 
1. Cultural and recreational activi· 

ties ............................................... . $640 $10,884 $11,524 $640 $10,927 $11,567 $43 $43 
2. Supplementary educational 

services ....................................... . 500 1,537 2,037 500 1,545 2,045 8 8 
3. Counseling and career guidance 3,283 12,825 16,108 3,866 12,885 16,751 $583 60 643 
4. Financial aid administration ..... . 5fT1 6JjfT1 7,194 5fT1 6,624 7,221 27 27 
5 .. Student admissions and records . 10,692 1m 11,969 10,692 1,322 12,014 45 45 
6. Student health services ............. . 14,834 14,834 14,890 14,890 56 56 
7. Employee benefits ....................... . 2,283 4,671 6,954 2,283 4,671 6,954 

Totals ........................................... . $17,995 $52,625 $70,620 $18,578 $52,864 $71,442 $583 $239 $822 
Personnel (ETE) 
1. Academic ............................. ... 3 3 
2. Staff ......................................... . 2,848 2,848 

Totals .................................. .. 2,951 2,951 

The budgeted amount of $1,028,685 consists of two parts: (1) $515,685 to 
provide the workload level of support for 1,109 disabled students at $465 
each and (2) $513,000 to replace program fund~ previously provided by 
the Department of Rehabilitation. Our analysis indicates that the $513,000 
is not needed. There is to be no reduction of Department of Rehabilitation 
funding in 1980-81. Their traditional program support will be continued, 
and consequently, the UC funds should be deleted. 
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STUDENT FINANCIAL AID 

Overview 

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

Table 44 shows university-supported student aid program funding. Stu­
dent aid from other sources totaled $97.8 million in 197&-79 (the last year 
for which data is available). The source of funds for the university-support­
ed program is the University Educational Fee. Established in 1971, it is a 
charge made to each registered student to support student financial aid 
and related programs. The current fee of $100 per quarter for undergradu­
ate students and $120 per quarter for graduate programs is projected to 
yield $39.9 million in 1980-81. The Educational Fee also supports the 
Student Mfirmative Action Program. 

Table 44 
University Supported Student Financial AidG,b 

(in thousands) 

Change 
1978-79 

University financial aid ........................................................ $33,135 
1979-80 
$31,983 

1980-81 1980-81 
$32,064 $81 

a Student aid from other sources totaled $97.8 million in 1978-79. No estimates are available on other 
sources for 1979:..80 and 1980-8l. 
b University Educational Fee revenues support this program. 

1. 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 to 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 
enrolled in 1976-77. Program expenditures in 1975-76 were $408,000, all 
from UC funds. Since that time, expenditures have been shared between 
the university (45 percent) and the state (55 percent). Table 45 shows 
actual and proposed expenditures and funding for the Student Affirmative 
Action Program. 

Table 45 
Student Affirmative Action Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Elements 1978-79 197!J..8(J 1980-81 Amount Percent 
1. Early outreach ijunior High Lev· 

ell .................................................... .. $1,010,000 $1,280,000 $1,280,000 
2. High school and community col-

lege outreach ................................ .. 762,000 922,000 1,122,000 $200,000 21.7% 
3. Academic support services .......... .. 991,000 1,110,000 1,110,000 
4. Graduate student services ............ .. 
5. Financial aid .................................... .. 1,332,000 BOO,OOO BOO,OOO 
6. Central coordination ...................... .. 75,000 85,000 85,000 

Totals ; ................................... : .......... . $4,170,000 $4,197,000 $4,397,000 $200,000 4.8% 
State General Fund ............................ .. $2,293,(}()(} $2,308,(}()(} $4,397,(}()(} $2,089,(}()(} 90.5% 
University ............................................... . $1,877,(}()(} $1,889,(}()(} -1,889,(}()(} -100.0 
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The 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides an additional $200,000 for high 
school and community college outreach programs. 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. The budget also provides $1,889,000 to permit 
full-state support of the existing student affirmative action program. The 
total state General Fund increase is $2,089.000. 

Delete Funding Transfer 

We recommend that the $1,889,(}(}(} General Fund augmentation for the 
replacement of UC Educational Fee funds be deleted because it is simply 
a funding shift which produces :m augmentation for unspecified purposes. 
(Reduce Item 360 by $1,889,(00). 

As noted above, the costs of the Student Affirmative Action Program 
have been shared by the state (55 percent) and UC (45 percent). UC 
primarily uses revenues from the Educational Fee for this purpose. 

Since the program began UC has proposed that the state assume the full 
cost. UC maintains that (1) student affirmative action programs are the 
responsibility of the state, not the university, and (2) UC is the only higher 
education segment required to partially support its program. 

While it is true that similar programs in CSUSand CCC are supported 
entirely by the state, only UC has an Educational Fee devoted to financial 
aid, with annual revenue in excess of $39 million. 

UC also maintains that planned expenditures from the Educational Fee 
will exceed revenues in 1980-81 if this shift is not approved. This is only 
the case, however, because UC has chosen to transfer student loan collec­
tion administrative expenses ($2.1 million) to this account from the Spe­
cial Regents' Fund account. Our analysis indicates that the Legislature 
would buy nothing new with this $1.9 million augmentation. It would 
simply shift the source of funding for the program from the Fee to the 
state with no increase in student affirmative action. An additional $1.9 
million in state General Funds would release $1.9 million in Educational 
Fee funds which could then be used for a variety of other purposes. In 
1978-79, for example, UC used $5.7 million in Educational Fee reserves to 
offset a portion of the reductions required by the Legislature in Control 
Sections 27.1 and 27.2. 

Rather than provide UC with a $1.9 million augmentation for unspeci­
fied purposes, we recommend that the additional General Fund support 
be deleted and that specific UC requests for augmentation be considered 
on their merits. 

MESA-Like Funding Not in Budget 

We recommend a $192,600 General Fund augmentation to continue 
state support for MESA-like progrEims. (Increase Item 360 by $192,600.) 

We further recommend that the evaluation of the program, including 
its management, be submitted by November 15, 1980. 

The 1978 Budget Act provided UC with $180,000 for enrichment pro­
grams designed to interest minority high school students in the humanities 
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and arts. These programs were to be similar in design to UC's ongoing 
MESA (Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement) programs that 
are intended to encourage students from minority groups underrepre­
sented in the engineering and physical science professions to enter univer­
sityprograms in those fields. Both programs involve counseling, field trips, 
scholarship incentives and summer enrichment and training. 

Legislative Intent to Fund Programs in 1980-81 

Although funds were provided in the 1978 Budget Act, UC did not 
operate these MESA-like programs in 1978-79. The Legislature authorized 
UC to carryover the 1978-79 appropriation in order to operate the pro­
grams in 1979-80. The Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act ex­
pressed legislative intent that support for these programs in 1980-81 be 
maintained at the $180,000 level adjusted for inflation. The Governor's 
Budget does not include this funding. 

We recommend that the program be continued until an evaluation of 
its effectiveness (discussed below) is available. Accordingly, we recom­
mend that the funding called for in the supplemental report (including 
a 7 percent cost ofliving adjustment) be provided for a total augmentation 
of $192,600. 

Concern on Management of Program 

In the current year, four campuses have grants for pilot ptograms­
Irvine, Davis, Berkeley and Santa Barbara. UC chose not to consolidate the 
management of these programs with the current MESA program. Because 
the management is not corisolidated there is a possibility of duplication of 
effort and more limited coverage of the programs within the state. 
However, because this program has just started it is too early to recom­
mend altering its operation or funding. 

We recommend that UC be requested to submit its first year evaluation 
of the program by November 15, 1980. This evaluation should include the 
reasons why UC chose not to consolidate the management of the MESA­
like programs with the ongoing MESA program and how coordination 
between the programs is being accomplished. 

Graduate and Professional Student Program 

UC requested $600,000 in new state funds for a Graduate and Profes­
sional Student Affirmative Action Program. The Governor's Budget does 
not include any component of the request. The same dollar proposal was 
made by UC last year and was not included in the budget. 

UC did not have adequate program expenditure data available on cur­
rent graduate student affirmative action efforts. Without this information 
we cannot assess the need for the proposed program. We have asked UC 
to supply this information for review prior to budget hearings. 

2. Application Fee Increase Proposed 
The Governor's Budget proposes that the UC student application fee be 

increased from its current level of $20 to $25, beginning in the 1980-81 
budget year. The annual estimated saving to the General Fund is $650,000. 
The application fee, which is not refundable, has been $20 since 1972. An 
increase, from $20 to $25, in the CSUC student application fee occurred 
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in 1979-80. The increases are consistent with recommendations we made 
in our Analysis of the 1979-80 Budget. 

The VC 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 received a fee waiver. We recommend 
approval as budgeted. 

VI. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

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

GENERAL ADMINISTRATION AND 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 including plan­
ning, policymaking and coordination between the Office of the President, 
chancellors 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. 

Funding 

As shown in Table 46, the budgeted General Fund support for this 
subprogram will increase by $300,000· in 1980-81. These funds were added 
to cover costs related to collective bargaining. 

Collective Bargaining 

In 1979-80, $452,600 was provided to cover the costs of initial staffing for 
the collective bargaining activity. Three attorneys and four professionals 
were established in the systemwide office. Individual campuses received 
additional support for activities such as opinions, training and policy analy­
sis. 

No collective bargaining negotiations have occurred to date. However, 
labor activities are certain to increase in 1980-81. The $300,000 augmenta­
tion will supplement the current activities as workload develops. Our 
review of staffing in other states indicates that this is a reasonable amount 
for collective bargaining activity. We recommend approval as budgeted. 

Elements 
1. Executive management .. 
2. Fiscal operations ............. . 
3. General administrative 

Table 46 
Institutional Support Program 

General Administrative Services 
(in thousands) 

1979-80 Budget 1fJ80...81 Governor's Budget C/Jange 
General Restricted General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total Funds Funds 
$29,060 $754 $29,814 $29,060 $754 
13,010 3,648 16,718 13,070 3,648 

General Restricted 
Total Funds Funds Total 
$29,814 
16,718 

services ............................ 22,031 9,642 31,673 22,250 9,642 31,592 $219 $219 
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4. Logistical services ............ 16,971 2,107 19,078 16,971 2,107 19,078 
5. Community relations ...... 5,225 805 6,030 5,225 805 6,030 
6. Employee benefits ............ 15,678 171 15,849 15,759 171 15,930 81 81 -- -- - -

Totals ................................ $102,035 $17,127 $119,162 $102,335 $17,127 $119,462 $300 $300 
Personnel (ETE) 
1. Academic ............................ 5 5 
2. Staff ...................................... 6,244 6,253 9 

Totals ................................ 6,249 6,258 9 

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. As 
shown in Table 47, the 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides an increase 
of $3.6 million: of this amount $610,000 is for workload related to additional 
square footage and $3 million is to improve the support rate for building 
maintenance ($2 million) and janitorial services ($1 million). In addition, 
$250,000 from the proposed Energy and Resources Fund is budgeted for 
Utilities operation. 

1. Building Maintenance and Janitorial Services 

The Governor's Budget proposes a $3 million increase in building main­
tenance and janitorial services: $2 million to augment building mainte­
nance and $1 million for janitorial services. 

Last year, in a supplemental analysis, we indicated that the amount of 
support provided to DC is well below that provided to CSDC and other 
state agencies on a square footage basis. Our analysis indicates that the 
increases proposed in the budget are justified. Although they would not 
bring the level of support for DC up to that provided to other agencies, 
the increases would assist DC in its efforts to implement a preventive 
maintenance program on the campuses. 

Table 47 
Operation and Maintenance of Plant 

(in thousands) 

1979-79 Budget 198()...8] Covernor's Budget Change 
General Restricted General Restricted General Restricted 

Elements Funds Funds Total Funds Funds Total Funds 
1. Administration ...................... $4,136 $4,136 $4,153 $4,153 $17 
2. Building maintenance .......... 19,103 $343 19,446 21,234 $343 21,577 2,131 
3. Grounds maintenance .......... 6,972 6,972 6,972 6,972 
4. Janitorial services .................. 21,754 21,754 22,902 22,902 1,148 
5. Utilities operations ................ 6,378 13 6,391 6,403 263 6,666 25 
6. Utilities purchases ................ 37,377 37,377 37,653 37,653 276 
7. Refuse disposal ...................... 1,696 1,696 1,708 1,708 12 
8. Fire protection ...................... 1,238 1,238 1,239 1,239 1 
9. Employee benefits ............... (5,534) (5,534) (5,858) (~,858) (324) 

Totals .................................... $98,654 $356 $99,010 $102,264 $606 $102,870 $3,610 
Personnel (ETE) 

Staff and general assistance b 3,208 3,369 
a Employee benefits are distributed to accounts where related salaries are budgeted. 
b Includes 10 FfE for Field Station maintenance from Organized Research. 

Funds 

$250 

$250 

Total 
$17 

2,131 

1,148 
275 
276 

12 
1 

(324) 

$3,860 

161 
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2. Utilities Operations (Item 377) 

We recommend that the $250,000 augmentation for utilities conserva­
tion be approved, contingent on demonstrated reductions in energy con­
sumption. 

The Governor's Budget provides UC with $250,000 of the $500,000 aug­
mentation requested for utilities operations. This function includes staff­
ing, supplies and equipment for operation of heating and cooling plants 
and for maintenance of utilities transmission systems. The budget pro­
poses using funds from the proposed Energy and Resources Fund for this 
function. 

In support of the request, UC points out that (1) no augmentation for 
this activity has been provided :;ince 1969, (2) the complexity of tasks has 
increased and (3) the amounts of energy consumption per square foot of 
space has declined by 29.3 percent since 1972-73. 

Our analysis indicates UC will need some additional resources for utility 
operations. We recommend, however, that an incentive system be estab­
lished. Specifically, whenever the current year budgeted amount of 
therms per square foot is unchanged or is reduced below the prior year 
level, UC would be guaranteed an allocation of $100,000 for a core pro­
gram. In addition, for each 0.5 percent reduction in therms, UC would be 
allocated $50,000 up to a maximum of $150,000. These amounts would also 
be adjusted for price and salary levels. 

This recommendation recognizes that UC has already made most of the 
obvious procedural and equipment changes that promised large energy 
savings. If additional savings are to be made, they must result more and 
more from smaller scale projects and greater willingness on the part of all 
employees to be energy conscious. If our recommended incentive system 
were in effect, UC would be allocated $250,000 for the 1980-81 budget 
year. 

We recommend that the proposed augmentation be approved with 
Budget Act language making future allocations contingent on demonstrat­
ed reductions of energy consumption. 

Energy and Resources Funds 

The Governor's Budget funds this program from the proposed Energy 
and Resources Fund. If the Legislature establishes the proposed fund, this 
type of activity seems appropriate to be supported from it. If the fund is 
not established the Legislature will have to provide support from the 
COFPHE or the General Fund. 
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VII. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 
(Auxiliary Enterprises) 

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, which covers 
over 20,500 residence hall spaces and approximately 3,500 apartments, as 
well as associated dining and recreation facilities. The second major ele­
ment is the parking program which includes more than 53,000 spaces. 
Table 48 shows the proposed budget for 1980-81. We recommend approval 
as budgeted. 

Elements 
Auxiliary 

Enterprises 

Table 48 
Independent Operations Program 

(Auxiliary Enterprises) 
(in thousands) 

1979-79 Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$m ;267 $m,267 

1980-81 Governor's Budget 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

- $91,736 $91,736 

Change 
General Restricted 
Funds Funds Total 

$4,469 $4,469 

VIII. SPECIAL REGENTS' PROGRAMS 
In accordance with Assembly Concurrent B.esolution No. 66 of the 1976 

legislative session, the Governor's Budget contains the planned programs 
to he 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 1980-81 is shown in Table 49. We recommend approval 
as budgeted. 

Table 49 
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 respon-

sibilities ........................................................................... . 
5. Interim funding ............................................................... . 
6. Provision for increases .................................................. .. 

Actual 
1978-79 

$5,663 
6,014 
3,315 

2,975 
2,828 

7. Other needs ...................................................................... 245 

Totals ................................................................................ $21,040 
Less funds included in other functions............................ -2,828 

Net totals ........................................................................ $18,212 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$4,713 
5,529 
4,048 

4,380 
4,046 

784 

$23,500 
-4,046 

$19,454 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$6,213 
7,029 
4,048 

4,380 
1,962 
1,581 

$25,213 
-1,962 

$23,251 

Change 
$1,500 

1,500 

-2,084 
797 

$1,713 
2,084 

$3,797 
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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 included 1979--80 base budget items which 
were unallocated as of July 1, 1979. Included are funds for merit and 
promotional increases, salary range adjustments, academic and staff posi­
tion reclassifications, price increases, deferred maintenance and unallocat­
ed endowment income. Also included are incremental provisions for new 
programs related to more than one campus which have not been allocat­
ed. 

Table 50 
Unallocated Adjustments 

A. Provisions for Allocation 
General Funds: 

Price increases ..................................................... . 
1979-80 salary funds .......................................... .. 
Employee Benefits ............................................... . 
Budgetary savings target .................................. .. 
Other provisions ................................................... . 
Student Affirmative Action ............................... . 

Subtotals ........................................................ .. 
Restricted Funds: 

Educational Fee ................................................... . 
Registration Fee ................................................... . 
Endowments ......................................................... . 
University Opportunity Fund ........................... . 
Contract and Grant Administration .............. .. 
Other provisions ................................................... . 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Edu-

cation .................................................................. .. 

Subtotals ........................................................ .. 
B. Fixed Costs and Economic Factors 

General Funds: 
General price increases .................................... .. 
Library price increases ....................................... . 
Utilities price increases ...................................... .. 
Merit salary increases ......................................... . 
Malpractice insurance ........................................ .. 
General risklliability insurance ...................... .. 
Social security ....................................................... . 
Annuitant health insurance ............................... . 
University of California Retirement System .. 
Public Employees' Retirement System .......... 

J' 
Subtotals ......................................................... . 

Totals ................................. '.: ................................................. .. 
General Funds ........ }"" ........................................................ . 
Rest:ricted funds .. ; .............................................. : .............. .. 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$4,638,486 
26,443,122 
11,090,454 

-33,361,000 
7,060,583 

$15,871,645 

$-1,921,107 
2,051,222 
3,328,027 
1,271,198 

2,963,140 

$7,692,480 

$23,564,125 
$15,871,645 

7,692,480 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$4,638,486 
26,443,122 
11,090,454 

-33,361,000 
7,060,287 
2,089,000 

$17,960,349 

$1,505,076 
7,603,674 
3,328,027 

786,053 
2,150,559 

5,000,000 

$20,373,389 

$10,131,000 
2,042,000 
7,585,000 

15,702,000 
835,000 
292,000 

2,156,000 
473,000 
157,800 
52,370 

$39,426,170 

$77,759,908 
$57,.J86,519 
20,373,389 

Change 

$-296 
2,089,000 

$2,088,704 

$3,426,183 
5,552,452 

-1,271,198 
786,053 

-812,581 

5,000,000 

$12,680,909 

$10,131,000 
2,042,000 
7,585,000 

15,702,000 
835,000 
292,000 

2,156,000 
473,000 
157,800 
52,370 

$39,426,170 

$54,195,783 
$41,514,874 
12,880,909 
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Fixed costs and economic factors include salary adjustment funds and 
the funds needed in 1980-81 to maintain the university's purchasing pow­
er at 1979-80 levels for such items as utilities, library volumes, general 
supplies and equipment. 

Table 50 shows a detailed account of the items budgeted under Unal­
located Adjustments. 

Deferred Maintenance Backlog Increasing 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget proposes a $5 million augmentation 
from the COFPHE Fund to help UC cover a portion of its Deferred 
Maintenance backlog. This backlog is UC's best estimate of the costs of 
repairs which should have been made to campus facilities, but were not 
because of an inadequate level of budgeted state support. As Table 51 
shows, despite expenditures of $15 million since 1977-78 the backlog con­
tinues to grow. UC maintains that this reflects a more accurate estimate 
of needs. According to UC, until substantial funds were made available for 
deferred maintenance, campus staff had no incentive to carefully docu­
ment the full amount of repair work needed. 

We recommend approval of the $5 million augmentation. Our analysis 
indicates that UC can spend this amount effectively in the budget year. 
We intend to work with UC staff to develop revised workload formulas 
which will identify the level of annual support required to maintain facili­
ties and permit the reduction and eventual elimination of this deferred 
maintenance backlog. 

Table 51 
Deferred Maintenance Projects and Funding 

(in thousands) 

1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 
$24,400 
21,173 
7,000 
2,000 

1978-79 
Value of university backlogs ............................... . $16,000 $17,400 
Value in constant 1975-76 dollars' .................. .. 16,000 15,590 
Total Budgeted Funding ..................................... . 2,500 2,500 
University funds ..................................................... . 2,000 2,000 
General funds ......................................................... . 500 500 

'Federal Title II ....................................................... . 5,000 
a Constant dollars in line with ENR index. 
b Nonrecurrent $1.0 million addition of extra matching funds for Title II projects. 
C Pending request for federal funds for Title II, Round III. 

40-80045 

$25,200 
20,176 
6,000 
3,OOOb 

3,000 

1979-80 
$28,200 
20,796 
2,000 
2,000 

c 
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Item 378 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 115 

Requested 1980-81 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1979-80 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1978-79 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $798,042 (+ 14.7 percent) 

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

$6,210,471 
5,412,429 
4,197,485 

$85,606 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Unauthorized reduction of enrollments. Recommend in- 1177 
creased enrollment by 58 students in 1980--81. 

2. Clerical Staff Increase. Decrease Item 378 by $16,963. Rec- n 77 
ommend deletion of one new clerical position as unneces-
sary enrichment. 

3. Law Library User Fee Study. Recommend Hastings study 1178 
use of law library by persons not affiliated with the school. 

4. Law Library Staff Increase. Decrease Item 378 by $51,916. 1178 
Recommend deletion of two new library positions due to 
insufficient workload justification. 

5. Accounting Staff Increase. Decrease Item 378 by $16,727. 1180 
Recommend deletion of one new accounting technician po-
sition pending comprehensive review by new Hastings con­
troller. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

Hastings College of Law was founded in 1878. It is designated by statute 
as a law school of the University of California, although it is governed by 
its own Board of Directors. The university operates three other law schools 
which are governed by the Regents. The Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of California is president of the eight-member board. Hastings is 
budgeted to enroll 1,500 students in 1980--81. All graduates of Hastings are 
granted the juris doctor degree. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The budget proposes an appropriation of $6,210,471 from the General 
Fund for support of the Hastings College of Law in 1980--81, which is an 
increase of $798,042, or 14.7 percent, over estimated current year expendi­
tures. These amounts will increase by the amount of any salary or staff 
benefit increase approved for the budget year. 

Table 1 shows the funding and personnel changes proposed in the 
budget. Major program increases include (a) four new faculty positions 
($184,841), (b) additional law library staffing ($51,916), (c) support as­
sociated with the new academic affairs building ($335,834), (d) assump­
tion of three staff positions for security previously funded through federal 
Public Work Act funds ($49,011) and (e) minor staffing increases for the 
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accounting and records office ($32,051). These increases provide for an 
additional 21 positions. 

In 1980--81 Hastings will raise applicationand registration fees in accord­
ance with increases proposed for all University of California students. This 
will result in offsetting General Fund revenues totaling $74,000. 

Table 1 
Hastings Budget by Program 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Program 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

$2,231,475 $2,687,091 $3,048,026 1. Instruction Program ............................. . 
2. Public Service Program ...................... .. 

$360,935 13.4% 
162,467 189,689 230,318 
732,250 829,890 928,309 

1,808,867 2,054,965 2,179,966 
2,018,041 2,344,266 2,621,324 

3. Instructional Support Program ........... . 
4. Student Service Program .................... .. 
5. Institutional Support Program .......... .. 

40,629 21.4 
98,419 11.9 

125,001 6.1 
277,058 U.8 

$6,953,100 $8,105,901 $9,007,943 Totals .................................................... .. 
General Fund .......................................... . 

$902,042 ILl % 

Federal funds .......................................... .. 
$4,197,485 $5,412,4$) $6,210,471 $798,042 14.7% 
1,049,507 897,170 897,170 
1,706,108 1,796,3021,900,302 

170 195.6 216.6 
Reimbursements .................................... .. 
Positions .. : ................................................. .. 

104,{){)(} 5.8 
21 10.7 

Gross Cost Per Student~ ....................... .. $4,635 $5,404 $6,005 $601 ILl 
• Based on 1,500 students. 

Table 2 shows proposed 1980--81 General Fund changes over the 1979-80 
baseline budget. 

Table 2 
Hastings College of Law 

Proposed 1980-81 General Fund Budget Changes 

Revised 1979-80 Level Amount 

1. Adjustments to Base: ........................................................................................... . 
A. Population and Price 

Merit Salary Adjustment ............................................................................... . $40,886 
Price .................................................................................................................. .. 152,000 

Subtotal ............................................................................................................ .. $192,886 
B. Workload: 

Current year deficiency-remove from base .......................................... .. -18,275 

Total Adjustments to Base ................................................................................. . 

1980-81 Base Budget ................................................................................................. . 
2. Budget Change Proposals (BCPs) 

A. Records Office ................................................................................................ .. $15,324 
B. Accounting Office .......................................................................................... .. 16,727 
C. Bar Prep. Grants ............................................................................................. . 9,851 
D. Faculty Secretaries ........................................................................................ .. 33,927 
E. Faculty .............................................................................................................. .. 184,841 
F. Advocacy Program ........................................................................................ .. (30,000) • 
G. Law Library Services .................................................................................... .. 51,916 
H. New Academic Affairs Buildings .............................................................. .. 335,834 
I. Security Guards ................................................................................................. . 49,OU 
J. Application Fee Increase .............................................................................. .. -20,000 
K. Registration Fee Increase ............................................................................. . -54,000 

Total BCP Adjustments ...................................................................................... .. 
1980-81 Governor's Budget .................................................................................... .. 

• Offset by reimbursements. 

Total 

$5,412,429 

$174,611 

($5,587,040) 

$623,431 
$6,210,471 
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ABA Accreditation Review 

The central "theme" behind many of the augmentations proposed for 
1980-81 is that in November 1978, Hastings received a poor accreditation 
by an American Bar Association (ABA) accreditation committee. The 
Board of Directors views this report as an extremely serious matter. In 
response, it has made some administrative changes and is proposing a 
significant increase in the school's budget. 

The ABA committee found Hastings to be inadequate in: 
• student-faculty ratios, 
• library seating, 
• sabbatical leaves for full-time faculty and 
• the law library collection. 
Some recent changes that address the ABA concerns include: (a) the 

improvement of the faculty / student ratio with the addition of two faculty 
positions and related support in the 1979:....s0 budget and (b) the provision 
of additional library seating and 30,000 books in the newly constructed 
academiC affairs/library facility. ' 

In a letter to Hastings dated June 19, 1979, the ABA stated that these 
changes establish "to the committee's satisfaction, that policies have been 
instituted which correct violations of the standards." However, the ABA 
continues to believe that Hastings should further enrich its faculty / stu­
dent ratio, law library and sabbatical leaves for full-time faculty. 

Validity of ABA Criticisms 

Accreditation serves as a process for promoting minimum standards at 
academic institutions. Standards set nationally, however, do not adequate­
ly provide for the uniqueness of certain institutions such as Hastings. The 
ABA report has not fully considered Hastings': 

• use of highly qualified and experienced part-time faculty made possi­
ble by its location in San Francisco-the federal and state judicial 
center of California, 

• senior "65 Club" faculty, whose experience as scholars and practicing 
attorneys provide unique classroom and clinical instruction and 

• emphasis on legal practice that differs from the research orientation 
of other law schools. 

For these reasons, the accreditation problem, by itself, is not sufficient 
justification for the increases proposed in the 1980-81 Governor's Budget. 
These increases should be considered in the context of Hastings' unique­
ness and the quality of its existing program as evidenced by the accom­
plishments and reputations of its graduates. 

I. INSTRUCTION PROGRAM 

The Instruction program is composed of two elements: (a) classroom, 
including seminar, lecture and discussion sessions and (b) theory-practice 
where students receive training in the skills of courtroom and office prac­
tice. 
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Unauthorized Reduction in Enrollments 

We recommend that Hastings be directed to enroll 583 first-year stu­
dents in 1980--81 to compensate for unauthorized reductions in enroll­
ments in 1979-80. 

Hasting' budget is based on a total enrollment of 1,500 students with 525 
per entering class. In 1979-80, however, the college reduced its first year 
class by 58 students as a means to lower its student-faculty ratio. This was 
done to comply with the ABA accreditation report. The Board of Direc­
tors' action, however, represents a serious breach of trust. First it amounts 
to an enrichment in the budget approved by the Legislature and the 
Governor, given the fact that the 1979-80 budget was based on full enroll­
ment. Historically, the amount budgeted for support of each higher educa­
tion segment and institution is based on enrollment. Moreover, the board 
took this action unilaterally, without formally notifying the Legislature. 

In effect, the boards action: 
(a) reduces faculty productivity, 
(b) reduces student access to a program much in demand, 
(c) reduces fee reimbursements to the General Fund and 
(d) bypasses the budgetary process. 
In our judgment the board's unilateral action was totally unjustified, and 

amounts to placing greater importance on the subjective opinions of the 
ABA than on the policy determinations made by the California Legisla­
ture. We recommend that Hastings be directed to enroll additional stu­
dents in 1980-81 to compensate for the unauthorized reductions in the 
current year. 

New Faculty Positions 

The budget proposes an additional four faculty ($184,841) and two cleri­
cal positions ($33,927) for a total General Fund cost of $218,768. In addition 
to lowering the overall student faculty ratio, the proposed positions will 
be used to (a) increase student access to clinical instruction, (b) supervise 
a new legal clinic in San Francisco and (c) improve the faculty/student 
counseling program. 

Our analysis and review indicates that the proposed faculty increase is 
justified. Although the other UC law schools have research workload, 
Hastings' current student-faculty ratio is inordinately high by comparison. 
The proposed increase will lower the faculty-student ratio from 1:28.4 to 
1:26.4 (based on 1,500 students). In addition, there is a high demand by the 
students for additional (a) clinical courses and (b) faculty counseling. We 
recommend approval. 

Excess Secretary Support for Faculty 

We recommend elimination of one new secretarial position, for a Gen­
eral Fund savings of $16,963. 

The proposed budget includes $33,927 for two additional faculty secre­
tary positions in support of four additional faculty requested in 1980-8l. 
Hastings is currently budgeted ten full-time equivalent secretarial posi­
tions to serve 50 faculty positions, a ratio of 1:5. Our analysis indicates that 
this is a reasonable ratio. With the addition of four new faculty positions, 
only one additional secretary is justified. On this basis, we recommend that 
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one of the two new positions be eliminated, for a General Fund savings 
of $16,963. 

II. PUBLIC SERVICE PROGRAM 

Advocacy Programs 

The Trial and Appellate and the Criminal Justice Advocacy programs 
are designed to provide specialized training to lawyers, legal educators 
and judges through short-term courses. Both programs are entirely self 
supporting. In 1980-81, Hastings estimates 640 legal professionals will reg­
ister in the courses. 

The budget proposes a $30,000 augmentation for data processing, which 
would be offset by increased registration fee revenues in 1980-81. We 
recommend approval. 

III. INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT PROGRAM 

The instructional support program provides students and faculty with 
reference material associated with the learning and teaching of law. It is 
composed of (a) the law library for use of faculty and students and (b) 
support for scholarly publications identifying developments in specialized 
areas of the law. 

Law Library 

We recommend that Hastings be directed to prepare (a) a report on 
workload and costs associated with law library use by persons who are not 
affiliated with Hastings and (b) report to the legislative fiscal committee 
by December 1, 1980. 

The law library receives substantial use during evenings, weekends, and 
academic vacations by persons not affiliated with Hastings. We recognize 
that the law library has a public responsibility to the surrounding commu­
nity as reflected in Hastings' many community services. However, this 
may result in decreased library support to Hastings students and faculty. 
Therefore we request a report on workload and costs associated with 
service to persons not affiliated with. Hastings. 

Proposed New Librarians 

We recommend elimination of two professional librarian positions, for 
a General Fund savings of $51,916. 

The budget proposes $51,9'16 to support two new professional librarians. 
Hastings maintains that library workload will increase due to (a) an addi­
tional 58,000 square feet of assignable library space, (b) the acquisition of 
additional publications as a federal library depository and (c) the process­
ing of 30,000 books currently in storage. In addition, Hastings maintains 
that the new positions are necessary to provide some professional service 
for evenings and weekends. 

Our analysis indicates that (a) workload will not increase significantly 
and (b) evening and weekend professional service can be provided with­
out a staffing increase. 

• Workload The additional library space is not relevant to the deter­
mination of staffing needs. Service provided to users and book processing, 
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not the assignable space, determines library workload. Service to users 
should remain constant because enrollment will continue at the 1,500 
student authorized level. 

The processing of 30,000 books which have been in storage is not a high 
priority. It can be accomplished during periods oflow service workload, 
such as student vacation time, without a staffing augmentation. While the 
increase in the number of federal publications received by the library 
presents some new workload, our analysis indicates that it can be handled 
by existing staff. 

• Evening and Weekend Professional Service. Our analysis indicates 
that improved professional service in the evening and on weekends can 
be provided by rescheduling work hours forthe current professional staff. 
Curren tly, the 6 professional library staff positions are only scheduled from 
8:00 to 5:00 Monday to Friday. A more flexible schedule could spread their 
hours into evenings and weekends. If the remaining professionals need 
some additional help during the 8-5 hours, Hastings could utilize work 
study students. 

Based on this analysis, we recommend deletion of the proposed two 
librarians for a General Fund savings of $51,916. 

IV. STUDENT SERVICE PROGRAM 

The Student Service Program has four elements: (a) health services, (b) 
the Student Financial Aid Office which is responsible for various types of 
financial assistance including the Legal Education Opportunity Program, 
(c) student employment and placement services and (d) the admissions 
office. 

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. Of 1,500 students, approximately 300 students or 20 percent are 
minorities, and apprOximately 80 of these minorities are admitted as 
LEOP students. I 

In addition to special admission status, LEOP prOVIdes student grants, 
tuition waivers, special tutorials and administrative support for disadvan­
taged students. 

In 1980-81, the budget includes an additional $9,851 for LEOP bar 
preparation grants to cover full bar preparation costs ($465) for third year 
LEOP students. These grants provide financial assistance to needy LEOP 
graduates. This increase is in accordance with the goals of the LEOP 
program. We recommend approval. 

Records Office 

The Records Office is responsible for registering 1,500 students, main­
taining student records, and responding to requests for transcripts. 

The budget proposes $15,234 for an additional clerical position because 
federal privacy legislation has made it inappropriate to continue to use 
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student assistants in handling student records. Only three staff positions 
are now available to handle all registration, grade posting and transcript 
needs. We recommend approval. 

Business Services 

We recommend deletion of support for the proposed accounting techni­
cian, for a General Fund savings of $16,727 in Item 378. 

The Business Services unit handles accounting, budgeting and purchas­
ing for the college. The budget proposes $16,727 for one accounting tech­
nician because (a) a management report cited a lack of proper cash 
control and (b) there has been no increase in accounting staff for the past 
six years. 

We recommend that this augmentation be deleted because (a) the 
management report does not specifically attribute the deficiency to insuf­
ficient personnel and (b) the Controller's position established in the 1979-
80 budget remains unfilled. Additional accounting staff should be based on 
staffing needs as determined by the new controller. Thus, we do not 
recommend· that the additional position be approved. 

v. INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

The institutional support program includes administrative units for Ex­
ecutive Management, Business Services, Personnel, Registrar (Records), 
Facility Operations and Security. 

Security 

In January 1, 1979, Hastings discontinued state funded security contract 
services and established 3.75 full-time security guards through federal 
Public Works and Employment Act funds (PWEA). These 3.75 guard 
positions are in addition to 4 General Fund guard positions. However, 
federal funds will not be available for continuation of the PWEA funded 
guards in 1980-81. Consequentiy, the budget proposes to continue three 
security positions at a General Fund cost of $49,011. We recommend ap­
proval, because the need for security has increased in recent years. 

New Academic Facilities Building 

In 1980-81, Hastings will move into the new academic facilities building. 
The building will provide 190,000 gross square feet, including new space 
for classrooms, the law library and faculty offices. The budget provides 
$189,409 for an additional eight janitorial/maintenance positions and $146,-
425 in one-time moving and related costs, for a total of $335,834 in 1980-81. 
The maintenance positions are justified by current workload standards. 
We recommend approval. 
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Items 379-380 from the General 
Fund, Item 381 from the 
Capital Outlay Fund for Pub­
lic Higher Education (COF­
PHE), and Item 382 from 
the Energy and Resources 
Fund Budget p. E 124 

Requested 1980-81 .......................................................................... $856,255,846 a 

Estimated 1979-80............................................................................ 821,474,471 
Actual 1978-79 .................................................................................. 682,983,474 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $34,781,375 (+4.2 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... $5,516,745 
a Salary increase funds are not included in the total. Provisions for salary increase are discussed in the 

Analysis under Item 488. 

1980-81 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 

379 
380 
381 
382 

Description 
. Support 
Computer Replacement 
Special Repair and Maintenance 
Energy Conservation 

Total 

General 
General 
COFPHE 

Fund 

Energy and Resources 

Amount 

$848,383,351 
4,225,210 
3,000,000 

647,285 

$856,255,846 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Field Work Coordinators. Reduce by $100,000 from Gen- 1199 
eral Fund. Recommend deletion of augmentation for pi-
lot field work coordinator program. 

2. Writing Skills. Recommend Budget Bill language making 1204 
the allocation of $1,967,068 for the differential costs of writ-
ing skills programs contingent upon Chancellor's Office 
approval of campus plans which (a) require incoming stu-
dents to take English Placement Test (EPT) and (b) re-
quire students scoring below 150 on the EPT to enroll in 
a remedial writing course. 

3. Library Staffing. Reduce by $427,221 from General 1209 
Fund. Recommend deletion of augmentation for process-
ing 26,200 library volumes. Recommend that Chancellor's 
Office report on impac~ of library automation on staffing 
formulas. 

4. Library Book Acquisition. Reduce by $1,229,419 from 1212 
General Fund. Recommend deletion of 26,200 volume 
augmentation in the library volume acquisition rate. 

5. Library Book Acquisition. Recommend that a committee 1212 
of representatives from CSUC, the California Post second-
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ary Education Commission, Department of Finance and 
Legislative Analyst's Office report on alternatives to cur­
rent acquisition rate. 

6. Computer Replacement. Recommend appropriation not 1213 
be scheduled, to provide CSUC flexibility to procure and 
install replacement computer systems. 

7. Computing Coordinators. Recommend Budget Bill lan- 1214 
guage to insure that coordinators increase efficient use of 
campus computing resources. 

8. Administrative Computing Support. Augment by 1215 
$134,670 from General Fund Recommend approval of 
computerized Integrated Business Systems project. 

9. Computer Staffing Formula. Recommend that CSUC and 1216 
Department of Finance complete a computer staffing for-
mula. Recommend that Finance not specify location of 
seven new positions authorized in budget year. 

10. Rural Nursing Program. Recommend that funding be 1217 
provided for two year period only. Recommend that Chan­
cellor's Office submit a report on the program's effective-
ness. 

11. Student Affirmative Action. Recommend that the Cali- 1223 
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission evaluate the 
new student affirmative action programs. 

12. Nonresident Tuition Waivers. Reduce by $103,500 from 1225 
General Fund Recommend budget reflect a decrease in 
the budgeted number of non-resident tuition waivers. 

13. Academic Senates. Recommend full academic senate 1229 
costs be accurately reported in future budgets. 

14. Chancellor's Office Staff. Reduce by $44,723. Recom- 1230 
mend deletion of Director of Learning Services Develop-
ment position. 

15. Special Repair and Maintenance. Reduce by $2,964,448 1234 
from General Fund. Augment by $2,964,448 from Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). 
Recommend special repair and maintenance projects be 
funded from COFPHE. 

16. Special Repair and Maintenance. Reduce by $3,000,000 1234 
from Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education 
(COFPHE). Recommend deletion of additional funding 
for special repairs and maintenance. 

17. Energy Conservation. Reduce by $647,285 from Energy 1235 
and Resources Fund Augment by $647,285 from Capital 
Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). 
Recommend energy conservation projects be funded from 
COFPHE. 

18. Office Copier Savings. Reduce by $782,104 from General 1238 
Fund. Recommend reflection of savings resulting from 
the office copier acquisition program. 
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Summary of Legislative Analyst Recommended Fiscal 
Changes to the 1980-81 Budget 

Program Changes Funding Impact 
Activity Reductions Augmentations General Fund Other 
Field Work Coordinators ....................... . $-100,000 $-100,000 
Library Staff ............................................... . -427,221 -427,221 
Library Volwnes ....................................... . -1,229,419 -1,229,419 
Integrated Business Systems ............... ... 
Chancellor's Office Staff ......................... . 
Nonresident Students ............................. . 
Special Repair and Maintenance ......... . 

Energy Conservation ............................... . 

Office Copier Savings ............................. . 

Totals ................................................... . 
8 Reimbursements. 

-44,723 
-103,500 

-3,000,000 

-782,104 

$-5,686,967 

b Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education. 
C Energy and Resources Fund. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

$134,670 + 134,670 

$134,670 

-44,723 
-103,500 

-2,964,448 

-782,104 

$-5,516,745 

$103,500 8 

-3,OOO,OOOb 
2,964,448 b 

647,285 b 

-647,285 C 

$67,948 

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 responsibiity 
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 currently includes 19 campuses with an estimated 1980-81 
full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment of 230,750. 

Admission 

To be admitted to the freshman class, a student generally must graduate 
in the highest academic third of his or her high school class. An exemption, 
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 grade point 
or "c" average in prior academic work. To be admitted to upper division 
standing, the student must also have completed 56 transferable semester 
units of college courses. To be admitted to a graduate program, the mini­
mum requirement is a bachelor's degree from an accredited four-year 
institution, although individual programs may impose more restrictive 
standards. 
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Table 1 
Source of Funds by Subprogram 

(1980-81 Governor's Budget) 

General Fund Special 
Net Totals Funds 

General Reimburse- General Continuing 
Fund ments Fund Education 

1. Instruction 
Regular Instruction .................... $523,474,611 $18,930,240 $542,404,851 
Special Session Instruction ........ $5,561,139 
Extension Instruction ................ 3,581,695 

Totals, Instruction .................. $523,474,611 $18,930,240 $542,404,851 $9,142,834 
2. Research 

Individual or Project Research $77,782 $77,782 
3. Public Service 

Campus Community Service .... $458,302 $458,302 
4. Academic Support 

Libraries ........................................ $54,689,012 $471,1ll $55,160,123 $20,259 
Audio-Visual Services ................ 10,623,541 10,623,541 34,123 
Computing Support .................... 27,789,830 27,789,830 35,039 
Ancillary Support ........................ 11,030,580 11,030,580 

Totals, Academic Support .... $104,132,963 $471,1ll $104,604,074 $89,421 
5. Student Service 

Social and Cultural Develop-
ment ...................................... $557,221 $3,189,631 $3,746,852 

Supplemental Educational 
Services-EOP .................... 12,864,593 12,864,593 

Counseling and Career Guid-
ance ........................................ 4,793,069 14,672,302 19,465,371 $35,155 

Financial Aid ................................ 1,003,698 61,813,207 62,816,905 
Student Support .......................... 2,872,695 16,312,684 19,185,379 41,630 

Totals, Student Service .......... $22,091,276 $95,987,824 $118,079,100 $76,785 
6. Institutional Support 

Executive Management ............ $21,886,475 $956,889 $22,843,364 $4,213,064 
Financial Operations .................. 11,654,066 4,565,886 16,219,952 403,734 
General Administrative Serv-

ices .......................................... 24,755,464 7,779,293 32,534,757 174,888 
Logistical Services ...................... 34,317,192 34,317,192 563,282 
Physical Plant Operations ........ 98,291,686 46,775 98,338,461 29,420 
Faculty and Staff Services ........ 8,846,782 8,846,782 
Community Relations ................ 3,158,046 304,821 3,462,867 517,539 

Totals, Institutional Support $202,909,711 $13,653,664 $216,563,375 $5,901,927 
7. Independent Operations 

Institutional Operations ............ $18,637,954 $18,637,954 
Outside Agencies ........................ 18,544,723 18,544,723 

Totals, Independent Opera-
tions ........................................ $37,182,677 $37,182,677 

8. Foundations and Auxiliary Or-
ganizations .................................... 

Grand Totals ...................................... $852,608,561 $166,761,600 $1,019,370,161 $15,210,967 
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Seecial Funds 
Energy&- Totals Foundations 
Resources Special and Auxiliary Grand 

Dormitory Parking COFPHE Fund Funds Organizations Totals 

$542,404,&51 
$5,561,139 5,561,139 
3,581,695 3,581,695 

$9,142,834 $551,547,6&5 

$77,782 

$458,302 

$20,259 $55,180,382 
34,123 10,657,664 
35,039 27,824,869 

11,030,580 ----
$89,421 $104,693,495 

$3,746,&52 

12,864,593 

$35,155 19,500,526 
62,816,905 

$2,649,937 2,691,567 21,876,946 

$2,649,737 $2,726,722 $120,805,822 

$4,213,064 $27,056,428 
$565,374 $464,467 1,433,575 17,653,527 

174,888 32,709,645 
1,138,035 2,693,143 4,394,460 38,711,652 
8,241,450 1,119,842 $3,000,000 $647,2&5 13,037,997 1ll,376,458 

8,846,782 
517,539 3,980,406 

$9,944,&59 $4,277,452 $3,000,000 $647,2&5 $23,771,523 $240,334,898 

$407,792 $407,792 $19,045,746 
18,544,723 

$407,792 $647,2&5 $407,792 $37,590,469 

$169,100,000 $169,100,000 

$12,594,796 $4,6&5,244 $3,000,000 $647,2&5 $36,138,292 $169,100,000 $1,224,608,453 
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ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

1980-81 Budget Overview 

The budget proposes two General Fund appropriations of $852,608,561 
for support of the CSUC system in 1980-81, which is an increase of 
$31,134,090 or 3.8 percent, over estimated current year expenditures. This 
amount will increase by the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase 
approved for the budget year. The Department of Finance estimates that 
each 1 percent of salary increase will cost $4.7 million for academic person­
nel and $2.9 million for nonacademic personnel (see discussion of faculty 
salaries under Item 488). 

Table 1 shows the total 1980-81 Governor's Budget by program and 
source of funds. 

Table 2 provides a budget summary, by program, for the past, current 
and budget years. It indicates that, while General Fund support 
will amount to $852.6 million, total funds available to CSUC will be 
$1,112,941,239, which is an increase of $47,239,053, or 4.4 percent, over total 
expenditures in the current year. 

Table 2 
The California State University and Colleges Budget Summary 

Actual Ertimated Proposed Change 
Summary of Program 1978-79 1979-80 1!J80..81 Amount Percent 
1. Instruction ................................................ .. $458,058,895 $539,189,153 $551,547,685 $12,358,532 2.3% 
2. Research .................................................... .. 58,477 1ll,695 77,782 -33,913 -30.4 
3. Public Service ........................................... . 531,211 442,751 458,302 15,551 3.5 
4. Academic Support ................................... . 77,356,152 95,097,829 104,693,495 9,595,666 10.1 
5. Student Service ...................................... .. 97,747,049 117,599,241 120,805,822· 3,206,581 2.7 
6. Institutional Support .............................. .. 190,279,604 219,241,241 240;334,898 21,093,657 9.6 
7. Independent Operations ...................... .. 34,143,134 34,584,845 37,590,469 3,005,624 8.7 
8. Foundations and Auxiliary Organiza-

tions ......................................................... . 148,700,000 161,100,000 169,100,000 8,000,000 5.0 

Totals ........................................................... . $1,006,874,522 $1,167,366,755 $1,224,608,453 $57,241,698 4.9% 
Reimbursements ........................................... . - 98,868,878 -101,664,569 -lll ,667 ,214 -10,002,645 9.8 

Net Totals ................................................... . 
General Fund ................. : ............................ .. 

$908,005,644 $1,065,702,186 $1,112,941,239 $47,239,053 4.4% 
$ti82,983,474 $821,474,471 $852,fJ()8,561 $31,134,090 3.8% 

Federal funds ................................................ .. 45,693,024 51,241,1M 55,094,386 1,853,258 3.5 
Parldng Account Dormitory Revenue 

Fund ....................................................... .. 4,fKJ7,823 4,357,563 4,685,244 327,681 7.5 
Dormitory Revenue Fund ......................... . 10,flJO,489 11,545,#9 12,594,796 1,049,347 9.1 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher 

Education ............................................... . 3,f»J,fXKJ 3,f»J,fXKJ NA 
Energy and Resources Fund .................... .. 647,285 647,285 NA 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .. .. 16,340,834 13,983,575 15,210,967 1,227,392 8.8 
Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations: 

Federal ....................................................... . .JIj,288,fKJ1 39,4«J,fXKJ 39,4«J,fXKJ 
Other .......................................................... .. 112,411,999 121,7fKJ,fXKJ 129,7fKJ,fXKJ a,f»J,fXKJ fi.6 

Persounel-Years ............................................. . 33,299.9 35,529.2 32,280.4 -3,248.8 -9.1% 
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1980-81 Budget Changes 

As detailed in Table 3, CSUC's 1980-81 budget contains several offset­
ting budget increases and decreases. Included in the $20 million increase 
for base line adjustments are $14 million for inflation, $5.2 million for merit 
salary increases and faculty promotions, and $2.6 million for increased 
contributions to Social Security (OASDI). A decrease of $2 million in 
nonrecurring expenditures reflects the special appropriation by AB 1173 
(Chapter 1176, Statutes of 1979) in the current year "to lessen the negative 
impact of enrollment declines and budget restrictions on the instructional 
programs and, to the maximum extent feasible, to lessen the negative 
impact on the upward mobility and affirmative action programs." 

Program maintenance proposals increase by a net $3.8 million, partly 
due to a projected increase in enrollment of 1,400 FTE ($2.4 million) over 
the enrollment budgeted for the current year. 

The third major category, program change proposals (new programs), 
shows an increase of $7.9 million, with the major increase being $5 million 
for the restoration of instructional faculty and related support staff. Other 
major increases are in the areas of library volume acquisition and process­
ing ($1.2 million) and student affirmative action ($1 million). 

Table 3 
Proposed 1980-81 General Fund Budget Changes 

1979/80 General Fund Appropriations ........................................... . 
1. Baseline Adjustments 

A. Increase of Existing Personnel Cost 
1. Salary Adjustments ......................................................... . 
2. Full-Year Funding ........................................................... . 
3. Faculty Promotions ......................................................... . 
4. Retirement ......................................................................... . 
5. OASDI ................................................................................. . 
6. Disability Compensation ............................................... . 
7. Unemployment Compensation ..................................... . 

Total, Increase of Equity Personnel Costs ..................... . 
B. Nonrecurring Items 

1. Special Appropriations (Chapter 1176) ..................... . 
2. Unallocated Salary Increase ....................................... ... 
3. Library Conversion to O.C.L.C .................................... . 
4. Office Equipment ........................................................... . 
5. Disabled Students Program ........................................... . 

Total, Nonrecurring Items ................................................. . 
C. Price Increase ....................................................................... . 

Total, Baseline Adjustments ............................................... . 
2. Program Maintenance Proposals 

A. Enrollment Growth (1400 FTE @ $1,717) ..................... . 
B. Special Cost Increases Instruction 

1. Administration ............................................................... . 
2. Instructional Faculty ..................................................... . 
3. Sabbatical Leaves ........................................................... . 
4. Master Teacher Contracts ........................................... . 
Academic Support 
5. Library ............................................................................. . 
6. Television Services ......................................................... . 
7. Computing Support........................................................ . 

Cost 

$4,214,739 
565,965 

1,008,787 
612,924 

2,578,961 
700,000 
275,000 

$-2,000,000 
-989,504 
-88,284 
-19,121 

-817,922 

$-1,995 
-1,416,137 

-115,487 
-143,543 

407,792 
147,219 
528,654 

Total 
$821,474,471 

$9,956,376 

$-3,914,831 
$14,039,687 

(20,081,232) 

$2,403,796 
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8. Ancillary Support ........................................................... . 
Shident Services 
9. Educational Opportunity Program ........................... . 

10. Financial Aids ................................................................. . 
11. Health Services ............................................................... . 

Institutional Support 
12. Financial Aids Accounting ........................................... . 
13. Space Rental ................................................................... . 
14. Faculty Recruitment ................................................... ... 
15. Communications ............................................................. . 
16. Physical Plant Operations ........................................... . 
17. Other Campus Items ..................................................... . 
Reimbursements 
18. General ............................................................................. . 
19. Student Financial Aid ................................................... . 
Systemwide 
20. Systemwide Offices ....................................................... . 
21. Systemwide Provisions ................................................. . 

Total, Special Cost Increases ............................................. . 

Total, Program Maintenance Proposals ....................... . 
3. Program Change Proposals 

A. Augmentations 
1. Instructional Faculty ....................................................... . 
2. Library Volumes ............................................................... . 
3. Student Affirmative Action ........................................... . 
4. Disabled Employees ....................................................... . 
5. Instructional Computing Coordinators ....................... . 
6. Field Work Coordinators ............................................... . 
7. Employee Relations ................. : ....................................... . 

Total, Program Change Proposals ............................... . 

Total, General Fund Budget Changes ......................... . 

Total, 1980-81 General Fund Budget.. ......................... . 

Systemwide Reductions 

Cost 
59,676 

84,461 
1,879,672 

82,983 

63,479 
150,157 
114,256 
247;19.7 

2,768,041 
112,045 

-7,084,741 
-1,808,979 

2;19.5,969 
2,400,685 

$5,013,209 
1,229,419 
1,050,000 

55,000 
200,000 
100,000 
300,000 

Items 379--382 

Total 

$701,434 
($3,105,230) 

$7,947,628 

$31,134,090 

$852,608,561 

The 1978 Budget Act contained two control sections (27.1 and 27.2) that 
the Legislature included subsequent to the passage of Proposition 13. 
These sections required the Director of Finance to reduce General Fund 
appropriations statewide to achieve a permanent savings of $96A million: 
(a) $42A million in operating expenses and equipment (Section 27.1) and 
(b) $54.0 million in personal services (Section 27.2). Subsequent to the 
budget's enactment, CSUC's share of the $96A million statewide reduction 
was established at $14.05 million. 

The 1979 Budget Act required CSUC to achieve an additional $3 million 
savings in unspecified low priority activities. When added to the reduc­
tions made in 1978-79, this amount brought total reductions for the two 
year period to $17.05 million. Table 4 identifies where the CSUC system­
wide reductions were made, the most significant of which occurs in faculty 
staffing. 
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Table 4 
CSUC Systemwide Reductions 

Operating Expense and Equipment 
Supplies and services (campuses) ....................................... . 
Library development (automation) ................................... . 
Computer equipment (deferred installation) ................... . 
Disciplinary procedures (arbitrators) ................................. . 
Privacy regulations ................................................................... . 
Employee affirmative action ................................................. . 
Public safety ............................................................................... . 
Supplies and services (central offices) ............................... . 
Elementary text books .......................................................... .. 
Campus farms ........................................................................... . 
External degree fee waivers ................................................. . 
New position furniture ........................................................... . 
Faculty development ............................................................... . 
Instructionally related activities ........................................... . 
Other ........................................................................................... . 

Total Operating Expense and Equipment. .................... . 
Personal Services 

Excess salary savings (hiring freeze) ...............................•.. 
New Program Development & Evaluation ....................... . 
Teachers retirement ............................................................... . 
Central offices staffing ........................................................... . 
Public safety (revised implementation date) ................... . 
Television staffing augmentation (Northridge) ............... . 
Campus administrative staffing ........................................... . 
Health services staffing ........................................................... . 
Admissions and Records staffing ........................................... . 
Custodial staffing (and special allowances) ....................... . 
Faculty staffing ......................................................................... . 
Library staffing ......................................................................... . 
Counseling staff ......................................................................... . 
Unemployment compensation, workers ............................. . 

Compensation, industrial disability leaves and non-in-
dustrial disability insurance ............................................... . 

Total Personal Services ................................................... . 
Reimbursements 

Nonresident Tuition (revised enrollment) ....................... . 
Application fee (fee increase) ............................................. . 
Miscellaneous fees (transcript fee increase) ..................... . 

Total Reimbursements ...................................................... .. 

Grand Total Reduction ............................................................... . 

Actual 
1978-79 

$-5,600,000 
-150,000 
-295,083 
-61,510 

-100,000 
-37,762 
-66,727 

-15,873 

$-6,326,955 

$-6,727,496 
-500,000 
-278,221 
-102,499 
-114,829 

$-7,723,045 

$-14,050,000 

Proposed 
1979-80 

$-2,500,000 

-144,589 

-41,964 
-56,448 

-109,044 
-50,000 
-75,000 

-149,217 
-183,399 
-150,000 

$-3,459,661 

$-227,118 
-293,487 
-123,370 
-911,346 
-416,169 
-349,424 
-993,945 

-4,951,655 
-296,910 
-224;353 

-2,190,000 

$-10,977,777 

-843,687 
-1,315,175 

-453,700 

$-2,612,562 

$-17,050,000 
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Faculty Staffing 

The 1979-80 Governor's Budget proposed the reduction of 247.2 faculty 
and faculty-related positions. In a supplemental analysis, we opposed this 
action as an unjustified reduction in the quality of the instructional pro­
gram. The Legislature approved an augmentation to prevent this reduc­
tion, but the funds were vetoed by the Governor. The reduction was 
partially restored through a one year appropriation of $2 million in Chap­
ter 1176, Statutes of 1979 (AB 1173). 

The 1980-81 Governor's budget proposes specific "augmentations" in 
several programs which were reduced pursuant to the 1978 and 1979 
Budget Acts. Some of these augmentations would, in effect, restore sup­
port to the level prevailing prior to the passage of Proposition 13. The 
proposed augmentations are discussed later in this analysis. 

Special Augmentation-Chapter 1176. Statutes of 1979 (AB 1173) 

In response to concerns that the quality of instructional programs would 
be adversely affected by the continuing budget reductions imposed by the 
1978 and 1979 Budget Acts, the Legislature passed AB 1173 (Chapter 1176, 
Statutes of 1979) granting CSUC a special, one-time augmentation of $2 
million. The Legislature directed that these funds were "to be used to 
lessen the negative impact of enrollment declines and budget restrictions 
on the instructional programs and, to the maximum extent feasible, to 
lessen the negative impact on the upward mobility and affirmative action 
programs. " 

To generate the maximum favorable impact on the instructional pro­
gram, the Chancellor's Office converted the entire $2 million into 107.5 
faculty positions to be allocated in two phases. This served to restore 
partially the 192.5 faculty positions lost as a result of the reductions man­
dated by the 1979 Budget Act. In October 1979, Phase I of the systemwide 
allocation restored a total of 50 positions to campuses in a manner propor­
tional to the losses imposed by the control section. At that time, the 
Chancellor's Office indicated that the remaining 57.5 positions would be 
distributed pursuant to a review of campus proposals and an analysis of 
how the positions allocated under Phase I were used. 

The six evaluative criteria employed by the Chancellor's Office in Phase 
II of the allocation were as follows: 

1. Consistency with objectives described in AB 1173. 
2. Plans for use of positions allocated in Phase I. 
3. Affirmative action and "upward mobility" considerations. 
4. Ability to use positions to forestall fiscally-imposed layoffs of faculty 

in areas where enrollments would otherwise support their retention. 
5. Effects on strength and balance of cmriculum. 
6. Needs of part-time and temporary faculty whose compensation was 

reduced solely because of fiscal contraints. 
The Chancellor's Office has indicated that a comprehensive report on 

the use of the positions will be submitted prior to budget hearings. At that 
time, we will review the report and make comments to the Legislature as 
appropriate .. 
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Budget Presentation 

The CSUC budget is separated into eight program classifications. Th~ 
first three-Instruction, Organized Research and Public Service-encog,l­
pass the primary educational functions. The remaining five-Acadexp.jp 
Support, Student Services, Institutional Support, Independent Opera­
tions, and Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations-provide support 
services to the three primary programs (see Table 1 for an overall out­
line) . 

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) special session 
instruction and (4) extension instruction. 

Proposed expenditures for the 1980-81 instruction programs are shown 
in Table 5. 

Table 5 
Instruction Program Costs 

Personnel Expenditures ChillJge 
1978-79 1979-80 1fJ80..81 1978-79 1979-80 1fJ80..81 Amount Percent 

1. Regular Instruc· 
tion ........................ 18,332.3 17,283.2 17,468.4 $447,327,2.50 $530,764,705 $542,404,851 $11,640,146 2.2% 

2. Special Session 
Instruction .......... 450.7 374.7 405.8 6,241,666 5,132,390 5,561,139 428,749 8.4 

3. Extension In· 
struction .............. 243 183.4 191.8 4,489,979 3,292,058 3,581,695 ')JI,9,637 8.8 

Totals .................... 19,026 17,841.3 18,066 $458,058,895 $539,189,153 $551,547,685 $12,358,532 2.3% 
General Fund .......... 18,332.3 17,283.2 17,468.4 $432, 759,924 $515,157,418 $523,474,611 $8,317,1flJ J.(j% 
Reimbursemen~ 

Other .................. 14,567,326 15,{j(f/ ,287 18,93O,MO 3,3£2,953 21.3 
QJlItinuing Educa-

tion Revenue 
Fund .................. 693.7 558.1 597.6 10,731,645 8,424,#8 9,142,834 718,386 8.5 

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, or any other 
student/course unit combination the product of which equals 15 course 
units. 

As shown in Table 6, current year enrollment in the CSUC (1979-80) 
is estimated to be 230,860 students, which is (a) an increase of 1,510 FTE 
(0.7 percent) over the amount budgeted for 1979-80 and (b) an increase 
of 1,471 (0.6 percent) over the actual 1978-79 enrollment. 

The Governor's Budget projects a 1980-81 enrollment of 230,750 FTE, 
a decrease of 110 FTE (0.2 percent) compared to the revised enrollment 
estimate for 1979-80, but an increase of 1,400 FTE (0.6 percent) over the 
amount budgeted for 1979-80. 

In previous years, the projection contained in the Governor's Budget as 
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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 both the Spring 1980 enrollment experience and the 
1980-81 enrollment projections (and budget) prior to bu~get hearings, 
and recomrvend changes in these projections, as appropriate. 

Table 6 
Annual Full-Time Equivalent Students 

197~77 to 1980-81 

Actual 
Campus 1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 

Academic Year 
Bakersfield ........................................................................ 2,338 2,322 2,239 
Chico .................................................................................. 11,761 11,785 11,706 
Dominguez Hills .............................................................. -4,786 4,808 4,778 
Fresno ................................................................................ 12,394 12,405 11,968 
Fullerton ............................................................................ 14,610 14,438 14,424 
Hayward ............................................................................ 7,938 7,588 7,315 
Humboldt .......................................................................... 6,422 6,573 6,475 
Long Beach ........................................................................ 21,706 22,018 21,221 
Los Angeles ........................................................................ 15,229 15,277 14,344 
Northridge .......................................................................... 18,730 19,106 18,856 
Pomona .............................................................................. 10,793 11,147 11,335 
Sacramento ........................................................................ 15,611 15,919 15,682 
San Bernardino ................................................................ 3,086 3,222 3,038 
San Diego .......................................................................... 22,715 22,697 22,567 
San Francisco .................................................................... 16,727 17,385 17,128 
San Jose .............................................................................. 19,113 19,623 18,875 
San Luis Obispo ................................................................ 14,066 14,248 14,213 
Sonoma ................................................................................ 4,903 4,605 4,362 
Stauislaus ............................................................................ 2,430 2,513 2,474 

Totals .............................................................................. 225,358 227,679 223,000 
Summer Quarter 

Hayward ............................................................................ 961 931 972 
Los Angeles ........................................................................ 2,711 2,681 2,597 
Pomona .............................................................................. 980 1,059 1,043 
San Luis Obispo ................................................................ 1,241 1,349 1,327 

Totals .............................................................................. 5,893 6,020 5,939 
College Year Totals .............................................................. 231,251 233,699 228,939 
International Programs ....................................................... 353 375 432 

Grand Totals .................................................................. 231,604 234,074 229,371 
Change 
.FTE ...................................................................................... -4,463 2,485 -4,700 
Percent... ............................................................................. -1.89 1.07 -2.01 

a Revision is based on Fall 1979 Opening Term Enrollment Report. 

B. Long-Range Enrollment Projections 

1979-80 
Budget Revised" 1fJ80...8l" 

2,220 2,231 2,220 
11,700 12,080 12,000 
4,700 4,824 4,800 

11,800 12,011 12,000 
14,420 14,845 14,700 
7,200 7,442 7,450 
6,475 6,535 6,530 

21,220 21,062 21,050 
14,475 13,900 14,300 
18,850 18,999 19,000 
11,500 11,579 11,750 
15,650 15,992 16,000 
3,030 2,903 2,950 

22,550 23,772 23,450 
17,300 17,307 17,400 
18,850 18,025 18,000 
14,200 14,304 14,200 
4,380 4,272 4,100 
2,480 2,588 2,550 

223,000 224,651 224,450 

950 928 940 
2,550 2,478 2,520 
1,050 1,096 1,150 
1,350 1,257 1,270 

5,900 5,759 5,880 
228,900 230,410 230,330 

450 450 420 

229,350 230,860 230,750 

-39 1,471 -uo 
-0.02 0.64 -0.05 

From 1970 through 1975, CSUC continually revised downward its esti­
mate of future enrollment growth. In 1970, CSUC was projecting 354,630 
academic year FTE students for 1980-81, but by 1975 this estimate had 
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been reduced by 33 percent to 238,000. The minor upward adjustment in 
current year enrollments has led CSUC to increase slightly its projected 
1980-81 enrollment over figures presented last year. The projected in­
crease, however, is a minor aberration, as enrollments are expected to 
level off and decline slightly during the coming decade, reaching a level 
of 217,550 in 1987-88. 

This has significant implications for a system whose primary source of 
funding is based upon FTE. During the 1950s and 1960s, when enrollment 
grew rapidly and eight' new campuses were added to the system, the 
annual enrollment growth was sufficient to permit the addition of new 
programs and faculty. As enrollment has leveled off, the percentage of 
tenured faculty has increased and, consequently, the percentage of new 
faculty positions has declined. This, in turn, has reduced the system's 
flexibility. 

C. Student Composition 

Not only has the trend of constantly increasing enrollments changed 
during the 1970s but the composition of the student enrollment has 
changed as well. No longer is the student body composed primarily of 
full-time students between the ages of 18 and 24. In the fall of 1978, for 
example, the average age of a CSUC full-time student was 23, while for 
part-time students it was 29.1. More specifically, Table 7 shows that during 
the 1970s there was a gradual shift in student enrollment that reduced the 
proportion of full-time, younger students and increased the proportion of 
older, part-time students. 

Table 7 
CSUC Comparative Student Data 

1970 and 1978 

1970 
Stuc1ents 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 

students 25 and overa 
............................................................................ 11.99 

Participation rates of all students 25 and overa 
...................................... 21.5 

Ratio of full·time to part-time students, all levels ................................ 2.23 to 1 

a Participation rates based on 25 to 39 year old population. 

1978 
28.5% 
81.9% 
40.3% 

12.81 
23.3 
1.48 to 1 

This shift reflects a number of factors including (a) a decline in the 
number of 18 to 24 year olds and (b) a change in social, cultural and 
vocational attitudes toward "lifelong learning." These factors are causing 
a review of the types of courses offered, the hours courses are offered and 
the basis upon which funds are allocated. 

Ethnic Composition 

The ethnic composition of CSUC students has also changed during the 
past decade, as shown in Table 8. 

----.-----
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Table 8 
CSUC Ethnic Group Distribution" 

Ethnic Group 1972 1974 1976 1978 
Hispanicb 

...................................................................................... 6.3% 6.5% 7.6% 8.6% 
Black.............................................................................................. 6.1 6.1 6.8 7.7 
Other minority............................................................................ 8.7 8.0 9.2 9.8 
White ............................................................................................ 78.9 79.4 76.4 73.9 

Totals ........................................................................................ 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

• Percentage distribution based on students responding, fall term. 
b "Hispanic" category defined as "Spanish-surnamed" in 1972; "Mexican-American" and "Other Hispan­

ic" all other years. 

As Table 8 shows, the proportion of CSUC students represented by 
Blacks and Hispanics has increased as the proportion of whites has de­
clined. Hispanics accounted for 8.6 percent of CSUC's enrollment in fall 
1978--an increase of 2,3 percentage points over fall 1972. Similarly, the 
proportion of Black students within the system increased from 6.1 percent 
to 7.7 percent during the same period. Two factors appear to explain this 
trend: (a) the increasing proportion of minority group members among 
those eligible to attend CSUC and (b) increased student affirmative action 
efforts on the part of CSUC (described later in this analysis). 

D. ·Self-Support Enrollment 

Additional enrollment occurs in the extension and special session cate­
gories, as shown in Table 9. The special session category is comprised of 
enrollment in self-supporting courses which grant credit towards a de­
gree, including external degree programs and summer sessions. Extension 
courses, also self-supporting, are predominantly noncredit. 

Table 9 
Special Session and Extension Program Enrollment 

Net Enrollment Annual JTE 
Special Special 
Session Extension Totals Session &tension Totals 

1975-76.......................................................................................... 64,235 86,757 150,992 10,040 6,750 16,790 
1976-77 ..................................................................................... :.... 61,866 94,609 156,475 9,519 6,680 16,199 
1977-78.......................................................................................... 61,611 BO,977 142,588 8,986 6,112 15,098 
1978-79.......................................................................................... 56,654 73,526 130,IBO 8,389 5,693 14,082 
1979-80 (est.) .............................................................................. 51,844 69,156 121,000 7,677 5,288 12,965 
1980-81 (proj.) ............................................................................ 49,962 61,038 1ll,000 7,398 4,942 12,340 

A review of the enrollment experience in these programs since 1975-76 
indicates a continuing downward trend. Total enrollment in special ses­
sion and extension programs for 1980-81 is projected at- 12,340 FTE­
slightly less than three-fourths the level of enrollment in 1975-76. 

Although these figures are more difficult to estimate than regular FTE, 
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 ~hrough an extension program. 



Items 379-382 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1195 

REGULAR INSTRUCTION 

The regular instruction program includes all state-funded expenditures 
for the normal classroom, laboratory and independent study activities. 
Also, positions for instructional administration up to, but not including, the 
vice president for academic affairs are included in the instruction pro­
gram. These 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 clinical 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 fewer course units 
per academic year than in the past. Table 10 shows the decline as a 
systemwide average for all CSUC students. 

Table 10 
Average Student Workload 

Academic Year 
1970-71 .................................................................... .. 
1971-72 .................................................................... .. 
1972-73 ..................................................................... . 
1973-74 ..................................................................... . 
1974-75 .................................................................... .. 
1975-76 ..................................................................... . 
1976-77 ...................................................................... . 
1977-78 ..................................................................... . 
1978-79 ..................................................................... . 

Annual 
FTE 
197,454 
204,224 
213,974 
218,075 
221,285 
229,642 
225,358 
227,679 
223,000 

Term 
Enrollment 

242,474 
259,185 
273,465 
281,678 
289,072 
303,429 
298,604 
303,946 
296,875 

Student Workload 
Academic Per 

Year" 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 
22.53 11.26 

"Expressed in semester units. Annual FTE X 30 .;- average term enrollments. 

Although Table 10 shows a slight increase in student workload in 1978-
79, this is a statistical anomaly resulting from an increased proportion of 
lower division students, who typically take a heavier course load. Within 
each level (lower division, upper division, and graduate) , average student 
workload continues to decline. 

The precise reasons for the decline are not known, but they appear to 
relate in part to the increasing average age of the CSUC student. Older 
students are more likely to be employed and therefore are more likely to 
be taking only a part-time load. 

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 by the Chancellor's Office where they are in turn allocated to 
the various academic disciplines. 

As Table 11 shows, from 1974-75 through 1976-77, CSUC faculty were 
budgeted on a student-faculty ratio of 17.8:1. In 1977-78 and 1978-79, this 
same procedure was initially followed, but additional support provided for 
shifting student interests (described below) resulted in actual student-
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faculty ratios of 17.66:1 and 17.63:1, respectively. The 1979-80 student 
faculty ratio of 17.87:1 reflects the dual impact of (a) a decrease of 192.5 
faculty positions resulting from reductions mandated by the 1979 Budget 
Act and (b) an increase of 147.2 faculty positions resulting from shifts in 
student demand. As noted above, special legislation (Chapter 1176, Stat­
utes of 1979) partially restored the faculty positions that were lost, result­
ing in an actual student-faculty ratio of 17.72:1. 

Table 11 
CSUC Student·Faculty Ratios 

Faculty Positions 
Budgeted Actual 

1967~ ................................................................................ 8,842.9 8,545.8 
1968-69 ................................................................................ 10,001.3 9,592.7 
1969-70 ................................................................................ 11,333.1 11,176.1 
1970-71 ................................................................................ 12,343.5 11,749.0 
1971-72 ................................................................................ 12,081.3 11,783.3 
1972-73 ................................................................................ 12,698.8 12,415.7 
1973-7 4 ................................................................................ 13,068.1 12,846.0 
1974-75 ................................................................................ 12,973.3 12,770.8 
1975-76 ................................................................................ 12,900.6 12,902.3 
1976-77 ................................................................................ 13,427.0 13,157.9 
1977-78 ................................................................................ 13,364.5 13,211.2 

~~t: ~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~~:~ 13,090.2 
1980-81 b (Proposed) ...................................................... 13.034.2 

Student-Faculty 
Ratio 

Budgeted 
16.38 
16.21 
15.98 
16.26 
18.25 
17.94 
17.82 
17.80 
17.80 
17.80 
17.66 
17.63 
17.87 a 

17.67 b 

.'Ie/wi 

17.21 
17.35 -
16.67 
17.34 
17.91 
17.74 
17.45 
17.78 
18.27 
17.58 
17.23 
17.49 

a Figure of 12,811.1 faculty positions excludes 107.5 faculty positions provided through special legislation 
(Chapter 1176, Statutes of 1979). Inclusion of these positions yields a budgeted student-faculty ratio of 
17.72:1. 
b The 1980-81 budget was prepared by a method utilizing the mode and level SCU distribution reported 
for the 1978--79 Academic Year. This yields a student-faculty ratio of 17.67:1. 

The Governor's 1980-81 Budget proposes to restore CSUC faculty staff­
ing to the level which prevailed prior to 1979-80. That is, the budgeted 
level of support is again based on a student-faculty ratio of 17.8:1, which 
is then adjusted for the shift in student demand. This results in a budgeted 
student-faculty ratio in 1980-81 of 17.67:1. 

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 sciences areas to the more technically and 
occupationally oriented disciplines. Because the latter disciplines require 
.nore faculty to teach a given number of students, a constant student­
faculty ratio results in a de facto drop in faculty resources relative to need. 

The Budget Acts of 1978 and 1979 continued the policy by providing an 
additional 129.1 and 147.2 faculty positions, respectively. The 1980-81 Gov­
ernor's Budget-reflects the impact of a shift in student interest in the 
opposite direction, resulting in an increase of only 84.6 positions (62.6 
positions less than the 1979-80 adjustments) above the number provided 
by the basic staffing formula. 
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Table 12 shows the effect of the "student demand" adjustment on fac­
ulty positions since 1978-79. 

Table 12 

CSUC Faculty Positions 

Budgeted Budgeted 
1978-79 1979-80 

Regularly budgeted ........................................... . 13,301.9 12,663.9 
Student demand adjustments ........................ .. 129.1 147.2 

Totals ................................................................ .. 13,431.0 12,Bll.1 

Faculty Workload Data 

Budgeted 
198fJ....81 
12,949.6 

84.6 

13,034.2 

Change 
Amount Percent 

285.7 2.3% 
-62.6 -42.6 

223.1 1.7% 

One of the basic factors in the determination of faculty workload is the 
number of student credit units generated. Table 13 shows the systemwide 
calculations of student credit units per full-time equivalent faculty posi­
tions, by discipline category, for 1976-77 through 1978-79. 

Table 14 shows basic faculty characteristics and workload indices from 
1976 through 1978. 

Table 13 

Student Credit Units (SCU) Per Full-Time Equivalent Faculty (FTEF) Positions 

1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 
SCU SCU SCU 

Percent Percent Percent 
SCU/ Distri- SCU/ Distri· SCU/ Distri-

Discipline flEF bution flEF bution flEF bution 
Agriculture and Natural Resources .......................................... 253 2.02 251 2.00 242 1.98 
Architecture and Environmental Design ................................ 185 0.60 182 0.58 185 0.60 
Area Studies .................................................................................... 323 0.38 356 0.39 344 0.39 
Biological Sciences ........................................................................ 248 4.87 243 4.63 236 4.37 
Business Management .................................................................. 333 11.48 333 12.03 336 12.80 
Communications ............................................................................ 299 2.03 300 2J11 300 2.15 
Computer and Information Sciences ........................................ 260 0.50 276 0.61 300 0.86 
Education ........................................................................................ 221 6.98 228 7.01 216 6.52 
l'hysical Education .. ; ..................................................................... 221 4.02 225 4.07 216 4.02 
Industrial Education ...................................................................... 216 1.29 221 1.29 226 1.25 
Engineering .................................................................................... 194 3.28 207 3.61 217 4.17 
Fine and Applied Arts .................................................................. 219 7.43 224 7.47 222 7.58 
Foreign Languages ........................................................................ 241 2.79 236 2.75 231 2.69 
Health Professions .......................................................................... 296 2.11 294 2.20 284 2.23 
Nursing ....................................................................... : ...................... 122 0.95 128 1.00 129 1.02 
Home Economics .......................................................................... 283 1.70 278 1.67 268 1.62 
Letters .............................................................................................. 276 9.69 278 9.61 273 9.55 
Library Science .............................................................................. 195 0.12 170 0.09 144 0.05 
Mathematics .................................................................................... 279 4.71 284 4.77 291 5.01 
Physical Sciences ............................................................................ 241 5.69 243 5.65 249 5.66 
Psychology ........................................................................................ 320 5.31 321 5.04 309 4.95 
Public Affairs and Services .......................................................... 294 3.62 275 3.63 267 3.53 
Social Sciences ................................................................................ 316 16.97 315 16.41 308 15.66 
Interdisciplinary Studies ............................................................... 275 1.41 281 1.40 277 1.32 

Average, All Categories ............................................................ 264 266 263 
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Table 14 
Faculty Workload Indicators a 

Indicator Fall 1976 Fall 1977 Fall 1978 
Faculty FTE b ........................................................ 12,802.0 12,813.8 12,799.9 
Percent of regular faculty with Ph.D ............... 69.9% 69.6% 70.2% 
Enrollment FTE C .................................................. 229,988.0 
Regular instruction section load per FTE fac-

234,704.0 229,697.0 

ulty .................................................................... 3.8 3.9 3.9 
Lecture and lab contact hours per faculty FTE 12.9 12.9 12.9 
Independent study contact hours per faculty 

FTE .................................................................. 4.2 4.3 4.1 
Total contact hours per faculty FTE ................ 17.1 17.2 17.0 
Average class size .................................................. 27.0 26.3 25.8 
Lecture and lab WTU d per faculty FTE ........ 11.2 11.2 11.2 
Independent Study WTU per faculty FTE .... 1.7 1.7 1.6 
Total WTU per faculty FTE .............................. 12.9 12.9 12.8 
seu e per WTU ...................................................... 20.90 21.18 21.02 
seu per faculty FTE ............................................ 269.4 275.0 269.5 

" Based on data reported in the Academic Planning Data Base. 
b Full-time-equivalent (FTE) faculty, the sum of instructional positions reported used. 
C Full-time-equivalent (FTE) student equals 15 student credit units. 
d Weighted teaching units. 
e Student credit units. 

Part-time and Temporary Faculty 

Change 

-13.9 
0.6% 

-5,007.0 

-0.2 
-0.2 
-0.5 

-0.1 
-0.1 
-0.16 
-5.5 

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 15. 

Table 15 
CompOSition of CSUC Faculty 

By Type of Appointment. Fall 1972 to Fall 1978 

Tenured 
1972.......................................... 52.1% 
1973.......................................... 55.4 
1974.......................................... 60.8 
1975.......................................... 61.5 
1976.......................................... 62.5 
1977 .......................................... 62.5 
1978.......................................... 63.5 

Probationary 
30.1 % 
24.3 
17.9 
14.7 
12.7 
13.0 
12.0 

Subtotal 
Tenured and 
Probationary 

(82.2%) 
(79.7) 
(78.7) 
(76.2) 
(75.2) 
(75.5) 
(75.5) 

Full-Time 
Temporary 

5.8% 
7.0 
7.1 
9.4 
9.1 
7.8 
8.0 

Part­
Time 
11.9% 
13.3 
14.2 
14.4 
15.6 
16.7 
16.5 

Subtotal 
FuU-Time 

Temporary and 
Part-Time 

(17.8%) 
(20.3) 
(21.3) 
(23.8) 
(24.8) 
(24.5) 
(24.5) 

In fall 1972, 17.8 percent of the positions were filled by either full-time 
temporary or part-time faculty appointments. By fall 1976, the proportion 
had increased to 24.8 percent. The total percentages for full-time tempo­
rary and part-time appointments declined only slightly to 24.5 in 1977 and 
1978. 
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Restoration of Faculty and Staff 

The Trustees' Budget requested a total of $11,093,601 for faculty and 
related staff: (a) $4,602,070 to restore 247.2 faculty and faculty-related 
positions lost as a result of reductions mandated by the 1979 Budget Act 
and (b) $6,491,531 for an additional 332.1 positions to enrich the student­
faculty ratio. The Governor's Budget provides $5,013,209 to "enrich" the 
student-faculty ratio. This augmentation effectively restores staffing to its 
pre-1978-79 level by providing support for 199 faculty and 56.8 faculty­
related positions. The net increase in General Fund support is $3,597,072 
when allowance is made for the $1,416,137 reduction necessitated by the 
shift in student interests. We recommend approval 

The Chancellor's Office intends to allocate the 199 faculty positions to 
the campuses in two steps. First, 59.7 positions (30 percent of the total) 
would be distributed to campuses in direct proportion to the size of their 
1978-79 reduction. Second, the remaining 139.3 faculty pOSitions (70 per­
cent) would be allocated to the 15 campuses lying below the average 
percent of need within the system, as expressed by a faculty staffing 
formula. Thus, the augmentation will provide all campuses with a more 
equitable share of the system's faculty resources and, in so doing, increase 
campus flexibility to offer innovative instructional programs. Our analysis 
indicates that this allocation plan is justified. 

While we recommend approval of the net $3,597,072 for faculty and 
related staff, we believe that it should be accurately characterized for 
what it is-restoring staffing to its previous level, rather than an enrich­
ment. To do otherwise would only perpetuate a budgetary fiction and, in 
the process, encourage CSUC to return repeatedly to the Legislature 
asking for the "restoration" which it would have alrea:1y received. For 
these reasons, we recommend approval explicitly as ,c;, augmentation 
which restores 255.8 faculty and faculty-related position.';, 

C. Field Work Coordinators 

We recommend that the proposed augmentation for field work coor­
dinators be denied, for a General Fund savings of $100,000. (Reduce Item 
379 by $100,000.) 

Field work, the placement of students in practical supervised experi­
ence related to their academic interest, is a recognized part of the cur­
riculum at all CSUC campuses. The Chancellor's Office estimates that in 
1977-78, over 20,000 students enrolled in courses involving field work. 
Health sciences and related disciplines are the primary areas requiring 
placements. Students in these d~iplines were placed in over 1,300 agen­
cies in 1975. Other disciplines such as psychology, public administration, 
recreation adminstration and journalism also provide applied experience 
through field placements or internships. 

With the exception of field work speCifically required for teacher educa­
tion credentials, the coordinator function for field work placement has 
never been recognized in the budget. Placement and coordination is now 
accomplished by one of two methods: faculty and administrative overload 
and the use of assigned time (whereby a portion of faculty workload is 
assigned the coordinating function rather than teaching courses). The 
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latter approach is relied on especially in the schools of social work. 
The Chancellor's Office maintains that because of the growth, complexi­

ty and increasing importance of field work in the system, these methods 
are no longer adequate to coordinate field work placement. Consequent­
ly, the 1980-81 Trustees' Budget proposal requested $712,762 to imple­
ment the field work coordinator program on every campus. The 
Governor's Budget provides $100,000 to implement the field work coordi­
nator function on two or three campuses, on a pilot basis. 

In reviewing a similar CSUC proposal in 1978-79, we indicated that the 
field work coordinator function had merit and recommended implemen­
tation of it pilot program. With the passage of Proposition 13, however, and 
the accompanying change in the fiscal climate, coordination of field work 
became a low priority relative to other demands on the state General 
Fund. Consequently, funding for the project was deleted. 

Our analysis of CSUC's field work coordination proposal indicates that 
it is not warranted for the following reasons: 

(1) Field work coordination is a faculty responsibility. At present, the 
responsibility for coordinating, supervising and evaluating students' field 
work experiences rests with the faculty. In fact, to receive academic credit 
for a field work experience, a student must enroll in a course under the 
direct supervision of a faculty member. Our review suggests that regular 
faculty members should continue to be responsible for overseeing all 
aspects of the field work experience. They are in the best position to 
evaluate the relevance of a particular field work placement to the regular 
academic curriculum. Moreover, by being actively involved in the field 
work process, faculty members are better able to stay abreast of the chang­
ing needs of the employment market within their field of study. 

The Chancellor's Office maintains that it is not feasible to use faculty for 
field work coordination because Budget Act language states that "no in­
structional faculty position ... shall be used for administration". 

Our analysis indicates, however, that this interpretation of the Budget 
Act language is not consistent with existing practice in the CSUC system. 
In fact, in the Master of Social Work programs offered by CSUC, field work 
coordination and supervision have traditionally been budgeted out of the 
instructional faculty allotment. In any event, if this language presents a 
problem, we would recommend an amendment defining the coordination 
of field work for academic credit as a legitimate use of instructional faculty 
positions. 

(2) Coordination can be provided within existing resources as aug­
mented by the 1980-81 budget. As noted previously in this analysis, the 
Governor's Budget provides funding for an additional 256 faculty and 
related staff positions. These additional positions will provide CSUC with 
the flexibility necessary to provide innovative instructional services, such 
as field work coordination, within its existing resources. 

Our analysis indicates that this can best be done by faculty members, 
because field work coordination is an integral part of supervising a field 
work course. However, if CSUC believes that this function may be pro­
vided more efficiently through a centralized coordinator, that position can 

------~------
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be budgeted out of existing resources (as augmented by the budget) and 
the workload credited to faculty members for supervising field work 
courses can be reduced accordingly. 

In sum, CSUC has neither provided a clear enough distinction among 
the roles of coordination, supervision and evaluation to justify the creation 
of a separate coordinator function nor demonstrated that additional staff­
ing is needed to perform this function. Accordingly, we recommend that 
the $100,000 be deleted. 

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 extent 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, matriculating students 
should not be forced to pay instructional fees solely on the basis of where 
they take their instruction. The intent of this policy revision was to shift 
the financing of off-campus instruction from the student to the state. 

The 1978-79 Governor's Budget; as introduced, proposed to phase-in 
this funding shift. The Budget requested General Fund support for off­
campus degree programs so that fees for off-campus students ultimately 
would be no higher than those for comparable students in regular, on­
camp-us instruction programs. However, the Legislature did not approve 
the request and instead directed: 

(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 of full-time equivalent students supported in 
the 1977 Budget Act. The limitation on General Fund supportis reflected 
in the 1980-81 Governor's Budget which provides no additional support 
for off-campus instruction other than at the North San Diego County 
(Vista) Learning Center (described below). 

Table 16 shows the total off-campus FTE for 1978-79 through 1980-81. 
The only General Fund support directly provided to these programs is for 
individual courses. 

Off-Campus Instruction Report Delayed 

As of mid-January, CPEC had not submitted the final report on off­
campus instruction. We have been informed that it will be submitted prior 
to budget hearings. We will review the report and make comments to the 
Legislature as appropriate. 

Consortium 

The Consortium is an administrative structure, based at the Chancel­
lor's Office, that coordinates the resources of several campuses to enable 
the system to offer upper division and! or graduate degree programs in 
locations where single campus' resources are inadequate. 

Until recently, the primary funding source for the Consortium has been 
the systemwide reserve of the Continuing Education Revenue Fund. 
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'2~, I: Table 16 
,I, ' Off-Campus Instruction FTE 

tiOI Individual Courses Campus External Consorbiun External 
SUi { FTE (.Ceneral Fundl DelfLcc ProlfLams FTE DelfLcc ProlfLams FTE 

'(fampus 1978-79 197!J..1iO 1fJ80..81 1978-79 1979-[j(J 1fJ80..81 1978-79 197!J..1iO 1fJ80..81 
~AAersfield .... 71.7 50.0 50.0 2.7 
Chico .............. I) 8.2 8.2 69.1 100.0 125.0 
Il.l' 
Dominguez 
~I' Hills ........ 60 17.34 17.34 296.9 ' 320.0 340;0 
Fresno ............ 22 19.19 19.19 ' 10.9 11.0 22.0, 28.8 18 21 
Fullerton ........ 16.0 16.0 
Hayward ........ 16 13.6 13.6 4.1 16.0 23 39 
Hwriboldt ...... 1.8 6 13 
Long Beach .. 65 37 37 12.0 12.0 12.0 1.2 7 25 
Los Angeles " 65 25 25 7.1 16.0 16.0 44.7 26 46 
Northridge .... 80 71 71 10.0 20.0 35.4 16 39 
Pomona .......... 9.6 20.0 25.0 18.2 15 25 
Sacramento .. 80 105.13 105.13 113.4 100.0 75.0 45.8 42 59 
San Bernar-

dino ........ 50.2 65.0 75.0 
San Diego· .... 120 256.00 256.00 35.2 35.0 30.0 77.3 37 48 
San Francisco 35 23.8 23.8 31.6 25 46 
San Jose .......... 70 39.5 39.5 36.4 25.0 25.0 14.3 9 14 
San Luis 

Obispo .... 
Sonoma .......... 22 10.73 10.73 61.0 50.0 50.0 
Stanislaus ...... 175 189 189 

Totals .............. 819 815.49 815.49 793.4 830 865 317.8 225 375 

• Does not include North County Learning Center. 

However, as enrollment in extension programs has declined (see Table 
9), so has the systemwide reserve. 

The Legislature augmented the 1979-80 Governor's Budget to provide 
$100,000 in General Fund support for the Consortium. This amount, 
however, was deleted by the Governor in signing the Budget Act. As a 
result, CSUC is in the process of deciding whether (a) to seek outside 
grant support to make the Consortium fully self-supporting or (b) to phase 
out the Consortium. 

Part of the fees paid by students enrolling in courses offered by the 
Consortium is earmarked for the organization's operation. In 1979-80, this 
amount was set at $5.00 per student credit hour, generating total estimated 
revenues of $52,500. The Consortium's budget in the sameyear is $195,524, 
resulting in a deficit of $143,024. Of this deficit, $93,468 is subsidized by the 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund systemwide reserve and $49,556 is 
subsidized by the General Fund through reallocations from other CSUC 
activities. . 

CSUC is again projecting a deficit in the Consortium budget for 1980-81 
totaling $140,853. Current CSUC plans again call for this deficit to be offset 
by drawing on the Continuing Education Revenue Fund ($83,863) and by 
reallocating funds provided for other General Fund supported activities. 
As noted, however, the Chancellor's Office is reevaluating the viability of 
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the Consortium and, consequently, these plans are subject to change. 

North San Diego County (Vista) Learning Center 

In the Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act, the Legislature 
reiterated its intention that the level of General Fund support of off­
campus instruction be limited to the number of FTE students supported 
in fiscal year 1977-78. However, an exception was made for a new off­
campus learning center serving north San Diego County. 

The North San Diego County Learning Center, located in Vista, en­
rolled its first students in fall 1979. At present, courses are offered leading 
to degrees in American Studies, Liberal Studies, Social Sciences, Business 
Administration and Educational Administration. Enrollment at the center 
for 1980-81 is projected at 125 FTE. The Governor's Budget proposes a 
General Fund expenditure of $239,005 to continue the current level of 
funding. We recommend approval. 

E. Writing Skills 

By almost any measure, writing skills, both nationally and within CSUC, 
have shown a marked decline over the past decade. In the 1978 Budget 
Act, the Legislature took the following· steps in an effort to reverse this 
trend: 

• Appropriated $254,000 for the administrative costs of the English 
Placement Test (EPT). 

• Adopted supplemental report language indicating legislative intent 
"that the CSUC authorize the granting of student credit units for 
remedial writing coursework within existing degree requirements." 

• Provided $605,442 to support the differential cost of a reduced stu­
dent-faculty ratio for the remedial writing program. 

The Legislature continued these policies in the 1979-80 Budget Act, 
appropriating $403,795 for administration of the EPT and $1,552,526 for 
the differential cost of remedial writing programs. The differential cost is 
based on the assumption that the basic writing skills program will be 
staffed at an enriched student-faculty ratio of 12 : l. 

In addition, the Legislature adopted supplemental report language that 
"it is the intent of the Legislature to encourage CSUC campuses to grant 
credit within existing degree requirements for basic writing skill courses." 
The Legislature further directed CSUC to prepare "a comprehensive 
report on all aspects of the basic writing skills program by campuses 
including the extent to which the program is meeting student needs." 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides a total of $2,417,476 to contin­
ue the writing skills program. Of this amount, $450,408 is for the adminis­
tration of the English Placement Test and $1,967,068 is for the differential 
cost of remedial writing programs. We recomme,ld approval. 

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 was to be taken by all fresh­
men, with transfer students tested for the first time in 1979-80. It consists 
of three multiple choice sections totaling two hours in testing time and a 
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written essay section requiring approximately 45 minutes. 
Based on correlation studies of the relative diagnostic abilities of the 

EPT and the Test of Standard Written English (a part of the Scholastic 
Aptitude Test), last year we recommended that students scoring high on 
the TSWE be exempted from taking the EPT. In acting on the CSUC's 
budget request for administering the English Placement Test, the Legisla­
ture implicitly approved the exemption of students scoring above the 80th 
percentile on the TSWE. 

Campus Implementation Inadequate 

We recommend that language be added to the Budget Bill making the 
allocation of $1,967,068 to the campuses for the differential costs of writing 
skills programs contingent upon the Chancellor's Office approving cam­
pus plans which (a) require incoming students to take the English Place­
ment Test (EPT) and (b) require students scoring below 150 on the EPT 
to enroll in a remedial writing course. 

As of mid-January, information on the current status of campus basic 
writing skills programs was unavailable. The Chancellor's Office indicates 
that this information, including uses of the EPT and campus policies to­
ward granting degree credit for remedial writing coursework, will be 
submitted prior to budget hearings in the report required by last year's 
supplemental report language. 

In preparing this analysis, we were informed by the Chancellor's Office 
that substantial difficulties have been encountered in implementing the 
English Placement Test and remedial writing courses on all campuses. As 
a result, the actual number of students served in remedial writing courses 
during the current year will likely be substantially lower than the number 
used in preparing the 1979-80 budget. 

CSUC estimates that as much as $500,000 of the $1,552,526 appropriated 
for the differential cost of remedial writing courses will revert to the 
General Fund. Several factors contributed to this year's problems: 

• Confusion over the implementation of a new requirement that upper 
division transfer students take the EPT. 

• Lack of administrative sanctions against students who fail to take the 
EPT. 

• Absence of a requirement that students scoring low on the EPT enroll 
in a remedial writing course. 

The Chancellor's Office plans to resolve these problems in 1980-81 and, 
consequently, is requesting $1,967,068 to continue the level of differential 
staffing currently authorized. The request has not been adjusted down­
ward to reflect the experience of the current year, but rather assumes that 
the full number of students projected to need assistance (those scoring 
below 150 on the EPT) in 1980-81 will be served in remedial writing 
programs. In addition, CSUC is requesting $450,408 for the administration 
of the EPT, for a total writing skills program cost of $2,417,476. As men­
tioned, this request is fully funded in the 1980-81 budget. 

Without adequate incentives for campuses to use these funds for the 
intended purpose, many students in need of basic writing skills assistance 
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will not be served. We therefore recommend that the allocation of $1,967,-
068 to the campuses be contingent on the Chancellor's Office approving 
campus plans (a) requiring incoming students to take the EPT and (b) 
requiring students scoring below 150 on the EPT to enroll in an approved 
remedial writing course. A major criterion employed by the Chancellor's 
Office in evaluating campus plans should be the provision of appropriate 
campus sanctions against students who fail to comply with these require­
ments. 

F. New Program Development and Evaluation (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 (two adminis­
trative positions were funded in the current year). The 1979 Budget Act 
provided $627,139 for support of innovative programs, reflecting a sub­
stantial reduction from the level of support in 197~79 ($1,851,598). 

The Governor's Budget provides $851,885 for innovative programs in 
1980-81, an increase of $224,746 over the current year support level. In 
funding this program, the budget proposes to continue the current, legis­
latively-mandated focus on the needs of minorities and women within the 
CSUC. Table 17 shows a breakdown on the projects funded by the 1979-80 
budget. We recommend approval. 

A. Pilot Projects 

Table 17 
New Program Development and Evaluation 

1979-80 

Improving academic advising ................................................................................................... . 
Improving general education .................................................................................................. .. 
Meeting needs of minorities and women .............................................................................. .. 

Total, Pilot Projects ................................................................................................................ .. 
B. Special Projects 

Educational equity for the disabled ........................................................................................ .. 
Meeting student needs: information ....................................................................................... . 
Cooperation with UC/CCC ...................................................................................................... .. 
Evaluation and projects to be funded .................................................................................... .. 

Total, Special Projects ............................................................................................................. . 
C. Credit by Evaluation 

English Equivalency Examination .......................................................................................... .. 
D. Program Administration .......................................................................................................... .. 

Grand Total ............................................................................................................................... . 

G. Joint Doctoral Program Report Delayed 

$137,043 
32,978 

156,673 

$326,694 

$20,000 
13,000 
42,500 
56,377 

$131,877 

$71,568 
$97,000 

$627,138 

Joint CSUC-UC doctoral programs were established pursuant to recom­
mendations included in A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 
1960-75 and authorized by the Legislature in the Donahoe Higher Educa­
tion Act. ·The authorization was expanded in 1969 to allow for joint doc­
toral programs with private institutions. CSUC currently has five separate 
joint doctoral programs with UC campuses and one program with a pri­
vate institution. Five of the six joint doctoral programs were established 

41-80045 
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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. 

In response. to concerns raised by our review of the program in last 
year's Analysis, the Legislature adopted the following language in the 
Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act: 

"CPEC, in cooperation with the Joint Graduate Board, shall conduct 
a comprehensive examination of the joint doctoral program and sub­
mit its results to the Joint 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 employ­
ment of students, program coordination between the joint institutions 
and staffing requirements." 
In January, 1980 we were notified by CPEC that this report has been 

delayed but that it should be submitted prior to the budget hearings. At 
that time, we will review the report and make recommendations to the 
Legislature as appropriate. 

H. Campus Supplies and Services 

In achieving the $14 million in budget reductions imposed by control 
Sections 27.1 and 27.2 of the 1978 Budget Act, CSUC reduced campus 
supplies and services funds by 5 percent, thereby eliminating any support 
for price increases during that year. A portion of these reductions was 
continued in the current year, for a net savings of $2,541,306. 

The Trustees' 1980-81 Budget requested $2,627,569 tor.estore fully the 
deleted campus supplies and services funds ($2,500,000forrestoration plus 
$127,569 for a 5 percent price increase in the budget year). This request 
was denied. Nevertheless the budget added an additional$1,545,571 to the 
base supplies and services budget above the 5 percent price increase 
amount. This amount, which provides for a 10 percent price increase, was 
partially justified by rapidly incre::tsing costs of petroleum-based chemicals 
and other supplies used in CSUC laboratories. We recommend approval 

The Chancellor's Office has indicated that it intends to pursue a restora­
tion of $2,749,620 ($2,500,000 plus $249,620 for a 10 percent price increase) . 
CSUC maintains that the 10 percent price increase includ§iil'i:n.the Gover­
nor's Budget is justified solely on the basis of current ri1t~K:Q.'fJi1flation on 
the supplies and services budget and, as such, serves oFliy~,to forestall 
further erosion in the budget's purchasing power. . ..... 

Our analysis does not indicate that the additional $2,749,620 restoration 
requested by CSUC is warranted. While we recognize that the campus 
supplies and services budget has been adversely affected by the impact of 
the Sections 27.1 and 27.2 reductions, so too have the budgets of every state 
agency. These reductions were intended to be permanent, and no special 
circumstances have been identified that would indicate CSUCs needs are 
unique. Moreover, the decision to reduce the supplies and services budget 
reflects CSUCs ordering of priorities, not the Governor's or the Legisla­
ture's. For these reasons, we recommend that the restoration requested 
by CSUC be denied.' 
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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 18 shows the estimated research expenditures for 1980-81. This 
table covers only those projects awarded directly to individual campuses. 
Research projects awarded to foundations (estimated to be $9.5 million in 
1980-81) are not included. 

Table 18 
Organized Research Expenditures' 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

Expenditures .................................................... $58,477 $1ll,695 $77,782 $-33,913 -30.4% 
Personnel.......................................................... 4.7 6 5.1 -0.9 -15% 

a Does not include approximately $9.5 million for research administered through foundation programs. 

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. Mini-courses are of­
fered in a variety of general interest and professional growth subjects. 

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 19 shows the estimated Public Service expenditures for 1980-81. 

Table 19 
Public Service Expenditures 

Actual Estimated 
1978-79 1979-80 

Expenditures ........................................................ $531,211 $442,751 
Personnel................................................................ 16 

IV. ACADEMIC SUPPORT 

Proposed 
1980-81 
$458,302 

16 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$15,551 3.5% 

The Academic Support program is composed of those functions which 
directly aid and support the primary program of instruction. The budget 
identifies four subprograms: (1) libraries, (2) audio-visual services and 

-------~ .~~----- ---~---------~-----
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television services, (3) computing support and (4) ancillary support. 
Expenditures for the Academic Support program are shown in Table 20. 

Table 20 , 
Academic Support Program Expenditures 

Personnel Expenditures 
Actual EstimatedProposed Actual Estimated 

Elements 197~79 1979-80 1980-81 197~79 1979-80 
1. Libraries ................ 1,646.5 1,645.1 1,694.8 $39,186,236 $49,469,641 
2. Audiovisual serv-

ices ...................... .. 
3. Computing sup-

port .................... .. 
4. Ancillary support.. 

Totals ...................... .. 
. General Fund .......... .. 
Reimbursements-

Other ....................... . 
Continuing Educa­

tion Revenue 
Fund .................. .. 

397 386.2 

520.8 541.3 
430.8 370.3 

2,995.1 2,942.9 
2,988.7 2,936,5 

390.9 8,895,728 10,214,371 

560.2 19,193,562 25,173,394 
385.2 10,080,626 10,240,423 

3,031.1 fl7 ,356,152 $95,097,829 
3,024.9 $76,898,518 $94,543,222 

389,957 

6,2 67,879 90,830 

LIBRARIES 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$55,180,382 

10,657,664 

27,824,869 
11,030,580 

$104,693,495 
$104,JJ2,9/J.J 

'71,llJ 

89,421 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$5,710,741 11.5% 

443,293 

2,651,475 
790,157 

$9,595,666 
$9,589,741 

4.3 

10.5 
7.7 

10.1% 
1a1% 

7,134 1.5 

-1,209 -1.3 

The library function includes such operations as (a) the acquisition and 
processing of books, pamphlets,periodicalsand 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 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides $3,925,622 for the continuation 
of a library improvement plan begun in 1973-74. This plan, entitled the 
Library Development Project, seeks to improve campus library utilization 
through interlibrary cooperation and automation. 

Two major projects relating to library improvement have been de­
signed and fully implemented on all CSUC campuses. The first, the Union 
List of Periodicals, is a computer-supported publication maintained at the 
system level which displays all library periodicals holdings and locations 
throughout the 19 campuses. The second major improvement, automated 
cataloging support, was implemented by contracting with OCLC (Ohio 
College Library Center). The installation of computer terminals at all 
CSUC libraries links them to a nationwide network of thousands of aca­
demic and public libraries to assist in the cataloging and classifica.tion of 
books. 

Circulation Control Transactors 
In 1978-79, the impleme:ntation plan for library development was ~ig­

nificantly revised, 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 control transactors. These transactors 
will improve service to patrons by automating many routine library func­
tions such as logging books in and out and placing holds on books out on 
loan. More importantly, from a system viewpoint the circulation control 



Ite~s 379-382 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1209 

transactors will provide 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. 

Circulation control transactors are currently installed and functioning 
at the Sacramento and Los Angeles campuses. Systems are scheduled to 
be installed at five campuses (Long Beach, San Francisco, San Jose,.San 
Luis Obispo and San Diego) in 1979--80. The 1980--81 Governor's Budget 
provides support for installation of transactors at six additional campuses 
(Chico, Fresno, Fullerton, Hayward, Northridge, and Sonoma), for a total 
of 13 campuses. The installation of circulation control transactors at the 
remaining six campuses is scheduled to be completed in 1981--82. 

B. Library Staffing 

We recommend that the proposed augmentation of26.4 technical proc­
essing positions be denied, for a General Fund savings of $427,221 (reduce 
Item 379 by $427,221). We further recommend that the Chancellors Of­
fice report to the legislative fiscal committees by November 1, 1980 on 
recommended changes in library staffing formulas resulting from im­
plementation of the Libra,ry Development Project 

Last year, the Legislature approved a 26,200 volume augmentation in 
CSUC's library volume acquisition rate but withheld support for technical 
processing staff and related operating expenses and equipment for the 
additional volumes. As a result, technical processing support, which had 
been budgeted at a level of one position for every 1,000 volumes acquired, 
is currently provided at a level of one position per 1,060 volumes-a work­
load increase of 6 percent. 

The Governor's Budget proposes an augmentation of $427,221 to restore 
technical processing staff to the previous level (l:lO00). In addition, the 
budget provides $87,076 for operating expenses and equipment related to 
processing and $3,930 for price increases. Partially offsetting these 
proposed augmentations are reductions of $lO7,463 for workload adjust­
ments relating toa decreased number of graduate students and $2,972 for 
miscellaneous reductions in operating expenses and equipment, for a net 
increase of $407,792 as shown in Table 21. 

Table 21 
Proposed Budget Changes 

Library Staff and Related Expenses 
1980-81 

Technical Processing Staff ............................................. ... 
Workload Adjustments ..................................................... . 
Operating Expenses and Equipment ........................... . 
Price Increase ..................... , ............................................... . 
Miscellaneous Operating Expense Reduction ............. . 

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

Governor's 
Budget 
$427,221 

-107,463 
87,076 
3,930 

-2,972 

$407,792 

Analyst's 
Proposal 

$-107,463 
87,076 
3,930 

-2,972 

$-19,429 

Change 
$-427,221 

$-427,221 

Our analysis indicates that the technical processing staff augmentation 
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of $427,221 is unjustified, for the following two reasons. 

Items 379-382 

(1) Contrary to legislative intent. In approving the 26,200 volume 
augmentation last year, the Legislature explicitly withheld support for 
related technical processing staff. At that time, CSUC agreed to the aug­
mentation for additional volumes with the understanding that the 
volumes would be processed within existing resources. 

(2) Major increase in technical processing capability. CSUC main­
tains that, without the $427,221 augmentation for technical processing 
staff, the availability of the additional 26,200 volumes to students and 
faculty will be unduly delayed. CSUC, however, has failed to take account 
of the major improvements in technical processing capability which have 
occurred as a result of the library development project. The implementa­
tion of the OCLC automated cataloging support system, in particular, has 
led to a significant decrease in required technical processing staff. 

The OCLC automated cataloging support system was first implement­
ed, on a pilot basis, at the San Diego and San Jose campuses in 1977. Based 
on CSUC's evaluation of the pilot, installation at the remaining 17 cam­
puses was approved. All 19 campuses currently have the OCLC system. 

An important basis for the approval of OCLC's installation on all CSUC 
campuses was its dramatic effect on the cataloging support workload, 
which would comprise one of the major duties of the requested technical 
processing staff. Within cataloging support, staff time per unit processed 
fell by 27 percent at the San Diego library and by 43 percent at San Jose. 
These reductions in workload are not reflected in CSUC's technical proc­
essing staff formula. 

The workload reductions reflect the experiences of only two campuses 
within a 19-campus system, and the actual experience at each campus 
largely depends on the staffing configuration it employs. Even so, if the 
improvements experienced at the remaining 17 campuses resemble only 
remotely those at the pilot campuses, the requested 6 percent increase in 
technical processing staff is unjustified. Consequently, we recommend 
deleting the $427,22l. 

The results of the pilot study indicate that further reductions in techni­
cal processing staff may be possible. CSUC has already begun to analyze 
the effects on staffing requirements of the library development project, 
and recommendations will be presented to the Trustees by October 1980. 
We therefore recommend that the Chancellor's Office report to the legis­
lative fiscal committees by November 1, 1980 on the effects of library 
automation on staffing needs. The report should include specific recom­
mendations for budgetary changes resulting from revised staffing for­
mulas. 

Operating Expenses 

The operating expenses and equipment augmentation of $87,076 will 
enable CSUC to purchase labels, book pockets, catalog cards, and other 
miscellaneous items necessary to prepare books for general circulation. 
The price increase brings the cost per volume up to the standard rate 
projected by the Department of Finance. We recommend approval. 
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C. Library Acquisitions 

The 1972-73 Legislature took the following two interrelated actions 
affecting the CSUC library system: (a) it approved a modified form of the 
Trustees' Library Development Plan (described above) and (b) it estab­
lished a total holding goal equal to 40 volumes per FTE student by 1985. 
To achieve this goal, the Legislature approved funding for a volume acqui­
sition rate of 500,000 volumes per year. 

In 1974-75, it became apparent that, because of declining enrollments, 
the 40 volume per FTE goal would be achieved much earlier than expect­
ed. Consequently, the acquisition rate was reduced to 439,000 volumes per 
year, where it remained until last year, when the Legislature approved an 
increase in the acquisition rate to 465,200 volumes per year. 

Whether CSUC will achieve the objective of 40 volumes per FTE in 1985 
depends on (1) the annual number of volumes acquired and (2) the total 
number ofFTE students in 1984-85. In fact, CSUC met the goal in 1978-79, 
with estimated holdings of 40.7 volumes per FTE student. Since all projec­
tions point to a decreased systemwide enrollment in 1985, it is virtually 
certain that the goal will be exceeded in that year, even if no more 
volumes are acquired. 

Table 22 shows the current systemwide holdings by campus. As the table 
shows, systemwide holdings currently average 41.9 volumes per FTE stu­
dent. Based on CSUC's projections of student enrollment and assuming no 
increase in the current library volume acquisition rate, library holdings 
will average over 50 volumes per FTE student in 1984-85. 

Table 22 
CSUC Library Holdings 

Countable Volumes Estimated Estimated 
Holdings Budgeted to Countable Estimated Holdings per 

State University, as of be Purchased Holdings FTE FTE 
College 6/30/79 1979/80 6/30/80 1979/80 1979/80 

Bakersfield ........................................ 207,219 12,073 219,292 2,231 98.3 
Chico .................................................. 520,302 23,829 544,131 12,080 45.0 
Dominguez Hills ............................ 223,456 15,341 238,797 4,824 49.5 
Fresno ................................................ 566,024 24,457 59Q,481 12,01l 49.2 
Fullerton .......................................... 478,063 27,925 505,988 14,845 34.1 
Hayward ............................................ 590,819 18,807 609,626 8,370 72.8 
Humboldt. ......................................... 256,384 17,247 273,631 6,535 41.9 
Long Beach ...................................... 701,578 36,733 738,311 21,062 35.1 
Los Angeles ...................................... 728,197 28,301 756,498 16,378 46.2 
Northridge ........................................ 691,394 33,525 724,919 18,999 38.2 
Pomona .............................................. 332,994 23,644 356,638 12,675 28.1 
Sacramento ...................................... 635,252 30,354 665,606 15,992 41.6 
San Bernardino ................................ 301,915 13,046 314,961 2,903 108:5 
San Diego ........................................ 755,775 38,916 794,691 23,772 33.4 
San Francisco .................................. 558,732 32,514 591,246 17,307 34.2 
San Jose ............................................ 646,532 34,069 680,601 18,025 37.8 
San Luis Obispo .............................. 507,200 26,827 534,027 15,561 34.3 
Sonoma .............................................. 287,121 14,761 301,882 4,272 70.7 
Stanislaus .......................................... 193,247 12,270 205,517 2,568 80.0 
Totals .................................................. 9,182,204 464,639 9,646,843 230,410 41.9 
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Unnecessary Augmentation for Library Volumes 

We recommend that the proposed 26,200 volume augmentah·on in the 
library volume acquisition rate be denied, for a General Fund savings of 
$1,229,419. (Reduce Item 379 by $1,229,419.) 

The Governor's Budget provides $1,229,419 to increase the annualli­
brary volume acquisition rate by 26,200 volumes, from 465,200 to 491,400. 
Our analysis indicates that this increase is unjustified for the following 
reasons. 

(1) There has been a major increase in a vailable volumes. Last year, the 
Legislature approved an increase in the acquisition rate of 26,200 volumes. 
This provided a substantial improvement in the rate-from 439,000 
volumes to 465,200 volumes annually (+6 percent). Moreover, improve­
ments in the availability of volumes have resulted from the installation of 
book theft detection systems on all 19 campuses. 

(2) The needed acquisition rate should decline as a result of the library 
development plan and greater cooperation among the 19 campus librar­
ies. A CSUC document highlights the benefits of the plan as follows: 

"Library automation will permit the total California State University 
and Colleges collection to be used at each of the 19 libraries. Making 
the systemwide collection available to users on all campuses may be 
equated to increasing each librarys holdings by a potential 400 per­
cent. With such a potential collection readily available to even the 
smallest library, the 2Q percent to 30 percent increase in service ex­
perienced 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 proc­
essing." (emphasis supplied) 
The Chancellor's Office is currently developing a plan for cooperative 

collection planning which should further enhance the availability of 
volumes per student. 

Because of these two factors, CSUC has already experienced a signifi­
cant increase in the number of volumes actually available to students. 
With the implementation of the library development project, further ex­
pansion should occur. Consequently, the need for an increase in the acqui-

. sition rate has not been shown. Therefore, we recommend that the 
$1,229,419 augmentation for an additional 26,200 volumes be denied. 

Appropriate Volume Acquisition Rate-Evaluation Needed 

We recommend that a committee consisting of representatives from 
CSUc, the California Postsecondary Education Commission, the Depart­
ment of Finance and the Legislative Analysts Office report to the legisla­
tive fiscal committees by November 30, 1980 on alternatives to the current 
library volume acquisition rate. 

As noted above, the acquisition rate of 500,000 volumes per year ap­
proved in 1973 was established to enable CSUC to achieve a holdings goal 
of 40 volumes per FTE student by 1985. Now that the objective has, for 
all practical purposes, been achieved, the question becomes: What is an 



Items 379-382 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1213 

appropriate annual acquisition rate to maintain the collection and keep up 
with expansions in knowledge? 

At present, there is not an adequate basis on which to recommend a 
particular volume acquisition rate. Rather than continue to raise the issue 
before the Legislature each year, we recommend that a committee com­
posed of representatives from CSUC, the California Postsecondary Educa­
tion Commission, the Department of Finance and the Legislative 
Analyst's Office examine the issue of an appropriate library volume acqui­
sition rate and report by November 30,1980 to the legislative fiscal com­
mittees with its recommendation. 

COMPUTING SUPPORT 

The Governor's Budget proposes an expenditure of approximately $29 
million for computing support in the budget year. Table 23 shows that 
$8.7 million (30 percent) of this amount is for direct instructional comput­
ing. Administrative computing is allocated $16 million (55 percent) and 
the remaining $4.2 million is budgeted to continue a computer replace­
ment program which was authorized in the current year. The replace­
ment program will result in the acquisition over a four-year period of (a) 
a modern computer or remote job entry station on each campus and (b) 
a major computer at the State University Data Center (SUDC). 

The $29 million is an increase of $4.7 million over estimated current year 
expenditures. This increase consists primarily of funds to procure new 
computers and adjustments for workload. 

Table 23 
1980/81 Cost of Computing Support in the CSUC· 

(in thousands) 

Personnel Personnel 
Function Years Costs Equipment Other 

Instructional Computing .............. 169.8 $3,004 $4,415 $1,275 
Administrative Computing .......... 396.1 10,349 3,469 2:267 
Batch rebid ...................................... 1,622b 2,603 

Total 

$8,694 
16,085 
4:;.25 

Totals .............................................. 565.9 $13,353 $9,506 $6,145 $29,004 
Percent .......................................... 46.0% 32.8% 21.2% 

Percent 
30.0% 
55.4 
14.6 

100% 

• As current cost accounting practice does not distinguish between administrative and instructional com· 
puting costs, estimated 1980 /81 expenditures were prorated, based upon computer utilization percentages 
when the items encompassed both areas. 

bTechnical and training support are provided for within the framework of vendor contracts. 

A. Continuing Program to Replace Obsolete Computers 

We recommend that the appropriation in Item 380 not be scheduled in 
order to provide CSUC needed flexibility to procure and install its replace­
ment computer systems. 

In the current year, $3 million was allocated to begin the four-year 
program to replace obsolete batch computer systems within CSUc. The 
Governor's Budget includes $4,225,210 (Item 380) to continue the pro­
gram. 

A Request for Proposal (RFP) has been developed and distributed to 
all major computer equipment vendors. At least three (and possibly four) 
of the major vendors have indicated an intent to bid. The due date for final 
proposals was January 28, 1980, and the award is expected to be made in 
early April 1980. 
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Based on discussions with the vendors, CSUC expects to obtain a dis­
count of at least 50 percent and possibly as high as 80 percent, as a result 
of procuring 20 systems of varying sizes from a single vendor. Contract 
terms will be for seven years and the proposals must include prices for 
equipment upgrades as workload increases. Life expectancy of the equip­
ment is ten years based on past CSUC acquisitions. 

The first two sites selected for installation in May and June of 1980 are 
the State University Data Center and the Sacramento campus. These sites 
will serve as centers to convert the computer programs at each campus 
to the new machines, prior to individual campus installation. The installa­
tions will be phased in with the last campus scheduled for installation in 
July 1982. 

The requested appropriation in Item 380 is scheduled as follows: site 
preparation, ($1,403,400), hardware, ($1,277,910), operating expense ($1,-
230,400) and communications ($313,500). Our analysis indicates that it is 
unrealistic to break the appropriation into such specific categories. The 
exact dollar amount required for the various categories cannot be precise­
ly determined. For example, funds for site preparation are directly related 
to which vendor's equipment is selected, because the physical size of 
computing systems varies among vendors. A vendor bidding larger equip­
ment will be assessed increased costs for more extensive site modification 
during the proposal review process. However, such a vendor could be 
awarded the contract based on a lower overall cost if the quantity discount 
offsets increased site costs. 

We therefore recommend that the funds contained in Item 380 be 
appropriated as a lump su~ to CSUC in order to provide needed flexibility 
in procuring and installing the new equipment at the various campuses 
throughout the system. 

B. Campus Computing Coordinators 

We re.commend supplemental report language to insure that instruc­
tional computing coordinators continually monitor the use of resources in 
order to encourage sharing of instructional software and reduce duplica­
tion of various data files. 

The Governor's Budget proposes the addition of six instructional com­
puting coordinators at a cost of $200,000. This is in addition to three posi­
tions which were approved in 1977-78 as a pilot program to test the 
concept. A final report on the pilot, which described the use of the coor­
dinators at the Chico, San Bernardino and Pomona campuses, was issued 
in September 1979. 

The Trustees' Budget proposed the addition of 16 coordinator positions 
(one per campus) at a cost of $502,249 based on the success of th~ pilot 
program. CSUC argues that every campus has access to four differing 
computer systems-central timeshare, central batch, campus timeshare 
and campus batch. The complexity of these systems coupled with the need 
to assist faculty and students in making maximum use of available com-
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puter programs (software) and data bases in the instructional program are 
used as justification for expanding the program. 

Our analysis indicates that these support personnel should be gradually 
phased in as need is demonstrated. Six new positions appear to be reason­
able for the budget year. We are concerned, however, that the coordina­
tors could encourage increased utilization of scarce and expensive 
computer resources without a similar emphasis on evaluating true instruc­
tional computing needs and developing plans for sharing of instructional 
software within a campus and throughout the system. 

We therefore recommend that supplemental report language be adopt­
ed to insure that the coordinators monitor the use of resources, encourage 
sharing of instructional software and work to reduce duplication of various 
data files. 

C. Improved Business Systems A Necessity 

We recommend an augmentation of$134,670 to enable CSUC to obtain 
a modern accounting system. (Augment Item 379 by $134,670.) 

Currently, CSUC utilizes an outdated and relatively inflexible account­
ing system. The Allotment Expenditure Ledger System (AEL) , which is 
installed on existing computers, produces monthly reports for the cam­
puses and the Chancellor's office. The monthly reports do not serve 
managers well, because the data is not timely and a considerable manual 
effort is needed to keep records up-to-date. 

Our analysis indicates that there are two major factors which make the 
selection of a new accounting system a high priority in the budget year. 
First, CSUC will be required to supply an increasing amount of fiscal 
information to the new California Fiscal Information System (CFIS). The 
AEL system does not have the capability or flexibility to meet this require­
ment. Second, the existing system is installed on the obsolete computers 
which are in the process of being replaced. To convert the outdated 
system to the new computers would be costly and counter-productive. 

CSUC requested $269,347 to procure a new system in 1980-81. The 
request was denied by Finance on the grounds that a feasibility study had 
not been completed and approved. A consultant has been retained by 
CSUC, however, and the feasibility study and specification for a new 
system will be developed by September 1980. This would permit the 
issuance of a Request for Proposal and selection ofa new system by Janu­
ary 1981. CSUC intends to purchase a standard system from a vendor, 
rather than develop a new system. Such systems are readily available, and 
this approach has been used by other major agencies including the State 
Controller and the Departments of Health Services and Motor Vehicles. 

We recommend, therefore, that the CSUC budget be augmented by 
$134,670 to permit the acquisition of a new system in the budget year. This 
amount would be sufficient to procure the system, provide needed person­
nel services and begin installation on the new computers as they are 
acquired. Additional funds would be needed in subsequent years to com­
plete the installation. Based on our review, however, a failure to begin 
now would be a more costly alternative because of conversion costs for the 
old system and the inefficiency of manual controls, which are required 
under the existing AEL system. 
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D. Computer Staffing Formula and Finance Control 

We recommend that the CSUC and the Department of Finance com­
plete a computer center staffing formula for use in preparing the1981-82 
budget. We further recommend that Finance not specify the precise cam­
pus location of seven new positions authorized for the budget year. 

We recommended the joint development of a computer staffing for­
mula by CSUC and the Department of Finance in our analysis of the 
1975-76 Budget Bill. Since that time, the concept has been under discus­
sion, and the formula is now in the final stages of development. One major 
issue that is unresolved is whether staff on loan from administrative offices 
to computer centers for the development of automated administrative 
systems should be counted as computer support staff. 

The existing formula would justify 30 positions based upon workload 
factors. Although CSUC requested 24.5 positions, Finance approved seven 
and designated the campuses where they should be established. We are 
not prepared to recommend additional staffing for the centers at this time. 
Based on our analysis however: 

1. We recommend that CSUC and Finance complete a formula prior to 
the preparation of the 1981-82 budget cycle which can serve as a basis for 
consideration of staffing based on workload and other factors. 

2. We recommend that the proposed methodology for validating staff­
ing requests be revised to delegate more responsibility to CSUc. Finance 
proposes that staff of the State Office of Information Technology in Fi­
nance conduct a "campus investigation" of requested positions. This is an 
inefficient use of Finance resources and is inconsistent with a recent 
statement of intent by the State Data Processing Officer that the State , 
Administrative Manual be revised to delegate more responsibility to agen- . 
cies with proven ability in the use of computers. The Division of Informa­
tion Systems within CSUC would fit this category. 

3. We recommend that Finance not specify the precise location of the 
seven computer center positions authorized in the budget year. This is a 
clear case of over control. Designation should more appropriately be made 
by the Division of Information Systems in the Chancellor's office. 

RURAL NURSII'IG PROGRAM 
In March 1976, a rural clinical nursing program was established at the 

Chico campus using funds provided by the U.S. Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare. The purpose of the program is to offer nursing 
students from all of the CSUG campuses an opportunity to experience an 
internship in a rural area. 

From March 1976 through January 1980, 199 nursing students were 
placed in rural clinical settings of 57 northern California medical facilities. 
Currently, approximately 60 students per year take advantage of the Rural 
Clinical Nursing Program. These students are drawn from some 30 Califor­
nia nursing programs, 10. of which are operated by CSUC. 

Because the federal funding will expire at the end of the 1979-80 aca­
demic year, CSUC ,is requesting General Fund support of $109,687 to 
continue tW~:,prograrp.. 
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Program Effectiveness and Operation-Examination Needed 

We recommend that funding be provided for the Rural Clinical Nursing 
Program for a two year period, contingent on withdrawal of federal funds. 
We further recommend that the Chancellors Office conduct a compre­
hensive examination of the program and submit its results to the legisla­
tive fiscal committees by November 1, 1981. 

The premise on which the Rural Clinical Nursing Program is based is 
that students who experience an internship in a rural setting will later 
return to practice in one of California's rural areas, all of which are desig­
nated health manpower shortage areas. However, CSUC has no data in­
dicating how many students participating in the rural nursing program 
have actually returned to practice in a rural area. Nor is any information 
available to indicate how many of these students would have chosen to 
practice in a rural area without participating in the program. 

The issue of program effectiveness should be resolved before a long­
term commitment to fund the rural clinical nursing program is made. For 
this reason, we recommend that funding be provided for a two-year peri­
od only, and that CSUC submit a comprehensive examination of the pro­
gram to the legislative fiscal committees by November 1, 1981. The report 
should include, but not be limited to, a needs analysis for the program, a 
description of the number and types of students enrolling in the program 
and an examination of the effectiveness of the program in encouraging 
students who would not. otherwise have done so to practice nursing in 
rural areas. 

V. STUDENT SERVICES 

The student services program is funded partially from revenues gener­
ated by the Student Services Fee (formerly titled the Materials and Serv­
ices Fee). Additional support is furnished by reimbursements and the 
General Fund. Several elements of the prograpl are tied to special funds 
and are wholly supported by revenues produced by those funds. Program 
services include social and cultural development, supplementary educa­
tional services, counseling and career guidance, financial aid and studeI,lt 
support. Table 24 shows the estimated expenditures for 1980-81. In addi­
tion to the Student Services Fee, there are a limited number of other fees 
which are also discussed in this section. 

STUDENT SERVICES FEE 

The Student Services Fee is assessed against all students for the support 
of counseling, testing, placement, financial aid administration, the Office 
of the Dean of Students and health services. Prior to 1975-76, the fee also 
helped finance 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 maxirrlUm Student Services Fee remained constant at $144 from 
1973-74 through 1977-78 (during the phase-out of support for instructional 



Table 24 
Student Services Program Expenditures 

Personnel 

Elements 
1. Social and cultural development ...................................................................... .. 
2. Supplemental educational services-EOP ....................................................... . 
3. Counseling and career guidance ....................................................................... . 
4. Financial aid ........................................................................................................... . 
5. Student support ..................................................................................................... . 

Totals ......................................................................................................................... . 
General Fund ............................................................................................................... . 
Reimhursements-other .......................................................................................... .. 
Reimhursements-federal ........................................................................................ .. 
Vannitory Revenue Fund ....................................................................................... . 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund .................................................................. . 

Actual Estimated Proposed 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 

1&.7 
317.3 
692.0 
279.9 
815.2 

2,272.1 
2,040.1 

226.9 
5.1 

147.2 146.3 
351.5 351.7 
759.3 745.1 
319.8 332.3 
917.5 930.8 

2,495.3 
2,236.5 

254.3 
4.5 

2,506.2 
2,240.1 

MI.7 
4.4 

Actual 
1978-79 
$3,454,091 
11,022,713 
15,026,710 
51,339,411 
16,904,124 

$flT,747,049 
$12,320,890 
38,991,235 
#,456,609 
1,902,574 

72,741 

Ewenditures 
Estimated Proposed 

1979-80 1980-81 
$3,747,209 $3,746,852 
12,602,984 12,864,593 
19,370,114 19,500,526 
60,659,480 62,816,905 
21,219,454 21,876,946 

$117,599,241 $120,805,822 
$23,992,246 $22,091,276 
37,799)25 40,8W,438 
53,241,lM 55,094,386 
2,489,591 2,619,937 
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supplies and services). The fee was increased to $146 for 1978-79 to pro­
vide additional pharmacy services on CSUC campuses. In 1979-80, the fee 
was decreased slightly to $144, reflecting a .surplus of revenues over ex­
penditures. The Chancellor's Office is proPQ$f.p.g to increase the fee by $12 
in 1980-81, raising it to $156. We recoinme!!fjapproval . 

.f!:r\'~~~' .. 

STUDENT AFFIRMATlvtTACTION 

The Governor's Budget proposes $1,917,951 'for student affirmative ac­
tion projects aimed at increasing the reprtfsentation of ethnic minorities 
within CSUc. OHhis total, $1,050,000 comprises an augmentation of (a) 
$1,000,000 for "core" student affirmative action programs on each campus 
and (b) $50,000 for outside evaluation. The remainder includes $757,456 

. to continue existing affirmative action outreach efforts and $120,000 for 
continued support of the Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achieve­
ment (MESA) program. 

A. Background: ACR1S1 

In 1974, the Legislature passed ACR 151, directing all public segments 
of California postsecondary education: 

"To prepare a plan that will provide for addressing and overcoming, 
by 1980, ethnic, economic, and sexual underrepresentation in the 
makeup of public higher education as compared to the general ethnic, 
economic, and sexual composition of recent California high school 
graduates. " 
ACR 151 does not give consideration to "eligibility pools"-the number 

of ethnic minority high school graduates actually eligible to be admitted 
to the higher education segments. . . 

CSUC has made substantial progress toward meeting the broad goal of 
increasing the representation of minority students. Hispanics, however, 
continue to be underrepresented relative to their proportion of the 
twelfth grade population in 1973 (the latest year for which data is avail­
able) . Ethnic group representation within CSUC, both systemwide and by 
campus, is shown in Table 25. 

Table 25 shows two important facts: (1) CStJC ethnic group enroll­
ments vary widely by campus.and (2) the degree of systemwide under­
or overrepresentation varies by ethnic group. Thus, the representation of 
whites as a proportion of total campus enrollment varies from a high of 
92.9 percent at Humboldtto alowof 44.5 percent at Los Angeles. Hispan­
ics, who are underrepresented systemwide, nonetheless account for 20.2 
percent of total enrollment at Los Angeles and 14.5 percent at San Bernar­
dino. Asians, in contrast, are overrepresented in comparison to their pro­
portion of the twelfth grade population, accounting for 6.6 percent of total 
systemwide enrollment. Because of the continuing underrepresentation 
of Hispanics and, to a lesser extent, blacks within CSUC, the Chancellor's 
Office proposes the student affirmative action programs described below. 

B. Continuation of Present Programs 

As mentioned, the Governor's Budget provides $757,456 for the con­
tinuation of current affirmative action outreach efforts. These programs, 
which will he continued as part of the new, core programs to be imple-
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Table 25 
CSUC Ethnic Group Distribution a 

Fall 1978 

Campus Asian Black 
Bakersfield ......................................................................... . 1.6% 6.6% 
Chico ................................................................................... . 1.4 2.4 
Dominguez Hills ............................................................... . 6.3 37.1 
Fresno ................................................................................. . 5.2 3.9 
Fullerton ............................................................................. . 3.0 3.1 
Hayward ............................................................................. . 6.4 14.1 
Humboldt ........................................................................... . 1.7 0.7 
Long Beach ......................................................................... . 8.3 8.5 
Los Angeles ......................................................................... . 15.8 15.5 
Northridge ......................................................................... . 5.6 6.9 
Pomona ............................................................................... . 4.7 3.9 
Sacramento ......................................................................... . 7.0 6.4 
San Bernardino ................................................................. . 1.3 11.7 
San Diego C 

......................................................................... . 2.4 4.4 
San Francisco ........................................... , ......................... . 14.1 9.7 
San Jose ............................................................................... . 9.2 8.3 
San Luis Obispo ................................................................. . 3.2 1.8 
Sonoma ................................................................................. . 1.4 3.2 
Stanislaus ............................................................................. . 2.0 4.9 
Systemwide ......................................................................... . 6.6% 7.7% 
12th grade population, ..................................................... . 

statewide (1973) ........................................................... . 3.1 7.9 
Difference ........................................................................... . 3.5% -0.2% 

Other 
Hispanic Minority White 

76.8% 
90.9 
46.2 
77.0 
83.5 
70.6 
92.9 
72.6 
44.5 
74.8 
78.5 
78.4 
69.8 
80.9 
65.6 
69.2 
88.9 
88.9 
81.0 

10.8% 4.2% 
3.9 1.4 
6.8 3.6 

11.8 2.1 
8.6 1.8 
5.8 3.1 
2.4 2.3 
7.7 2.9 

20.2 4.0 
8.2 4.5 

10.0 2.9 
5.6 2.6 

14.5 2.7 
8.8 3.5 
5.9 4.7 
9.2 4.1 
3.3 2.8 
4.2 2.3 
9.9 2.2 

8.6% 3.2% 73.9% 

12.7 
-4.1% 

77.1% 
76.3" 
0.8% 

• Percentage distribution based on students responding. 
b Includes "Mexican-American" and "Other Hispanic". 
C Includes Calexico campus. 
d Most recent year for which data on 12th grade ethnic composition is available. 
e Separate statistics not collected in 1973. 

men ted 'on each campus, include three pilot programs (at Dominguez 
Hills, Fresno and San Jose) , two rural outreach projects (Coachella Valley / 
Banning school districts, coordinated by San Bernardino and Sweetwater / 
Calexico districts, coordinated by San Diego) and a joint program involv­
ing the Los Angeles Unified School District and four CSUC campuses. A 
brief description of these programs follows. 

Pilot Programs 

The 1978 Budget Act provided support for two pilot outreach projects 
at the Dominguez Hills and Fresno campuses. A third project at San Jose 
was approved in 1979. The 1979 Budget Act provided $131,250 to support 
the pilot projects. According to the Chancellor's Office, each of the pro­
grams is designed to supplement the traditional outreach programs con­
ducted by campus offices of school relations, educational opportunity, 
admissions and financial aid by experimenting with nontraditional out­
reach approaches. 

(a) Dominguez Hills-The focus is upon increasing the enrollment 
of Hispanic and Pacific Island students through extensive involve-
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ment 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 Hispan­
ic and black students by a team approach which will concentrate the 
resources of a variety of campus and community services on three 
target high schools in the San Jose area. 
As a direct result of these pilot programs, the Chancellor's Office esti­

mates that the three campuses generated a total of 384 additional com­
pleted applications, yielding an enrollment increase of 252 students, as 
shown in Table 26. 

Table 26 
Results of CSUC Pilot Affirmative 

Action Programs, 1978-79 

Campus Applications' 
Dominguez Hills .................................................................. 179 

Fresno .. :................................................................................... 146 

San Jose ................................................................................ _ 59 

Totals .................................................................................. 384 

Indicator 
AdmissIons b 

116 
(64.8%) b 

125 
(85.6%) 

56 
~%) 

297 
(77.3%) 

EnroUment C 

81 
(69.8%) c 

124 
(99.2%) 

47 
~%) 

252 
(84.8%) 

a Number of completed applications due primarily to pilot efforts. 
b Number of applicants offered admission (figures in parentheses are admissions as a percentage of 

applications) . 
C Number of students admitted who were enrolled as of fall census date (figures in parentheses are 

enrollments as a percentage of admissions). 

Table 26 shows that, of the 384 additional applications generated by the 
outreach efforts, 77.3 percent (297) resulted in admissions. Of the 297 
students admitted, 84.8 percent (252) enrolled and were present as of the 
fall census date. 

Rural Outreach Projects 
The 1979 Budget Act provided $175,092 for two affirmative action out­

reach projects in rural areas. Because specific proposals were not available 
during budget hearings, budget act language was adopted authorizing the 
use of funds only upon the review (in consultation with CPEC) and 
approval of detailed plans by the Director of Finance. The plans, propos­
ing projects in the Coachella Valley/Banning and Sweetwater/Calexico 
school districts, were approved in fall 1979. 

(a) Coachella Valley/Banning-Coordinated by California State Col­
lege, San Bernardino, the program is directed at a primarily agricul­
tural community with a substantial Hispanic population. The focus is' 
on (1) developing awareness of college and career opportunities 
among high school students and their families and (2) providing tu­
toring in basic skills. 
(b) Sweetwater/Calexico-Coordinated by San Diego State Univer­
sity, this program is also directed at a predominantly agricultural, 
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low-income Hispanic community. The focus is on training para­
professionals to work with high school counselors, students and par­
ents. These paraprofessionals will help increase awareness among 
students and parents of college and career opportunities. 

LAUSD-CSUC Joint Outreach Program 

This program, implemented in fall 1979, matches high schools within the 
Los Angeles. Unified School District with four CSUC campuses (Do­
minguez Hills, Long Beach, Los Angeles and Northridge). The Chancel­
lor's Office states that the program's goals are (a) raising the aspirations 
of minority.and low-income students, (b) attracting and preparing these 
students for college and (c) recruiting, training and placing bilingual/ 
bicultural teachers. The 1979 Budget Act provided $414,946 for this pro­
gram, which is proposed for continuation in 1980-81. 

C. New Programs 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides $1,050,000 for an extension of 
CSUC's affirmative action efforts. Specifically, the proposed augmentation 
is composed of (a) $1,000,000 to implement core affirmative action pro­
grams on all CSUC campuses and (b) $50,000 for outside evaluation. 

The Chancellor's Office indicates that the $1 million proposed for new 
core programs will be combined with the $757,456 for continuation of the 
various pilot and regional programs, and the full amount ($1,757,456) will 
be allocated to the 19 campuses. Campuses which were previously sup­
porting pilot or regional programs will continue these efforts within the 
core framework. While the particular emphases' within this framework 
will vary depending on the needs of each campus, all core programs will 
include the following three major components: 

(1) Intensive outreach at: the undergraduate and graduate levels. 
Elements include: 

a. Student/parent/family outreach. 
b. Community / university relations. 
c. Counselor I staff intersegmental cooperation between high schools, 
community'colleges and the University of California. 

(2) Retention; 
Elements in:clude: 

a. Reconfiguration of existing retention resources to make them more 
applicable to minority students. 
b. In-service training for CSUC faculty and staff. 

(3) Improved counselor and teacher preparation. 
Elements include: 

a. Preparation of current CSUC students, 
b. In-service training of practicing professionals. 

We have reviewed CSUC's proposed student affirmative action plans 
and recommend approval of the $1,000,000 provided by the Governor's 
Budget. 



Items 379-382 POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION / 1223 

Evaluation of Student Affirmative Action Programs 

We recommend that the California Postsecondary Education Commis­
sion (CPEC) design, administer, and interpret an evaluation of the CSUC 
core student affirmative action programs. 

In addition to the $1 million proposed for core student affirmative action 
programs, the Governor's Budget provides $50,000 for outside evaluation. 
CSUC has not specified the exact composition of the evaluation team or 
the evaluation's design. 

Our analysis indicates a need for an evaluation of these programs, and 
we recommend that the $50,000 proposed for this purpose be approved. 
However, if an accurate, unbiased assessment of the core programs' suc­
cess is to be undertaken, the evaluation team should have a perspective 
external to CSUc. The Chancellor's Office believes that CSUC faculty 
should be included on the evaluation team, because of their knowledge of 
the system's procedures. While such input may be useful, we believe the 
evaluation team should be comprised predominantly of professionals out­
side of CSUC. For this reason, we recommend that the California Post­
secondary Education Commission (CPEC) design, administer and 
interpret an evaluation of the core student affirmative action programs. 
The evaluation should be conducted by CPEC with the related $50,000 
budgeted in its item. 

In its plan for student affirmative action, CSUC indicates that existing 
resources will be adapted to the needs of minority students. One aspect 
of this coordination, which we believe is desirable, involves the referral of 
some students admitted under the core programs to services provided by 
the campus Educational Opportunity Program (EOP). Such an arrange­
ment, however, creates a potential for "double-counting" in justifying 
either program's effectiveness in retaining minority students. For this 
reason, we recommend that the evaluation of the core programs' effec­
tiveness be so structured as to assure that a student's success or failure is 
credited either to EOP or to the core program, but not to both. 

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM 

The 1980-81 Governor's Budget provides a total of $12,864,539 for the 
Educational Opportunity Program (EOP). This level of funding repre­
sents a continuation of the level authorized for 1979-80. Staffing in the 
EOP is based upon the projected number of first year students. Table 27 
shows a detailed display of EOP grants, number of students served in 
tutorials, and support costs for 1978-79 through 1980-81. We recommend 
approval. 

NONRESIDENT STUDENTS 

Nonresident tuition is charged to CSUC students who are legal residents 
of foreign countries or states other than California. The nonresident tui­
tion for 1980-81 will be $2,160 per year. 



1st Year ................ ; ..... , ........................................ . 
2nd Year ............................................................. . 
3rd Year ............................................................ .. 
4th year .............................................................. .. 
5th year ............................................................... .. 

Totals ............................................................... .. 
Administration and Counseling .................. .. 

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

Number 
of 

Grants 
2,814 
2,358 
1,667 

991 
419 

8,249 

Actual 
1978-79 
Total 
Grant 

DoUars 
$2,852,980 
1,757,698 
1,095,282 

544,362 
308,253 

$6,558,575 

$4,464,138 

$11,022,713 

Table 27 
EOP Data 

Number 
Students of 
Served Grants 

5,764 4,673 
3,629 2,127 
2,295 1,664 
1,401 945 

710 430 
13,799 9,839 

Budgeted 
1979-80 

Total 
Grant 

DoUars 
$3,458,020 
1,573,980 
1,064,960 

500,850 
227,900 

$6,825,710 

$5,777,274 

$12,602,984 

Number 
Students of 
Served Grants 

6,388 4,660 
3,977 2,118 
2,072 1,654 

784 947 
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13,221 9,806 
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Nonresident Tuition Waivers Overbudgeted 

We recommend that the budgeted number of nonresident tuition waiv­
ers be reduced by 50 FTE, and the budgeted number of tw'Hon-paying 
nonresident students be increased by an equal amount, for a reimburse­
ment increase of $103,500 and a corresponding General Fund decrease. 
(Reduce Item 379 by $103,500.) 

The Governor's Budget provides $207,000 to grant waivers of the non­
resident tuition fee to 100 FTE students. The nonresident tuition waiver 
program was budgeted at a level of75FTE in 1977-78 and 80 FTE in both 
1978-79 and 1979-80. Amajor objective of this program, begun in 1977, is 
to provide waivers to students from countries with which CSUC maintains 
foreign study programs. In 1979-80, CSUC offered foreign study in 14 
countries (Brazil, Denmark, France, Germany, Israel, Italy, Japan, Mex­
ico, New Zealand, Peru, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, and the United King­
dom). When the nonresident tuition waiver program was approved in 
1977, the intention was to give preference to students from France, Ger­
many, and New Zealand-the three countries providing the greatest sub­
sidy through minimal tuition charges to CSUC students on foreign study. 
(This same minimal tuition is offered to students of all nationalities and 
academic affiliation and is not the result of a specific agreement with 
CSUC.) 

Table 28 shows the distribution of nonresident tuition waivers granted 
to foreign students by country of origin. 

Table 28 
Nonresident Tuition 1977-78 to 1978-79 Fee Waivers, FTE 

1977-78 
Waivers 

Country of Origin 
Preference·.......................................................................... 11.91 
Reciprocitl ........................................... ·............................. 14.39 
Other .................................................................................... 42.74 

Totals ............................................................................ 69.04 

Percent 

17.3% 
20.8 
61.9 

100.0% 

1978-79 
Waivers 

24.88 
13.57 
40.84 
79.29 

Percent 

31.4% 
17.1 
51.5 

100.0% 

• Preference countries: France, Germany, New Zealand. 
b ReCiprocity countries: countries other than preference countries, with which CSUC maintains foreign 

study programs. 

Table 28 shows that in both years of the program, over half of the 
waivers granted went to students from countries with which CSUC has no 
foreign study. 

Given the fact that over half of the waivers go to students from countries 
with which CSUC maintains no foreign study programs, we conclude that 
there is no justification for a 25 percent iIicrease in the number of nonresi­
dent tuition waivers. Furthermore, our analysis shows that most of the 
existing waivers are not needed to support the foreign study program. 
Based on the trend of the number of waivers granted to students from 
preference and reciprocity countries, we believe that a level of 50 FTE 
waivers is reasonable in 1980-81. We therefore recommend that this pro­
gram be budgeted at a level of 50 FTE, and that the budgeted number of 
tuition-paying nonresident students be increased by 50 FTE for a General 
Fund savings of $103,500. 
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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 instructionally related activities (IRA). IRA includes a vari­
ety of academically related programs such as intercollegiate athletics, 
radio and television, music, drama, forensics and newspaper publication. 

Table 29 shows a breakdown of the fee level established at each campus, 
and the amount derived therefrom. 

Table 29 
Instructionally Related Activities Fee Revenue 

1979-80 

Annual 
Fee Level 

Bakersfield .................................................................................... $10 
Chico .............................................................................................. 10 
Dominguez Hills.......................................................................... 10 
Fresno ............................................................................................ 10 
Fullerton ........................................................................................ 10 
Hayward ........................................................................................ lOa 
Humboldt...................................................................................... 6 
Long Beach .................................................................................. 10 
Los Angeles .................................................................................. 10" 
Northridge .................................................................................... 10 
Pomona.......................................................................................... 8 
Sacramento .................................................................................. 10 
San Bernardino ............................................................................ 10 
San Diego...................................................................................... 10 
San Francisco .............................................................................. 9 
San Jose.......................................................................................... 10 
San Luis Obispo .......................................................................... 10" 
Sonoma .......................................................................................... 10 
Stanislaus ...................................................................................... 10 

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

Budgeted 
Enrollment' 

2,930 
12,920 
6,580 

14,220 
21,010 
9,800 
7,100 

30,990 
22,410 
26,930 
14,140 
20,200 
4,160 

30,140 
23,710 
26,180 
15,310 
5,660 
3,380 

297,770 

Total 
Revenue c 

$29,300 
129,200 
65,800 

142,200 
210,100 
112,190 
42,600 

309,900 
264,900 
269,300 
113,120 
202,000 
41,600 

301,400 
213,390 
261,800 
169,900 
56,600 
33,800 

$2,969,100 

a Excludes $3 fee charged for summer quarter. 
bExciudes summer quarter enrollments: Hayward (4,730), Los Angeles (13,600), Pomona (5,060), San 

Luis Obispo (5,600). 
C Includes revenue from summer quarter. 

Authorization for the establishment of the Instructionally Related Ac­
tivities Fee was provided by Chapter 688, Statutes of 1978 (AB 2474), 
which gave the Trustees the authority to deposit the fee income in a 
separate CSUC Trust Fund instead of requiring that the fee income be 
used to supplement the regular support budget appropriation. The bill 
provided that IRA fee income not utilized in one year may be carried over 
into the next. In addition, the bill guaranteed that all fee money collected 
on a campus would remain on that campus. 

The provisions of Chapter 688 con:tain a sunset clause, whereby the 
authorization to deposit IRA fees into the trust fund expires on July 1, 1981. 
CSUC has indicated that it intends to sponsor legislation to extend this 
authorization. At that time, we will review in detail the activities support­
ed by the IRA fee and make recommendations to the Legislature as appro­
priate. 

---.----... --~-----------------



Table 30 
Institutior:al Support Program Expenditures 

1978-79 to 1980-81 

Personnel 
1975-79 1979-80 1980-81 1975-79 

Element 
1. Executive management .................................................................. 780.8 749.4 753.7 $23,487,682 
2. Financial operations ........................................................................ 778.6 792.5 807 15,333,373 
3. General administrative services .................................................. 1,270.6 1,381.3 1,442.8 24,658,937 
4. Logistical services ............................................................................ 1,005.6 1,089.3 1,092.8 32,741,681 
5. Physical plant operations ...................................... , ....................... 3,263.8 3,537.4 3,559.3 84,633,775 
6. Faculty and staff services .............................................................. 5,883,387 
7. Community relations ...................................................................... 90 81.8 84.5 3,540,769 -- -- --

Totals ................................................................................................ 7,189.4 7,631.7 7,740.1 $190,279,604 
General Fund .................................................................................... 6,502.4 6,935.5 7,019.1 161,604,017 
Reimhursements-other .................................................................. 11,275,048 
Parking Account, Dormitory Revenue Fund ............................ 188.8 197.5 205.7 3,726,533 
Dormitory Revenue Fund .............................................................. 297.8 322.3 330.5 8,377,915 
Continuing Education Revenue Fund ........................................ 200.4 176.4 184.8 5,296,091 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education .................. 
Energy and Resources Fund ............................................. : ............ 

Exvenditures 
1979-80 1980-81 

$26,338,231 $27,056,428 
16,860,330 17,653,527 
30,035,124 32,709,645 
37,297,849 38,711,652 
96,324,230 111,376,458 
8,832,951 8,846,782 
3,552,526 3,980,406 

$219,241,241 $240,334,898 
187,781,585 202,909,711 
12,887,025 13,653,664 
4,125,427 4,277,452 
9,055,858 9,944,859 
5,391,346 5,901,927 

3,ooo,()()() 
647,285 

Change 
Amount Percent 

$718,197 2.7% 
793,197 4.7 

2,674,521 8.9 
1,413,803 3.8 

15,052,228 15.6 
13,831 0.2 

427,880 12.0 

$21,093,657 9.6% 
$15,128,126 8.1% 

766,639 5.9 
152,025 3.7 
889,(}()1 9.8 
510,581 9.5 

3,ooo,()()() NA 
647,285 NA 
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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 1980-81. 

Table 31 
Chancellor's Office Expenditures 

Estimated - Proposed 
197fJ-.80 1fJ8()...81 Change 

Positions DoUors Positions DoUors Positions DoUars 
General Fund 

Chancellor's Office 
Personnel 

Executive Office .................................................... 15.0 $496,395 15.0 $505,487 $9,092 
Legal Services ........................................................ 18.5 618,544 18.5 642,297 23,753 
Academic Affairs .................................................... 51.0 1,764,470 51.0 1,804,294 39,824 
Faculty and Staff ..... : .............................................. 32.0 1,028,171 32.0 1,053,615 25,444 
Collective Bargaining .......................................... 12.0 341,269 12.0 424,644 83,375 
Business Affairs ...................................................... 56.0 1,693,838 56.0 1,724,340 30,502 
Physical Planning .................................................. 14.0 517,470 14.0 524,143 6,673 
Government Affairs .............................................. 9.0 267,434 9.0 277,174 9,740 
Institutional Research .......................................... 13.0 490,924 13.0 493,938 3,014 
Public Affairs .......................................................... 6.0 207,529 6.0 207,880 351 
Administrative Office .......................................... 54.1 1,221,212 54.1 1,225,960 ~ -

Subtotals .............................................................. 280.6 $8,647,256 280.6 $8,883,772 0.0 $236,516 
Operating expense and equipment .................. 2,496,581 3,146,018 649,437 

Totals .................................................................... 280.6 $11,143,837 280.6 $12,029,790 0.0 $885,953 
Audit Staff 

Personnel .................................................................... 11.0 $366,507 11.0 $373,797 0.0 $7,290 
Operating expense and equipment ...................... 1ll,332 113,433 ~ 

Totals ........................................................................ 11.0 $477,839 11.0 $487,230 0.0 $9,391 
Information Systems 

Personnel .................................................................... 121.0 $3,247,049 121.0 $3,305,071 0.0 $58,022 
Operating expense and equipment ...................... 4,802,605 5,339,034 546,929 

Totals ........................................................................ 121.0 $8,049,654 121.0 $8,644,105 0.0 $604,951 

Total, General Fund ........................................................ 412.6 $19,671,330 412.6 $21,161,125 0.0 $1,500,295 
Special Funds 

Parking 
Personnel .................................................................... 0.4 $6,291 0.4 $6,599 0.0 $308 
Operating expense and equipment ...................... 3,440 3,725 .285 

Totals ........................................................................ OA $9:i31 0.4 $10,324 0.0 $593 
TDtalS, Special Funds ........................................................ 0.4 9,731 0.4 10.324 0.0 ~93 

Grand Totals ...................................................................... 413.0 $19,681,061 413.0 $21,171,449 0.0 $1,500,888 
Funding Sources 
General Fund .................................................................... 36M $18,02tJ,811 36M $18,945,316 0.0 $918,505 
Reimbursements ................................................................ #8.0 1,6#,519 #8.0 2,£26,309 0.0 581,790 
Parldng Revenue Flmd .................................................... M 9,731 M 10,324 0.0 593 
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A. Chancellor's Office 

The Chancellor is the chief executive officer of the CSUC Board of 
Trustees. He is responsible for the implementation of all policies enacted 
by the board. Table 31 shows the major divisions in the Chancellor's Office 
and their expenditures for 198()...;81. 

Trustees' Audit Program 

The trustees' audit program, located in the Chancellor's Office, is re­
sponsible for internal management audits of the activities of the CSUc. 
The audit program reports directly to the Board of Trustees. In recent 
years, the audit program has examined such CSUC operations as financial 
aids, student health care, facilities utilization, and uses of the Student 
Services Fee. 

The Governor's Budget provides $487,230 for support of the program as 
shown in Table 32. 

Table 32 
Trustees' Audit Program Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

Expenditures.......................................... $370,980 $477,839 $487,230 $9,391 2.0% 
PersonneL............................................. lOA 11.0 11.0 

B. Academic Senates 

CSUC faculty participate in the system's governance through 19 local 
academic senates which elect a 52-member, statewide academic senate. 
The local senates vary in organization but share the common objective of 
providing policy advice on academic matters. 

Seats in the statewide senate are determined by campus FTE-two for 
campuses with less than 10,000 FTE, three for campuses with 10,000 FTE 
to 20,000 FTE and four for campuses with over 20,000 FTE. Members serve 
for three year terms. 

Operations of the statewide senate are conducted by a six-member 
executive committee. In addition, there are three standing committees 
and ad hoc committees as needed. The executive committee meets six to 
ten days per month, the other committees meet once a month and the full 
statewide senate meets five times per year. 

Expenses of the CSUC academic senate are shown in Table 33. 

Table 33 
CSUC Academic Senate 

Expenses 

Estimated 
1979-80 

Statewide ................................................................ $486,713 
Local ........................................................................ N/A 

Inconsistent Budgeting 

Proposed 
1980-81 
$517,443 

N/A 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$30,730 6.3% 

We recommend that CSUC costs for the campus academic senates be 
accurately reflected in future budgets. 

The CSUC budget does not identify the campus-based costs of academic 
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senate activities as does the UC budget. Consequently, a valid comparison 
of costs for academic senates at CSUC and UC cannot be made. We recom­
mend that future budgets iqentify the campus-based, as well as statewide, 
costs. 

C. Director of Learning Services Development Vacant 

We recommend that funding for the Director of Learning Services 
Development be deleted, for a General Fund savings of $44, 723. (Reduce 
Item 379 by $44, 723.) 

The Director of Learning Services Development, located within the 
Chancellor's Office, is responsible for systemwide coordination of library 
programs. Since February 16, 1979, this position has been vacant, despite 
repeated requests by various campus library directors that the position be 
filled. The Governor's Budget includes $44,723 for the continued support 
of this position. If a legitimate need existed for this position, the Chancel­
lor's Office would not have allowed it to remain vacant for one year. 
Consequently, we recommend that the funding be deleted. 

D. Collective Bargaining 

Chapter 744, Statutes of 1978 (AB 1091), established comprehensive 
provisions governing employer-employee relations in higher education, 
addressing such issues as obligations to meet and confer, definition of 
unfair labor practices, and duties of the Public Employment Relations 
Board (PERB). 

In 1979-80, the first year of the collective bargaining program, CSUC's 
budget ihcluded $378,795 for 13 positions to administer the program's 
implementation. For 1980-81, CSUC requested an additional $761,521 (19 
positions). Funds for six of these positions ($300,000) are included in the 
Governor's Budget. Table 34 shows the number of (1) existing positions, 
(2) CSUC requested positions, and (3) positions proposed in the Gover­
nor's Budget. 

Table 34 
CSUC Collective Bargaining Staff 

CSUC Governor's Budget 
Budgeted Requested Proposed 

Title 1979-80 1980-81 1980-81 
Assistant Vice Chancellor ............................................................................ 1 
Director ............................................................................................................ 1 
Attorneys .......................................................................................................... 1 
.Personnel Specialist........................................................................................ 8 
Clerks ................................................................................................................ 2 

Totals.......................................................................................................... 13 

" One personnel specialist to be reclassified to clerical position in 1980-81. 

Centralized vs. Decentralized Staff 

1 
1 
2 

24 
4 

32 

1 
1 
2 

11" 
4 

19 

As mentioned, the budget proposes a $300,000 augmentation for six new 
positions (one attorney, three personnel specialists; and two clerks) for a 
total staff of 19 to administer the CSUC collective bargaining program. 
Our review of the workload and staffing in other states indicates that this 
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is a reasonable staffing level given the administrative approach proposed. 
The administrative approach proposed in the Governor's Budget is to 

provide service from a central location. Each personnel specialist would 
have responsibility for certain issues while assisting from one to three 
colleges on specific problems. The alternative proposed by CSUC would 
provide one position on each campus. The CSUC approach (a) would 
require significantly more personnel (Table 34) and (b) would not pro­
mote uniformity in contract administration or policy-setting. For this rea­
son, we recommend approval of the Governor's Budget proposal. 

EMPLOYEE AFFIRMATIVE ACTION 

The Governor's Budget provides $1,132,019 for the support of three 
programs related to employee affirmative action within CSUC: (a) the 
Faculty Development Program ($591,738), (b) the Administrative Fel­
lows Program ($485,281) and (c) a new program for disabled employees 
($55,000) . 

A. Faculty Development Program 

The Legislature added the Faculty Development Program to the 1978-
79 Governor's Budget to assist "women, minorities and other qualified 
probationary and tenured faculty in the lower academic ranks in meeting 
the qualifications for retention, tenure or promotion." The budget pro­
poses $591,738 to continue the present level of support for this program. 

The program includes three major components: 
(1) Release Time ($522,496). This component provides release time of 

up to six units per term for selected faculty members to (a) under­
take (or complete) publication of instructional studies, (b) do re­
search or (c) prepare to teach a greater variety of courses. 

(2) Mini-grants ($44,131). This component allocates grants of up to 
$3,000 (a) to help support the purchase of equipment and materials 
needed for research projects or (b) for support as a summer sti­
pend. 

(3) Support for Presentation of Papers at Professional Meetings ($25,-
111). This component provides funds for travel per diem, registra­
tion expenses and clerical expenses for the preparation of papers at 
professional meetings. 

Because of the newness of this program, the Chancellor's Office has not 
completed an evaluation of its impact on career opportunities for women 
and minority faculty members. Pending the results of such an evaluation, 
we recommend approval. 

B. Administrative Fellows (Interns) Program 

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." Underlying this proposal was 
the assumption that traditional career ladders leading to top administra­
tive positions in higher education have not been equally available to 
women and minorities. To address this inequity, CSUC proposed the crea­
tion of an Administrative Intern Program (the title was later changed to 
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Administrative Fellows Program to avoid confusion with student intern­
ships). The budget proposes $485,281 to continue the current level of 
support for 19 fellows. 

In last year's Analysis, we noted that we were unable to assess the impact 
and value of the Administrative Fellows Program due to its newness and 
the consequent lack of information on the career patterns of program 
participants. That information is now available. 

Program Profile 1978-79 

The following is an updated profile of the 1978-79 Administrative Fel­
lows Program: 

A. Fellows 
1. Applicants..:....s4 
2. Offers of appointment made-20 
3. Number accepted-19 
4. Sex: Of the 19 who accepted, 16 are women and three are men. 
5. Ethnicity: Of the 16 women, 12 are minorities and of the three 

men, two are minorities 
6. Previous position: 13 fellows were faculty, four were academic­

related (Student Affairs) and two were support staff. 
B. Campuses 

1. The 19 fellows came from 14 campuses 
2. 14 campuses hosted fellows 

C. Placement (as of October 1979) 
1. Seven fellows have been appointed to new positions 

(a) Three obtained positions within CSUC (one Assistant Vice 
President, one Director of EOP and one Assistant Dean). 

(b) Two obtained positions at colleges or universities outside 
CSUc. 

(c) Two obtained positions outside of higher education. 
2. Six decided for personal reasons not to seek an administrative 

position at this time (two of whom were offered positions). 
3. The 12 fellows not obtaining new appointments have returned to 

their previous positions. 

Program Profile 1979-80 

. In addition to the information presented above, the Chancellor's Office 
has provided the following preliminary information on current partici­
pants in the Administrative Fellows Program. 

A. Fellows 
1. Applicants-approximately 100 
2. Offers of appointment made-19 
3. Number aecepted-19 
4. Sex: Of the 19 who accepted, 14 are women and five are men. 
5. Ethnicity: Of the 14 women, seven are minorities and of the five 

men, four are minorities. " 
6. Previous position: Seven fellows are faculty, five are {I,~de:r.nic­

related, five are administrative and two are clerical. 
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B. Campuses 
1. The 19 fellows are froql13 campuses and the Chancellor's Office. 

Four campuses and the. Chancellor's Office each provided two 
fellows. ' ',' , 

2. There are 12carilpuses h6'sting fellows. Seven campuses are each 
hosting two fellows.'; , 

In our analysis of the 1979 BudgetBill; we expressed concern that a pool 
of 19 fellows mightbe toolarg~ifdeclil1ing enrollments and Section 27.2 
reductions led to a reduction in, the number of administrative vacancies. 
Apparently this is not II probletn.Asorvey of 17 campuses, conducted by 
the Chancellor's Office,il1dicates that in the past two years 142 administra­
tive vacancies occurred (12 Vice Prellidents, 55 Deans, 29 Associate Deans, 
5 Assistant Deans and.Al Program:Oi:r~ctors). The Chancellor's Office also 
reports that, three yeats ago, theaveragl:) length of service of a depart-
ment chair was abol.ltthree years. • 

Consequently, the; opportunities for· advancement available to the fel­
lows appear to beadeciuate. The program's ability to capitalize on these 
opportunities, how~"er; is. still to be tested., We are concerned that only 
three of the 19particjpaI1.t~in the 197a..::.7~Administrative Fellows Pro­
gram have foundad~il1istrative positioQ.sVVithin CSUC and will continue 
to monitor the resulbi,'p'fthisprogram in enhancing the career opportuni­
ties available to its participants. We recqmmend approval 

C. Disabled Employees 

The Governor's Budget provides $55,000 to establish an affirmative ac­
tion program for disabled employees. The purpose of the program is to 
assist current employees who are disabled as well as to encourage outreach 
efforts to increase the' representation of disabled persons within the 
CSUc. 

The Trustees' Budget requested $373,255 for (a) systemwidecoordina­
tion and support services ($318,254), (b) special equipment ($24,500), (c) 
systemwide reclassification review ($15,000) and (d) training workshops 
for supervisors ($15,501). The funding level proposed in the Governor's 
Budget would support the hiring of one full-time systemwide coordinator 
($30,000), and the remainder ($25,000) would be spent on specialized 
equipment to accommodate, the needs of disabled employees. 

At present, several federal laws mandate the development of affirma­
tive action programs for the disabled. Among the more significant are 
Sections 503 and 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and Section 402 of 
the Vietnam Era Veterans Readjusment Act of 1974. A preliminary em­
ployment survey conducted in early 197~ reveals approximately 422 em­
ployees with various types of disabilities¢mployeJ by the CSUc. 

Two factors render the assessment' of this proposed expenditure dif­
ficult. First, costs of providing services depend on the specific type and'~ 
degree of disability involved. For example, two individuals may both bE;i' ' 
classified legally blind yet require vastly different types of assistance. Se6 
ond, the extent of the state's obligation in providing assistallcehas not 
been well-defined. 

Item 345 of the Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act directs the 
State Personnel Board, in cooperation with? ePEC, the Department of 
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Finance and all state agencies to report by December 31, 1979 on the 
appropriate responsibilities, service level, and funding for disabled em­
ployees. As of mid-January 1980, this report had not been received. Should 
the report be received prior to legislative hearings on this item, we will 
review and comment on it at that time. Pending receipt of this report, we 
withhold recommendation on this item. 

SPECIAL REPAIR AND MAINTENANCE 

We recommend that the proposed augmentation for special repair and 
maintenance projects be funded out of the Capital Outlay Fund for Public 
Higher Education (COFPHE), for a General Fund savings of $2,964,448. 
We further recommend that the proposed $3,000,000 augmentation, fund­
ed out of COFPHE, for additional special repair and maintenance projects 
be denied (Reduce Item 379 by $2,964,448 and reduce Item 381 by $35,-
552.) 

The Governor's Budget provides (a) $2,964,448 in General Fund sup­
port for speci .... l repair and maintenance projects and (b) $3,000,000 from 
the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE), appro­
priated for a two-year period, to be used for additional special repair and 
maintenance projects. These items total $5,964,448. 

CSUC's request for funding of special repair and maintenance projects 
indicates that approximately $3 million per year over a three-year period 
is needed to eliminate a long-standing backlog of projects. Included in the 
three-year, $9 million proposal is justification for projects totaling $2,964,-
448 to be implemented in the first year (1980-81). Of this amount, $1,478,-
948 is proposed for various projects related to health and safety including 
the replacement of natural gas lines and the repair of buckled sidewalks, 
dangerously worn stairways and running tracks. The remainder is 
proposed to be expended as follows: $250,000 for emergencies; $305,300 for 
roof repairs; $398,650 for road and street repairs; and $531,500 for each 
campus' first priority project. 

We have examined CSUC's list of projects and believe that the proposed 
$2,964,448 appropriation is reasonable in light of the system's needs. 
However, our analysis indicates that these projects can appropriately be 
funded out of the Capital Outlay Fund for Public High Education (COF­
PHE). In order to conserve General Fund money for other high priority 
state needs tl'.at cannot be met from the COFPHE, we recommend that 
the funding source for these projects be shifted to the COFPHE. 

As noted above, the Governor's Budget also proposes that an additional 
$3,000,000 be provided from the COFPHE, to be appropriated for a two­
year period, for further special repair and maintenance projects. Justifica­
tion for this additional appropriation in 1980-81 is not given in the Gover­
nor's Budget, nor has it been provided by CSUc. We therefore recom­
mend that the proposed $3 million augmentation be denied. The impact 
of these proposed changes is shown in Table 35. 
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Table 35 
Proposed Budget Changes 

Special Repair and Maintenance 
1980-81 

Funding Source 
General Fund ........................................................ .. 
COFPHE ................................................................. . 

Totals ........................... ; .................................. .. 

Governor's 
Budget 

$2,964,448 
3,000,000 

$5,964,448 

Report on Preventive Maintenance Delayed 

Analyst's 
Proposal 

$2,964,448 

$2,964,448 

Change 
$-2,964,448 

-35,552 

$-3,000,000 

The Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 
1979 Budget Bill which directed CSUC to submit a preventive mainte­
nance plan by November 1, 1979. In a letter dated November 19, 1979, the 
Chancellor submitted an interim report on the status of preventive main­
tenance policy within CSUc. The report proposes that a pilot preventive 
maintenance project be implemented on one campus in the current fiscal 
year. It further notes that a systemwide task force will be convened to 
study the problem of preventive maintenance, and a final report will be 
presented to the JOint Legislative Budget Committee and the legislative 
fiscal committees in September 1980. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 

We recommend that $647,285 proposed from the non-existent Energy 
and Resources Fund for energy conservation projects be funded out of the 
Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE). 

The Governor's Budget proposes $647,285 for energy conservation 
projects, to be funded out of an Energy and Resources Fund. We have 
reviewed the projects and conclude that they offer significant energy­
savings potential. We recommend, however, that the projects be funded 
out of the Capital Outlay Fund for Public Higher Education (COFPHE), 
as the Energy and Resources Fund does not exist at present. If the Legisla­
ture approves the creation of the Energy and Resources Fund, we still 
recommend that these projects be funded out of COFPHE, and that the 
Energy and Resources Fund be used to support energy conservation 
projects in other, non-higher education, state agencies. 

The projects proposed by CSUC require no engineering support and 
may be implemented by physical plant personnel either through in-house 
or contract labor. Examples of these projects are: 

1. Lighting efficiency improvement through relamping with energy 
saving lamps or delamping to reduce waste. 

2. Energy efficiency improvement through installation of time clocks, 
locking thermostat covers, reflective solar film, etc. 

In all, CSUC proposes to implement 23 energy-saving projects, with 
simple payback periods of from one-half to three and one-half years. If all 
of these projects were implemented in July 1980, the total cost avoidance 
for the 1980-81 fiscal year would be $405,659. Allowing for a phased im­
plementation schedule, CSUC will realize an actual cost savings conserva­
tively estimated at $200,000. These cost savings have been assumed in the 
construction of CSUC's prgposed 1980-81 utilities budget. 
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A. Utilities Consumption 

Expenditures for utilities are a major expense in the CSUC budget, 
amounting to $29.6 million for gas, oil and electricity in 1980-81. While 
most other items are budgeted by formula, utility costs are based upon a 
variety of factors such as campus projections for the rate of consumption, 
cost increases and changes resulting from construction of new facilities. 

Acting on our recommendation that CSUC reduce systemwide energy 
consumption, the Legislature provided $616,461 to fund energy conserva­
tion projects in 1979-80. The Governor's Budget proposes to continue 
conservation efforts in 1980-81 through the implementation of $647,285 in 
additional energy-saving projects (described above). Also, the Governor's 
Budget provides $1,606,000 for capital outlay projects related to energy 
conservation (described under Item 561). 

As a result of these continuing efforts to encourage energy conservation, 
CSUC's 1980-81 utilities budget is based on a systemwide reduction in 
energy consumption per gross square foot of 2.5 percent under estimated 
1979-80 consumption. Estimated consumption for 1979-80, in turn, pre­
supposes a reduction of 5 percent under actual 1978-79 consumption (the 
most recent year for which data on actual consumption is available). In 
other words, CSUC's 1980-81 utilities budget assumes a reduction of 7.375 
percent in energy consumption compared to actual 1978-79 consumption, 
as shown in Table 36. 

Table 36 
CSUC Systemwide Utilities Usage 

Actual Estimated 
1978-79 1979-80 

Electricity Usage 
Total KWH· (million) .......................................................... 403.323 
KWH/GSF b 

.............................................................................. 15.083 
Gas and Oil Usage 

Total therms (million) .......................................................... 23.445 
Therms/GSF .............. :............................................................. 0.887 

Total Energy Usage 
Total BTU (billion) ................................................................ 3,721.141 
BTU/GSF (thousand) ............................................................ 139.158 

• Kilowatt-hours 
b Gross square feet 
C British Thermal Units 

B. Conservation Efforts to Date 

385.747 
14.365 

22.387 
0.833 

3,555.257 
132.397 

Projected 
1980-81 

380.254 
14.008 

22.168 
0.816 

3,514.610 
129.469 

In last year's Analysis, we noted that our ability to assess the trend of 
CSUC's energy consumption was greatly hampered by lack of accurate 
information. Since that time, CSUC has taken major steps toward (a) 
increasing energy conservation efforts and (b) improving the gathering 
and reporting of energy consumption data. 

First, in March 1979, the Trustees approved an energy conservation plan 
calling for a 40 percent reduction in systemwide energy consumption 
(measured in BTU's per gross square foot) by 1983-84, as compared to 
consumption in 1973-74. At the same time, the Trustees set a goal of a 25 
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percent reduction in water consumption, measured over the same time 
period. 

The second major improvement in CSUC's energy conservation efforts 
is the development of a monthly energy consumption report, prepared by 
the Chancellor's Office, and distributed to the business managers at all 
campuses. The report, instituted in May 1979, presents various indices 
reflecting each campus' actual energy consumption. In an attempt to 
project more accurately future energy needs, the Chancellor's Office is 
also gathering information on the effects of such factors as weather and 
temperature, new construction, and intensity of facilities usage on energy 
consumption. In December 1979, CSUC reported the actual systemwide 
decreases shown in Table 37. 

Table 37 
CSUC Energy Conservation· 

July-October July-October Percent 
1978 1979 Change 

Electricity Usage 
KWH/GSF ........................................................................................ 5.0147 4.5887 -8.49% 

Gas and Oil Usage 
Therms/GSF .................................................................................... 0.1998 0.1686 -15.63 

Total Energy Usage 
BTU/GSF.......................................................................................... 37,157 32,587 -12.29 

• For a description of measures of energy usage, refer to Table 36. 

As Table 37 shows, in July to October 1979 CSUC achieved an overall 
reduction in energy consumption per gross square foot of 12.3 percent 
compared to the same period in the previous year. The Chancellor's Office 
notes that some of this reduction is probably attributable to unusually 
favorable weather conditions in 1979. Nonetheless, this reduction also 
reflects an effort on the part of CSUC to conserve energy. 

Our analysis indicates that CSUC's energy conservation efforts could be 
further strengthened if the following problems were overcome. 

(1) Projected vs. actual savings: comparable data needed. Crucial to 
the evaluation of major energy conservation projects is the availability of 
comparable data measuring projected versus actual savings. At present, 
CSUC's proposals to implement such projects are justified on the basis of 
an estimated cost avoidance, expressed in dollars. Because of the rapid 
changes in energy prices, however, dollar comparisons of projected versus 
realized savings may not be indicative of actual savings in energy. The 
problem is further compounded by the fact that CSUC calculates the cost 
of energy consumption using the actual utility rates in effect at each of the 
19 campuses. Consequently, it is not a simple matter to deflate the actual 
cost of energy on the basis of a change in systemwide "average cost." 

For these reasons, we recommend that the projected savings associated 
with proposed energy conservation projects be expressed both in dollar 
terms (for the purpose of the investment decision) and in terms of units 
of energy saved, expressed in BTUs (for the purpose of evaluating the 
project's success). We further recommend that, in presenting dollar cost 
avoidance estimates, CSUC explicitly state the assumed average price of 
energy. 

42-80045 
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(2) Accuracy of measured gross square footage doubtful The ulti­
mate measure of CSUC's success or failure in conserving energy is the 
amount of energy actually used, expressed in terms of energy consump­
tion per gross square foot of building space. While we are confident that 
the energy consumption portion of this statistic is measured with reason­
able accuracy, there is evidence that CSUC's reported gross square foot­
age is not accurate. 

The total area included in CSUC buildings, measured in gross square 
feet, is reported in the system's Space Facilities Data Base (SFDB). The 
SFDB, in turn, is the source of gross square footage measurements used 
in constructing energy consumption statistics. In April 1979, the Trustees' 
Audit Committee reported that, based on tests conducted on eight cam­
puses, the Space Facilities Data Base is not accurately maintained. More­
over, the report notes that "analysis of SFDB data discloses so many 
inconsistencies in campus accountability for space that the SFDB is of 
questionable value." 

We understand that the Chancellor's Office is reviewing the operation 
of the Space Facilities Data Base in order to improve its accuracy. Obvi­
ously, the reported energy consumption per gross square foot can only be 
as accurate as its two component parts. As long as substantial inaccuracies 
in reported gross square footage exist, meaningful comparisons of energy 
consumption among campuses will be impossible. For this reason, we 
recommend that the reported statistics on energy consumption be adjust­
ed as early as possible to reflect more accurate information on campus 
gross square footage. 

OFFICE COPIER SAVINGS 

We recommend that the CSUC budget be reduced to reflect continuing 
savings from the office copier acquisition program. (Reduce Item 379 by 
$782,104.) 

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 cost, the Legis­
lature augmented the 1976 Budget Bill to establish a $3 million General 
Fund Loan to the Department of General Services. These funds were 
intended to finance copier acquisitions. Savings in lease costs were to 
provide the funds needed to repay the loans. Although this augmentation 
was reduced to $1 million by the Governor, it served to revise state policy 
on copier acquisition-the new policy holds that copiers should be pur­
chased rather than leased. 

Since 1976-77, CSUC has been implementing this new policy. As of 
January 1980,538 of its 543 copiers (99 percent) had been purchased. Last 
year, we recommended that the CSUC appropriation be reduced by $320,-
393 to reflect savings from the office copier acquisition program. In acting 
on this recommendation, the Legislature adopted language in the Supple­
mentary Report of the 1979 Budget Act stating: 
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"It is legislative intent that $320,393 of the amount appropriated by Item 
359 is to be expended only for the purchase of existing office copier 
vendor contracts." 
Consequently, the ongoing savings resulting from the acquisition of 

copiers was never reflected in the CSUC support budget base. 
At the close of the 1978-79 fiscal year, CSUC had purchased all vendor 

contracts. However, the system had an outstanding loan of $552,781 from 
the Department of General Services which had been made to finance the 
completion of the copier acquisition program. The Chancellor's Office 
indicated in correspondence dated December 13, 1979 that $320,393 had 
been reallocated from copier savings to reduce the balance of this loan 
amount to $232,388. In addition, CSUC will report prior to the close of the 
1979-80 fiscal year whether the balance might be reduced further through 
additional savings. 

Ongoing Savings Not Reflected in Governor's Budget 

CSUC estimates that the system achieved an annual savings of $782,104 
in 1979-80 as shown in Table 38. The Governor's Budget, however, reflects 
no savings resulting from the office copier program. We recommend that 
Item 379 be reduced by $782,104 to reflect the permanent, ongoing savings 
resulting from the purchase of office copiers by the CSUc. 

Table 38 
Office Copier Savings 

1979-80 

Campus 
Hayward ....................................................... . 
Cal Poly, Pomona ..................................... ... 
Cal Poly, SLO ............................................... . 
Chico ............................................................... . 
Fresno ............................................................. . 
Humboldt ..................................................... . 
Bakersfield ..................................................... . 
Long Beach ................................................... . 
Los Angeles ................................................... . 
Fullerton ....................................................... . 
Dominguez Hills ......................................... . 
Sacramento ................................................... . 
San Bernardino ........................................... . 
San Diego ..................................................... . 
Northridge ..................................................... . 
San Francisco ............................................... . 
San Jose ......................................................... . 
Sonoma ........................................................... . 
Stanislaus ....................................................... . 
Chancellor's Office ..................................... . 

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

Total 
Equip. 

Cost 
$76,970 
371,494 
201,740 
104,053 
139,212 
46,672 
41,373 

423,346 
469,178 
218,587· 
170,907 
26,924 
53,562 

169,572 
583,812 
331,882 
309,602 
76,913 
59,630 
65,247 

$3,940,676 

Annual 
Lease 
Costa 

$47,945 
189,741 
95,196 
55,980 
75,552 
18,759 
16,657 

107,640 
92,328 
89,580 
44,220 
10,266 
26,376 
92,148 

229,620 
98,592 
98,340 
22,045 
27,787 
52,623 

$1,491,395 

Annual Estimated 
Maint. Annual 
Cost b Savingsc 
$13,034 $34,911 
57,267 132,474 
35,724 59,472 
16,509 39,471 
24,600 5O,952

d 28,362 
10,700 5,957 
64,292 43,348 
61,056 31,272 
40,296 49,284 
24,756 19,464 
3,300 6,966 

15,561 10,815 
46,212 45,936 
94,200 135,420 
70,704 27,888 
56,604 41,736 
23,184 d 

11,717 16,070 
11,213 41,410 

$709,291 $782,104 e 

a Annual cost of leasing copiers prior to the purchase program. 
b Maintenance cost on state-owned copiers. This cost was included in the rental charges on leased copiers. 
C Savings is the lease cost less the maintenance cost on state-owned copiers. 
d Campus reported maintenance costs exceeded cost of previously leased copiers. 
e Includes $10,742 in losses reported at Humboldt and Sonoma campuses. 
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Table 38 also shows that the annual campus savings resulting from 
the copier acquisition program averaged approximately $39,000, with sav­
ings as high as $135,000 reported. Two campuses, Humboldt and Sonoma, 
reported annual losses resulting from the purchase of copiers. We recom­
mend that the Chancellor's Office examine the experience of these two 
campuses to determine if the reported losses are accurate and, if so, why 
the purchase of copiers was approved. 

VII. INDEPENDENT OPERATIONS 

The independent operations program includes all program elements 
that benefit independent financing agencies, faculty and students but are 
not directly related to the objectives of an institution of higher education. 
An example would be research, not directly related to the university's 
educational mission, performed by CSUC on contract to a government 
agency. Independent operations receive no direct General Fund support. 
Table 39 shows the estimated expenditures for 1980-81. 

VIII. FOUNDATIONS AND AUXILIARY ORGANIZATIONS 

Foundations and auxiliary organizations are separate legal entities au­
thorized by the Legislature to perform functions that contribute to the 
educational mission of the CSUC, as well as providing services to students 
and employees. Most of these organizations can be grouped into four 
major categories: associated student organizations, special educational 
projects administered by foundations, student union operations and com­
mercial activities. All operations of the foundations and auxiliary organiza­
tions are self-supporting; they receive no General Fund support. Table 40 
shows the proposed expenditures for 1980-81. 

Table 40 
Foundations and Auxiliary Organizations Expenditures 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

Program Totals .................. $148,700,000 $161,100,000 $169,100,000 $8,000,000 5.0% 
Foundations and Auxiliary 

Organizations-feder-
al .................................... $36,288,001 $39,400,000 $39,400,000 

Foundations and Auxiliary 
Organizations-other 112,411,999 121,700,000 129, 700,000 $8.000,000 6.6% 
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Table 39 
Independent Operations Expenditures 

Personnel ExDenditure 

1978-79 1979-80 1!J8O.-B1 1978-79 1979-80 

Institutional Operations ......... . 
Outside agencies .................... .. 

Totals ................................ .. 
General Fund .......................... . 
Reimbursements-other ...... .. 
Reimbursements-federal .... . 

785.3 791.4 822.7 $17,636,258 $17,946,659 

1,027.3 861.9 843.6 16,506,876 16,638,186 

1,812.6 1,653.3 1,666.3 $34,143,134 $34,584,845 
$-599,873 

1,800.5 1,649.6 1,(J(j(J.3 33,052,624 $34,352, 709 
1,236,415 

Parking Account; Dormitory 
Revenue Fund ................ .. 6.3 3.7 6.0 281,290 232,136 

Continuing Education Reve-
nueFund ........................ .. 5.8 172,878 

Change 
1!J8O.-B1 Amount 

$19,045,746 $1,099,087 
18,544,723 1,906,537 

$37,590,469 $3,005,624 

$37,182,677 $2,829,968 

407,792 175,656 

Percent 
6.1% 

11.5 
8.7% 

8.2% 

75.7 
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Item 383 from the General 
Fund Budget p. E 164 

Requested 1980-81 ......................................................................... . 
Estimated 1979-80 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1978-79 ................................................................................. . 

$3,004,448 
2,721,430 
2,186,409 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
. increases) $283,018 (+10.4 percent) 

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

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

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. 

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. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend approval as budgeted. 
The budget proposes an appropriation of $3,004,448 from the General 

Fund for support of the Maritime Academy in 1980-81, which is an in­
crease of $283,018, or 10.4 percent, over estimated current year expendi­
tures. This amount will increase by the amount of any salary or staff 
benefit increase approved for the budget year. The academy also receives 
federal funds and reimbursements for support of its activities. Table 1 
presents a summary of expenditures and funding sources for the academy. 

Table 1 
Maritime Academy Budget Summary 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change 
Programs 1978-79 197fJ-.8() 1980-81 Amount Percent 
1. Instruction 

A. Undergraduate Education .......... $771,334 $1,130,432 $1,144,792 $14,360 1.2% 
B. Adult Maritime Education .......... 90,332 107,776 107,781 5 • 

Subtotals .................................................... $861,666 $1,238,208 $1,252,573 $14,371 1.1% 
2. Academic Support 

A. Library ............................................ $94,666 $112,738 $123,232 $10,494 8.5% 
B. Ship Operation .............................. 391,463 608,311 724,067 115,756 16.0 

Subtotals .................................................... $486,129 $721,049 $847,299 $126,250 15.0% 
3. Student Services 

A. Financial Aid .................................. $523,090 $463,491 $467,175 $3,684 0.8% 
B. Student Services ............................ 733,502 803,276 842,181 35,905 4.5 
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C. Health Services ........................... . 

Subtotals ................................................... . 
4. Institutional Support ......................... . 

Totals ......................................................... . 
General Fund .......................................... . 
Federal funds ........................................... . 
Reimbursements ..................................... . 

• Less than 0.5 percent. 

21,231 

$1,278,323 
$1,306,837 

$3,932,955 
$2,186,409 

788,808 
957,738 

43,312 

$1,310,079 
$1,463,192 

$4,732,528 
$2,721,430 

764,311 
1,246,787 

46,094 2,872 6.0 

$1,337,450 $27,371 2.1% 
$1,498,025 $34,833 2.3% 
$4,953,347 $220,819 4.5% 
$3,004,448 $283,018 9.4% 

695,876 -68,435 -9.8 
1,253,023 6,236 0.5 

As shown in Table 1, the proposed General Fund increase of $283,018 
would provide for (a) a $113,000 increase (16 percent) in rapidly escalat­
ing fuel oil costs, (b) personnel services adjustments and price increases 
totaling $139,000, (c) a new library assistant position at $15,000 and (d) 
special equipment at $16,000. We recommend approval as budgeted. 

BOARD OF GOVERNORS OF THE 
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Items 384, 386-388 from the 
General Fund and Item 385 
from the Community College 
Credentials Fund Budget p. E 169 

Requested 1980-81 .......................................................................... $27,624,817 a 

Estimated 1979-80............................................................................ 24,619,634 
Actual 1978-79 .................................................................................. 22,205,517 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,005,183 (+ 12.2 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................... $2,518,555 
• Does not include $1,062.8 million in state apportionment support. 

1980-81 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 

384 
386 
387 
388 
385 

Description 
Board support 
Academic Senate 
Extended Opportunity Program 
Instructional Improvement 
Community College Credentials 

Total 

Fund 
General 
General 
General 
General 

Credentials Fund 

Amount 

$3,197,517 
82,000 

23,196,080 
760,000 
389,220 

$27,624,817 

Analysis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. New Chancellors Unallocated Fund. Reduce Item 384 by 1247 
$200,000. Recommend deletion in the absence of a plan of 
expenditure. 

2. California Community and Junior College Association 1248 
(CqCA). Recommend Chancellor's Office review 
CqCA funding and responsibilities. 

3. Academic Senate. Reduce Item 386 by $26,530. Recom- 1250 
mend deletion of unjustified increases. 
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4. Academic Senate. Reduce Item 386 by $2,025. Recom- 1251 
mend local districts maintain 1979-80 level of support. 

5. Aid for Large Community College Districts. Reduce ap- 1256 
portionments by $2,290.000. Recommend elimination of 
unjustified general aid. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges was 
created by Chapter 1549, Statutes of 1967, and is composed of 15 members 
appointed by the Governor for four-year terms. 

The Board serves primarily as a planning, coordinating, reporting, advis­
ing and regulating agency for California's 70 public community college 
districts. The locally elected boards of the districts are directly responsible 
for the operation of 106 colleges which provide tuition-free instruction to 
over 1 million Californians annually. Any high school graduate or citizen 
over 18 years old may attend. ' 

The Donahoe Higher Education Act of 1960 (Master Plan) limits public 
community colleges to lower division (freshman and sophomore) under­
graduate study in the liberal arts and sciences. However, the colleges have 
substantial occupational, adult and community service course offerings. 
Community colleges are authorized to grant associate in arts and associate 
in sciences degrees in addition to numerous occupational certificates and 
credentials. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The budget proposes four appropriations totaling $27,624,817 from the 
General Fund and the Community Colleges Credential Fund for support 
of the board's activities in 1980-81. This is $3,005,183 or 12.2 percent more 
than estimated current year expenditures. This amount will increase by 
the amount of any salary or staff benefit increase approved for the budget 
year. 

The budget proposes $1,090,035,468 in total General Fund support for 
community colleges in 1980-81, which is an increase of $89,832,272, or 9.0 
percent over estimated current year expenditures. 

The proposed increase consists of (1) a $361,684 increase for the execu­
tive function (this amount includes a $200,000 unspecified General Fund 
augmentation and $95,817 in additional staff resources redirected to it 
from other program units), (2) an $82,000 General Fund augmentation for 
first year support of the Community College Academic Senate, (3) in­
creased support of $2.7 million for Educational Opportunity Program and 
Services (EOPS) and (4) $86.8 million for apportionment funding pursu­
ant to statute. 

Table 1 shows community college state support as proposed by the 
budget. 
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Table 1 
California Community Colleges Board of Governors 

State Support 

Actual Esbmated Proposed Change 
1. Executive 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

A. Board of Governors ........ $93,058 $106,224 $113,133 $6,909 6.5% 
B. Chancellor's office .......... 320,544 381,238 693,001 311,763 81.8 
C. Analytical studies ............ 488,086 609,105 643,453 34,348 5.6 
D. Legislative and public 

affairs .................................. 112,343 148,250 156,914 8,664 5.6 
Subtotals ............................ $1,014,031 $1,244,817 $1,606,501 $361,684 29.1% 

2. Programs and Operations 
A. Innovative programs ...... $132,232 $117,578 $68,058 $-49,520 -42.1% 
B. Program evaluation and 

approval ............................ 752,829 891,611 789,190 -102,421 -11.5 
C. College services .............. 717,048 952,738 931,608 -21,130 -2.2 
D. Facilities planning .......... 405,917 541,464 517,628 -23,836 -4.6 
E. DistriCt compliance and 

affirmative action ............ 52,045 51,772 54,022 2,250 4.3 
F. Fiscal services .................. 302,412 393,457 405,255 11,798 2.9 
G. Budget and control ........ 106,108 112,388 117,865 5,477 4.6 
H. Administrative services 272,260 315,781 332,068 16,287 4.9 
1. Credentials office ............ 446,832 416,809 389,220 -27,589 -7.1 
J. Occupational education .. (1,238,173) (1,323,052) ( 1,339,737) (16,685) (1.2) 
K. Human service and job 

development .................... 144,068 385,692 241,624 62.6 
Subtotals ............................ $3,186,683 $3,937,666 $3,990,606 $52,940 1.3% 

Totals .............................. $4,200,714 $5,182,483 $5,597,107 $414,624 8.0% 

3. State Apportionment and 
Categorical Aid 
A. Apportionments! 

Local Relief ...................... $786,541,688 $960,200,000 $1,047,000,000 $86,800,000 9.0% 
B. EOPS .................................. 17,389,919 20,472,092 23,196,080 2,723,988 13.3 
C. Handicapped .................... 8,723,212 15,800,000 15,800,000 
D. Instructional 

improvement .................. 897,280 779,305 700,281 -79,024 -10.1 
E. Academic Senate ............ 82,000 82,000 

Subtotals ............................ $813,552,099 $997,251,397 $1,086,778,361 $89,526,964 9.0% 
Grand Totals ................ $817,752,813 $1,002,433,880 $1,092,375,468 $89,941,558 9.0% 
General Fund .............. $817,122,924 $1,(}(](),202,875 $1,090,035,597 $89,832, 722 9.0% 
CC Credenb'als Fund 347,493 416,809 389,220 -27,589 -6.6 
CC Fund for Instruc-

tional Improve-
ment ...................... -1,052,720 30,641 -53,383 -84,024 -63.5 

Special Deposit Fund 
(Real Estate) ........ 12,783 100,(}(]() 100,(}(]() 

Reimbursements .......... 1,322,333 1,683,555 1,904,034 220,479 13.1 

Total support in 1980-81 will be approximately $1.5 billion, an 8.9 per-
cent increase over the current year. Of this amount, 73.5 percent is state 
funded, 20_1 percent is locally funded, and 6.4 percent is federally funded. 
The level of state support proposed for the community colleges in 1980-81 
-approximately $1.1 billion-exceeds the level of state support proposed 
for either UC ($960 million) or CSUC ($853 million). These figures ex-
clude potential salary increases. 
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Table 2 shows total support for community colleges from all funds. 
Table 2 

Summary of Total Support for Community Colleges 
(in millions) 

Actual Estimated Proposed Change Percent of 
1. State 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent Total 

A. Board of Governors administra-
tion .................................................... $42 $5.2 

B. Categorical programs 
$5.6 $0.4 8.0% 

1. Instruction improvement 
(Grants, Loans, Loan Repay-
ment) .......................................... 0.8 0.8 0.8 

2. EOPS .......................................... 17.4 20.5 23.2 2.7 13.3 
3. Disabled students ...................... 8.7 15.8 15.8 

C. Apportionments (Fiscal Relief) 786.6 960.2 1,047.0 86.8 9.0 --
Subtotals (State) ............................ $817.7 $1,002.4 $1,092.4 $89.9 9.0% 73.5% 

2. Local 
A. Property tax a (including tax re-

lief subventions) ............................ $325.3 $256.0 $287.1 $31.1 12.1% 
B. Nonresident tuition ...................... 12.3 12.3 12.3 

Subtotals (Local) .......................... $337.6 $268.3 $299.4 $31.1 11.6% 20.1% 
3. Federal .................................................. $92.3 . $92.5 $92.5 6.4% 

Totals .................................................. $1,248.6 $1,363.2 $1,484.3 $121.1 8.9% 100.0% 

a Does not include Timber Yield Tax revenue. 

Community College Enrollment/ADA 

Preliminary Fall 1979 data from 78 colleges show that community col­
lege head-count enrollments· are up by 6.4 percent over Fall 1978. The 
Chancellor's office estimates that the increase will be 7 percent once all 
colleges have reported. If so, community colleges will enroll approximate­
ly 1,241,000 students in 1979-80, which converts to an ADA of 655,435-an 
increase of 3.2 percent, as shown in Table 3. (Currently there is no valid 
ADA projection for 1980-81.) 

Table 3 
Student Enrollment and ADA in Community Colleges 

1973-74 ....................................... . 
1974-75 ....................................... . 
1975-76 ....................................... . 
1976-77 ....................................... . 
1977-78 ....................................... . 
1978-79 ....................................... . 
1979-80 (est.) ........................... . 

Total 
Enrollment 

1,010,823 
1,137,668 
1,284,407 
1,257,754 
1,321,739 
1,159,819 
1,241,006 

Full-Credit 
Students 

FaD-time Part-time 
306,070 546,747 
324,281 635,426 
374,473 727,075 
328,104 746,554 
316,206 801,784 
285,130 763,626 

NA NA 

Source: Chancellor's office, Attendance ADA. 

Noncredit Percent ADA 
Students Total ADA Increase 

158,006 609,459 
171,961 695,374 
182,859 768,902 
183,085 721,209 
203,749 717,481 
1ll,063 635,112 

NA 655,435 

14.1 % 
10.6 

-6.6 
-0.5 

-13.0 
3.2 

The Chancellor's office attributes the enrollment increase to (a) re­
establishment of adult and summer school courses that were eliminated 
last year following the enactment of Proposition 13, (b) a slightly tighter 
California labor market that has channeled unemployed adults and 
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graduating high school seniors to postsecondary education, and (c) in­
creased availability of student financial aid. 

I. EXECUTIVE 

The executive unit has four elements: the Board of Governors, the 
Chancellor's office, Analytical Studies and Legislative and Public Affairs. 
The budget proposes a 29.1 percent increase in funding for this unit total­
ing $361,684. The increase is due primarily to (a) a $311,763 increase in the 
Chancellor's office, and (b) a $34,348 increase for the Analytical Studies 
unit. 

1. Chancellor'S Office 

The Chancellor is selected by the Board of Governors and is responsible 
for state categorical programs, staff operations, and representing the 
Board before federal, state and local government. 

No Plan for Expenditures 

We recommend deletion of $200,000 proposed for the Chancellors new 
priorities. (Reduce Item 384 by $200,000.) 

The proposed budget provides $295,817 in unallocated funds for the new 
Chancellor to use for formulation of a Chancellor's office reorganization 
plan. This amount consists of a $200,000 General Fund augmentation and 
the redirection of $95,817 from one professional position in Innovative 
Programs and one professidnal position in Facilities Planning. 

Although budgetary flexibility does not necessarily require additional 
General Fund support, the new Chancellor should be given budgetary 
flexibility to reorganize the Chancellor's office. In the absence of any plan 
for expenditure, however, the $200,000 augmentation represents an unal­
located reserve, consequently we recommend deletion of the proposed 
$200,000 General Fund increase. 

The Chancellor will submit his plan with related expenditures prior to 
1980-81 budget hearings. At that time, we will provide a supplemental 
analysis to the budget subcommittees based on our review of the plan. 

2. Analytical Studies 

The primary functions of this office are (a) to collect and analyze data, 
(b) to develop a central information system necessary for fiscal and pro­
gram decisions, and (c) to coordinate the statewide educational plan for 
community colleges. 

The budget proposes the transfer of one speCialist position from Innova­
tive Programs to work in Analytical Studies on long-term community 
college financing. Staff shortages have restricted the ability of Analytical 
Studies to develop a long-range fiscal policy. 

The budget also proposes the transfer of one specialist position from 
Program Evaluation and Approval to Analytical Studies for implementa­
tion of a community college information system. This system will provide 
basic management information to aid in policy decisions. Our analysis 
indicates that these positions can be better utilized in Analytical Studies 
than in their former units. We recommend that the proposed transfers be 
approved. 
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3. California Community and Junior College Association 

Items 384-388 

We recommend that the Chancellors office review the rationale for 
public funding of the California Community and Junior College Associa­
tion. We further recommend the Chancellors office report to the Califor­
nia Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) by November 1, 1980 
and that CPEC provide its comments to the Legislature on the report by 
January 1, 1981. 

The California Community and Junior College Association (CCJCA) is 
a nongovernmental association whose primary functions are "advocacy 
and service" on behalf of member colleges. While CCJCA maintains that 
it is a private nongovernmental organization, a review of its funding indi­
cates that, in fact, CClCA is a publicly funded advocacy group. In 1978-79 
CCJCA had a total budget of $388,000 of which $344,000 was from (some­
what mandatory) dues paid by the colleges. 

There are a number of problems with this situation including: 
• CCJCA is in a position to virtually "force" individual community 

colleges to pay dues to the association because colleges may not par­
h'cipate in intercollegiate athletics unless they are a dues paying mem­
ber of CCJCA. Many community college administrators have told us 
that they are not sure whether they would pay dues to CClCA if 
participation in intercollegiate athletics were not contingent upon 
doing so. We are not able to identify the connection between sports 
and an advocacy association, particularly given the fact that only a 
small portion of the $344,000 in dues collected in 1978-79 was expend­
ed on athletic conference activities. More importantly, it is not clear 
that a publicly-funded, privately-controlled entity should be able to 
tie the athletics program to advocacy. 

• CCJCA is not publicly accountable. CClCA is not subject to govern­
mental review. Although colleges select their CClCA representatives, 
the local college trustees, Board of Governors and the Legislature do 
not review the association's use of public funds. 

• There is no evidence that another publicly-funded advocacy group is 
needed to represent community colleges, given other existing agen­
cies. 

There are three publicly funded agencies engaged in representing com­
munity college interests before the Board of Governors and the Legisla­
ture: CCJCA, the Community Colleges Trustees Association (CCCT) and 
the Chancellor's office. Members of the Board of Governors are appointed 
by the Governor and the community college trustees are elected by voters 
within their respective community college districts. 

It is not clear that the latter two are unable to adequately represent the 
colleges' interests, and that a third publicly-supported entity is needed. 

• Finally, there is the issue of equity with other advocacy groups. 
Other community college administrator, faculty and student associa­
tions are operated through the voluntary personal contributions of 
their members. CCJCA's differentiation is not clear, consequently, it 
could be argued that the state should also fund other community 
college associations. 

------------------- -------
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For these reasons, we recommend the Chancellor's office review (1) the 
need for CCJCA, (2) its role as a publicly funded community college 
association and (3) the appropriateness of linking athletics with advocacy. 
We further recommend that the Chancellor's office report its findings to 
the CPEC by November 1, 1980 and that CPEC comment on the report 
to the Legislature by January 1, 1981. 

4. Credit/Noncredit Courses 

Some community colleges are offering courses for credit that do not 
meet credit standards in existing law. Consequently, AB 8 (Chapter 282, 
Statutes of 1979) required the Chancellor to conduct a study of and recom­
mend policy on community college credit and noncredit courses. This 
report was submitted to the Legislature and the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission (CPEC) on January 1, 1980. AB 8 also requires that 
CPEC review the report and make recommendations to the Legislature 
by March 1, 1980. We will comment on the reports, following receipt of 
CPEC's comments. 

5. Community College Transfer Study 

The Supplemental Report of the 1979 Budget Act required CPEC, in 
cooperation with the public and private postsecondary segments, to de­
velop plans by January 1, 1980, to: 

• estimate the number of community college students eligible to trans­
fer to DC and CSUC, 

• identify students who do and do not transfer by sex, age, ethnicity, 
EOP / S status, and 

• report on the persistence and performance of transfer students. 
The draft report is scheduled for review by CPEC in February 1980, and 

will be available for discussion during the budget hearings. 

II. PROGRAMS AND OPERATIONS 

1. Innovative Program 

This program provides grants and loans to colleges for innovative and 
nontraditional methods of instruction. The proposed budget shows (a) a 
transfer of one specialist position from this program to Analytical Studies 
and (b) the elimination of one specialist professional position, with the 
related savings transferred to the Chancellor's unallocated fund. 

Our analysis indicates that the proposed reductions are justified. Work­
load has diminished for the loan component because colleges are unwill­
ing to request loans for innovative programs in light of an uncertain fiscal 
future. The one specialist remaining should be sufficient to administer the 
grant portion of the program. 

2. Program Evaluation and Approval 

This office reviews community college instructional programs, approves 
college master plans and assists colleges in developing new programs. 

The budget provides (a) for the transfer of one specialist position from 
this office to Analytical Studies, (b) a $135,000 Federal Vocational Educa­
tion Act reimbursement in 1980-81 for services provided by the office and 
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(c) $82,000 in support for the Academic Senate. The position to be trans­
ferred is no longer needed in this unit because the development of new 
community college programs has decreased as a result of limited ADA 
growth and fiscal constraints on community college budgets. 

CCC Academic Senate 

The CCC Academic Senate is a statewide body with membership from 
102 colleges. It is officially recognized by the Administrative Code (Title 
V) and (as in the case of the UC and CSUC academic senates) as the 
official representative of the faculty in matters concerning academic pol­
icy. It is not an advocacy group. The senate functions through a 15 member 
executive committee. This committee selects a president, vice president, 
treasurer, secretary, and committees to study various issues. Committees 
meet throughout the year. The full senate meets twice annually. 

Funding 

The 1980-81 budget, for the first time, proposes $82,000 from the Gen­
eral Fund to provide support for the activities of the statewide CCC 
Academic Senate. These funds would be combined with $42,000 in local 
district funds for a total support level of $124,000, as shown in Table 4. 

Expense 
Executive committee ........................ .. 
Officers .................................................. .. 
Other services ...................................... .. 
Office expense .................................... .. 
Newsletter ............................................ .. 
Senate meetings .................................. .. 
Area meetings ...................................... .. 
Committees ........................................... . 
Contingency reserve .......................... .. 

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

Excessive Budgeting 

Table 4 
CCC Academic Senate 

Expenses 

Estimated 
1979-80 

Local State 
$12,000 

6,400 
200 

2,825 
1,500 

15,000 
1,600 
4,500 

$44,025 

Proposed 
1980-81 

Local State 
$15,500 

3,700 
14,000 
2,000 
2,600 
4,200 

$66,000 
8,BOO 
7,200 

$42,000 $82,000 

Total 
$15,500 
66,000 

8,BOO 
7,200 
3,700 

14,000 
2,000 
2,600 
4,200 

$124,000 

We recommend that the CCC Academic Senate budget be reduced by 
$26,520 to eliminate excess budgeting (Reduce Item 386 by $26,530). 

It is argued that state support will (a) contribute to the quality of the 
Senate activities, (b) establish some level of parity with UC and CSUC 
Academic Senates and (c) legitimize its function as a state activity. 

However, the increase is excessive. The effect of the state contributing 
$82,000 to the operations of the CCC Academic Senate is to triple the level 
of support for essentially the same activity. Specifically, we recommend 
that state funding be reduced $26,530 as follows: 

(a) Contingency Reserve $-4,2(){}. It is not the practice of the State 
to budget contingency reserves. This would be particularly unnecessary 
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in this instance in light of (1) the total increase requested, and (2) the 
discretionary nature of the activity. 

(b) Officers $-1 fi 000. The budget proposes to fund two FTE release­
time positions plus expenses at $33,000 each. One position would be used 
by the president while the other would be fractionalized to be used by 
committee chairpersons. This is similar to the approach taken by UC and 
CSUC. The amount budgeted per position, however, is excessive. 

The CSUC positions are budgeted at assistant professor step 3 (approxi­
mately $24,000 in 1980-81). The CCC Senate should not be budgeted at 
a higher rate. Allowing $1,000 for expenses, this would provide $25,000 per 
position, or $16,000 less than budgeted. 

(c) Office Expense $-4,235. The budget proposes to increase office 
expenses from $2,825 in 1979--80 to $7,200 in 1980-81. The increase occurs 
in supplies (from $1,000 to $4,200) and telephone (from $650 to $1,800). 
These increases are excessive. The annual price letter issued by the De­
partment of Finance recommends a 7 percent increase in this area, which 
would provide $1,070 and $695 respectively. The result of budgeting at the 
7 percent level is a General Fund savings of $4,235. 

(d) Newsletter $-2,095. Again an excessive increase is budgeted 
(from $1,500 in 1979-80 to $3,700 in 1980-81). A 7 percent increase would 
provide $1,605, for a savings of $2,095. 

Matching Funds 

We recommend that local districts be required to maintain their 1979-
80 level of Academic Senate funding ($44,025), which would result in a 
General Fund savings of $2,025. (Reduce Item 386 by $2,025.) 

As shown in Table 4, not only does the budget request a large state 
General Fund expenditure for the Academic Senate; it also shows that 
districts would reduce their share of funding by $2,025. Weare unable to 
justify further fiscal relief for community colleges (which already totals 
approximately $400 million) by substituting General Fund money for local 
money. We recommend that the budget assume that the 1979-80 local 
share of $44,015 will be maintained, resulting in a $2,025 reduced need for 
General Fund support. Under our recommendations, state funding in 
1980-81 would total $53,445. 

3. Facilities Planning 

The Facilities Planning Office is responsible for reviewing all commu­
nity college construction for compliance with state construction standards. 
Colleges are charged a fee based on the total estimated cost of the project. 
This unit also maintains (a) a five-year capital outlay plan and (b) facilities 
inventory for all colleges. 

The budget proposes a reduction in review of new construction and 
remodeling through (a) elimination of one position and the transfer of 
related resources to the Chancellor's unallocated fund and (b) reassign­
ment of one position to energy conservation and space utilization activi­
ties. 

Our analysis indicates that the reduction in staff time for review of new 
construction and remodeling is warranted, given the steady decline in 
community college capital outlay projects. We withhold recommendation 
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on the proposed use of the savings to fund new activities until the Chancel­
lor has submitted his plan of operation. 

4. Credentials Office 

Community college administrators, counselors, and instructors are re­
quired to maintain a state credential for employment. The Credentials 
Office is responsible for review, approval and revocation of credentials. 
The office is self supporting through a $20 fee assessed for every applica­
tion. Revenues to the Credentials Fund from application fees are estimat­
ed to total approximately $417,000 in 1979-80. 

Credentials Study 

Credentialing of community college faculty has come under criticism 
because: 

• Most community colleges in the nation do not require credentials, 
• UC and CSUC do not require credentials, 
• Credentialing does not ensure quality, 
• State. credentialing duplicates the screening process conducted by 

individual colleges; these colleges generally conduct a more in-depth 
review of applicants. / 

Consequently, there are indications that credentialing is a meaningless 
government activity costing approximately $400,000 annually. 

The Board of Governors has initiated a review of the credentials process 
to be completed in early 1980. We will review this matter before the 
budget hearings. 

5. District Audit Standards 

Chapter 937, Statutes of 1977 (SB 787), is intended to encourage sound 
fis~al management practices among school and community college dis­
tricts. SB 787 requires the Chancellor's office to report to the Joint Legisla­
tive Audit Committee by June 30,1979 and annually thereafter on (a) the 
number and nature of audit exceptions, and the estimated amount of 
funds involved in such exceptions, (b) a list of districts or county superin­
tendents which failed to file their audits and (c) the actions taken by the 
Chancellor's office to eliminate exceptions and rectify fiscal discrepancies. 

The Chancellor's office did not comply with this requirement on June 
30, 1979. 

III. APPORTIONMENTS AND CATEGORICAL AID 

Extended Opportunities Program and Services (EOPS) 

The EOPS program, established in 1979, provides grants, counseling and 
academic services to disadvantaged community college students. 

Table 5 shows proposed EOPS funding and students served. 
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Table 5 
EOPS Funding and Students Served 

1. Administration ........................... . 
2. Grants ........................................... . 
3. Services ...................................... .. 
4. Special projects ........................ .. 

Totals ....................................... . 
Students served ........................ .. 

Actual 
1978-79 

$1,388,920 
7,912,449 
7,738,550 

350,000 

$17,389,919 
57,392 

Estimated 
1979-80 

$1,562,642 
9,297,300 
9,221,489 

390,661 

$20,472,092 
64,391 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$1,614,704 
10,619,857 
10,552,461 

409,058 

$23,196,080 
67,890 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$52,062 3.3% 

1,332,557 14.2 
1,330,972 14.4 

18,397 4.7 

$2,723,888 13.3% 
3,499 5.4% 

The Governor's Budget proposes a $2.7 million increase in EOPS fund­
ing, for a total of $23.2 million in 1980-8l. The increase provides (a) 
continuation funding for grants and services to the 3,499 additional stu­
dents authorized in 1979-80, for a total of 67,890 students and (b) a 9 
percent program base inflation adjustment. This is essentially a continua­
tion of the existing level of support. We recommend approval. 

EOPS Allocation System 

We identified some problems with the EOPS allocation formula in the 
1979 Analysis. In response, the Legislature directed the Student Financial 
Aid Policy Study Group to study the formula and report back to the 
Legislature. In January, the Study Group reported that: 

• the allocation of EOPS funds should be guided solely by the needs of 
the students, 

• a minimum program size should be recognized for small colleges, 
particularly in rural areas, 

• colleges should be permitted local discretion in allocating funds 
between services and grants, 

.. the goal of the program should be to serve the largest number of 
students per college on a cost effective basis, 

• individual college requests should be more closely monitored and 
• the Chancellor's office staff should increase its field review activities. 

New Allocation Formula 

Partially in response to our concerns and the Study Group report, the 
Chancellor's office has proposed a new allocation formula for approval by 
the Board of Governors. The proposed formula would: 

• fund colleges on the basis of 100 percent need, as defined, 
• place emphasis on indicators of local progr~m performance, 
• eliminate subjective proposal evaluation and staff review elements 

and 
• increase funds to colleges which increase local support to EOPS. 
Table 6 shows a simplified illustration of proposed formula changes. 

Table 6 
Change in EOPS Formula 

Current Formula 
Element 

1. The Number Eligible 
2. The Potential Need 
3. The Number Served 
4. Staff Review 

Wt 
33% 
27% 
10% 
30% 

Proposed Formula 
Element 

1. The Number Eligible 
2. The Number Served 
3. District Contribution 

Wt. 
60% 
30% 
10% 

The Chancellor's office proposes that the new formula be phased in over 
a four-year period, beginning in 1980-81. The formula provides that, using 
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1979-80 as the base year, any reductions in allocations to colleges would 
be limited to 15 percent in 1980-81,25 percent in 1981-82 and 35 percent 
in 1982-83. 

To date, the Chancellor's staff has not run computer simulations on the 
impact of the new formula on EOPS allocations during the next few years. 
We will report to the Legislature during budget hearings on the proposal. 

Community College Apportionments 

1. Overview 

Chapter 282 Statutes of 1979 (AB 8) established the 1979-80 and 1980-81 
community college apportionment process. The bill provides fixed appro­
priations for both years, and will terminate at the end of 1980-81. 

The Governor's Budget proposes the AB 8 funding level of $1,062.8 
million for 1980-81. This will provide an $86.8 million (8.9 percent) in­
crease in General Fund support over the estimated 1979-80 support of 
$976 million. 

Table 7 shows the Governor's Budget funding for community college 
apportionments and support per ADA. 

Table 7 
Community College Apportionments 

State 
Regular Apportionments .......................... .. 
Handicapped Allowances ......................... . 

Subtotals ................................................... . 
Per ADA ............................................... . 

Local 
Property tax levies b ................................... . 

Totals ......................................................... . 
Per ADA ............................................... . 

(in millions) 

Actual Estimated 
1978-79 1979-80 
$786.6 $960.2 

8.7 15.8 

$795.3 $976.0 
($1,253) ($1,400) 

$324.3 

$1,119.6 
($1,763) 

$256.0 

$1,232.0 
($1,768) 

Proposed 
1980-81 

$1,047.0 
15.8 

$1,062.8 
($1,486) a 

$288.0 

$1,35o.s 
($1,889) a 

a Based on Governor's Budget ADA of 715,000. This estimate is being revised. 
b Includes state subventions. 

2. Assembly Bill 8 

Change 
Amount Percent 
$86.8 9.0% 

$86.8 8.9% 
($86) (6.1%) 

$32.0 12.5% 

$118.8 9.6% 
($121) (6.8%) 

As mentioned, AB 8 establishes a two-year state appropriation and allo­
cation process for community college finance. 

The most significant provisions of the measure are: 
• Fixed appropriations from the General Fund. This controls the state 

fiscal liability from unanticipated growth in community college ADA. 
• Increased equalization of per ADA expenditures among districts in 

order to achieve fiscal equity. This is a reinstitution of previous com­
munity college finance policy that was set aside by Chapter 282, Stat­
utes of 1978 (SB 154) block grant funding. 

• Marginal cost funding for ADA increases and decreases. This fiscal 
policy makes community college finance more consistent with fund­
ing for the other segments of public postsecondary education. Addi-
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tionally, it mitigates the fiscal incentives for unnecessary growth. 
• Program change proposal process for funding needs not met through 

marginal costs. This process makes community college financing simi­
lar to the other segments. 

• Aid for certain districts with small colleges. This provision recognizes 
the increased costs of small, isolated colleges within multicollege dis­
tricts. 

• Aid to certain large districts. Community college districts with over 
28,000 ADA will receive a special $15 per ADA allocation. 

3. Issues in Community College Finance 

During our review of AB 8 community college finance, we identified the 
following issues which warrant the Legislature's attention: 

• Free Flow for Students Between Districts. Community college dis­
trict boundaries continue to block student access, particularly in the 
case of some students who wish to (a) attend the nearest college, (b) 
enroll in programs not offered by their district or (c) take courses 
near their places of employment. Our analysis of community college 
finance indicates that on a fiscal basis, free flow of students between 
districts is justified. Provisions should be considered, however, to assist 
low spending districts that might have difficulties attracting students 
due to previous funding inequities. 

• Equalization of Revenue Per ADA. AB 8 includes state aid adjust­
ments for district revenues which help equalize total revenue per 
ADA among districts. Any new long-term finance legislation should 
increase efforts towards equalization. 

• Marginal Cost Funding for ADA Changes. The marginal/incremen­
tal cost concept in AB 8 discourages unwarranted ADA growth while 
providing a cushion for districts with declining enrollments. It has not 
been established, however, whether the marginal cost provisions re­
flect actual college costs. 

• Annual Budget Act Appropriations. AB 8 continues the traditional 
apportionment system whereby the amount of state aid to community 
college districts is set outside of the budget process. Annual Budget 
Act appropriations for community colleges would allow the Legisla­
ture to allocate funds based on available resources and relative need, 
to all public segments of postsecondary education. 

• Program Change Proposal Funding. AB 8 provides for program 
change proposal funding for special programs, because limited ADA 
growth has restricted some districts' ability to make programmatic 
changes. The program change funding process should be utilized in 
future budgets to support special needs. 

To be eligible for such funding, either (a) the district must identify the 
program change in a plan submitted to the Chancellor's office or (b) the 
Board of Governors must recommend appropriate program change 
proposals for the 1980-81 budget. 

The Board of Governors has not adopted the necessary rules and regula­
tions to implement a program change proposal funding system. The board 
has adopted a timetable to implement this procedure starting with the 
1981-82 budget. 
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We recommend that special aid for large community college districts be 
deleted, for a General Fund savings of $2,290,000. 

AB 8 established a special aid provision for four large community college 
districts. The legislation contained a $2,290,000 appropriation for this aid 
which is continued in the 1980-81 district funding base. 

Table 8 shows the districts and the 1979-80 amount of aid. 

District 

Table 8 
Large District Aid 

(1979-80) 

Coast Community College District .............................................................................................. .. 
Los Angeles Community College District ................................................................................... . 
San Diego Community College District ...................................................................................... .. 
San Francisco Community College District.. ............................................................................... . 

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

Amount 

$429,300 
999,390 
464,250 
380,700 

$2,273,640 a 

a Advanced apportionment amount certified by the Chancellor's office is $16,360 less than the appropria­
tion. 

Based on our field visits, we see no analytical rationale for providing this 
additional aid. It is merely, as one administrator put it, "boiled into the 
base" as general aid. Consequently, we recommend deleting the funding 
until justification is provided. Even then, if the eligible districts can justify 
the aid, the justification should be through the program change proposal 
process rather than a statutory grant. (Adoption of this recommendation 
will require an in-lieu Budget Act appropriation of community college 
apportionments similar to that proposed for K-12 finance in Item 352 or 
adoption of budget control language.) 

4. Proposition 4, Article XIII B of the state Constitution 

On November 6,1979, the voters approved Proposition 4 which added 
Article XIII B to the California Constitution. For almost all government 
entities, this article will control their appropriations and their expendi­
tures. 

In implementing Article XIII B, the Legislature should consider the 
following issues that specifically concern community colleges: 

• What should appropriations limit population adjustments be based on 
(ADA or district population)? 

• Which funding sources should be within the local limit and which 
should be within the state limit? 

• What means are available to continue expenditure equalization? 
Specific recommendations for legislative action are contained in our 

analysis of Proposition 4 (Report No, 79-20, December 1979). 
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STUDENT AID COMMISSION 

Items 389-391 from the General 
Fund and Item 392 from the 
State Guaranteed Loan Re­
serve Fund Budget p. E 185 

Requested 1980-81 ............................................ '" .......................... . 
Estimated 1979-80 ........................................................................... . 
Actual 1978-79 ................................................................................. . 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $3,445,158 (+4.3 percent) 

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

1980-81 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item 
389 
390 
391 

392 

Description 
Commission Administration 
Cal Grant Awards 
Other Programs 

Total-General Fund 
Guaranteed Loan Program 

Fund 
General 
General 
General 

Guaranteed Loan 

$83,027,590 
79,572,432 
71,969,993 

$10,800 

Amount 
$3,863,295 
74,911,595 
4,252,700 

$83,027,590 
(1,769,059) 

AnalYSis 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS page 

1. Data Processing. Recommend Commission develop a data 1260 
processing master plan. 

2. ManagementParking. Reduce Item 389 by $10,800. Rec- 1261 
ommend reduction from budgeted lease expenses to be off-
set by reimbu.rsements. 

~. Cal Grant Awards. Recommend commission establish an- 1262 
nual procedures for adjustment of Cal Grant Minimum 
Awards prior to budget hearings. 

4. Program Audits. Recommend the Joint Legislative Audit 1263 
Committee conduct an audit of Cal Grant A educational 
institutions. 

5. Student Eligibility. Recommend the commission adopt 1265 
federal standards for satisfactory academic student progress. 

GENERAL PROGRAM STATEMENT 

The Student Aid Commission, consisting of 12 members: 
• Administers various student financial aid programs. 
• Reports on the impact and effectiveness of state-funded student aid 

programs. 
• Collects and disseminates 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. 

• Reports 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. 
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• Develops and reports the criteria utilized in distributing available 
student aid funds. 

• Disseminates information about all institutional, state, and federal 
student aid programs to potential applicants. 

ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The .budget proposes appropriations of $83,027,590 from the General 
Fund for support of the Student Aid Commission's activities in 1980-81, 
which is an increase of $3,445,158 over estimated current year expendi­
tures. The budget also proposes an appropriation of $1,725,626 from the 
Guaranteed Loan Fund for the loan program in 1980-81, which is $1,103,-
553 more than estimated current year expenditures. 

Table 1 shows expenditures and funding for the commission's activities. 

Table 1 
Student Aid Commission Expenditures and Funding 

Actual Estiinated Proposed Change 
197~79 1979-80 1980-81 Amount Percent 

A. State Operations 
1. Cal Grant Programs 

A. Scholarships ........................ $1,387,662 $1,381,202 $1,503,814 $122,612 8.9% 
B. (1) College Opportunity 

Grants .................... 851,378 1,043,654 1,088,387 44,733 4.3 
(2) Student Opportunity 

& Access Program .... 9,584 297,916 266,961 -30,955 -10.4 
C. Occupational Education 

and Training Grants ........ 198,245 189,757 218,798 29,041 15.3 
2. Graduate Fellowship Pro· 

gram ........................................ 129,846 125,371 138,689 13,318 10.6 
3. Bilingual Teacher Develop· 

ment Grant Program ............ 40,105 84,129 86,972 2,843 3.4 
4. Law Enforcement Person-

nel Dependents Scholarship 
Program .................................... 603 2,168 6,432 4,264 196.7 

5. Supervised Clinical Training 
Grant Program ........................ 422 3,042 7,308 4,266 140.2 

6. Guaranteed Loan Program 
A. Federal Component ........ 58,991 62,318 57,228 -5,090 -8.2 
B. State Component.. ............ 204,417 723,698 1,843,605 1,119,907 154.7 

7. Student Financial Aid Infor-
mation Program ...................... 69,626 253,912 225,366 -28,546 -11.2 

8. Research .................................. 100,984 163,015 183,715 20,700 12.7 
9. Student Financial Aid Train-

ing .............................................. 30,000 30,000 35,079 5,079 16.9 
10. Executive Administration 

and Support Services (Dis-
tributed) .................................. (621,215) (617,035) (683,836) (66,BOl) (10.8) 

Reimbursements .............. $-17,035 

Subtotals, State Operations .. $3,604,828 $4,360,182 $5,662,354 $1,302,172 ~% 
B. Awards 
1. Cal Grants 

A. Scholarships ........................ $51,755,955 $56,BOB,936 $58,930,068 $2,121,132 3.7% 
B. College Opportunity 20,481,177 23,358,090 25,345,277 1,987,187 8.5 

grants .................................... 
C. Occupational Education 

and Training Grants ........ 2,560,894 3,311,154 3,036,150 -275,004 -8.3 
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2. Graduate fellowships .............. 2,410,296. 2,698,000 2,698,000 
3. Bilingual Teacher Develop· 

ment Grants .............................. 412,581 1,040,000 1,039,700 -300 -0.1 
4. Law Enforcement Personnel 

Dependent Grants .................. 8,500 15,000 15,000 
5. Supervised Clinical Training 

Grants ........................................ 445,000 500,000 500,000 

Subtotals, Awards .................... $78,074,403 $87,731,180 $91,564,195 $3,833,015 4.4% 

Grand totals .............................. $81,139,231 $92,091,362 $97,226,549 $5,135,187 ------s:6% 
General Fund ................................ $71,969,993 $79,572,432 $83,027,590 $3,455,158 4.3% 
State Guaranteed Loan Reserve 

Fund ........................................ -1,097,134 89,030 1,769,059 1,680,029 1,887.0% 
Federal funds ................................ 10,266,372 12,429,900 12,429,900 
Reimbursements ............................ 17,035 

Significant increases in the commission's state operations are (a) $50,000 
within the $122,612 Cal Grant A increase to fund needs assessment teams 
in 1980-81 and (b) $1.1 million from the Guaranteed Student Loan Fund 
for contract costs associated with increased loan processing in the new 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program. 

Increases in awards to students total $3.8 million (4.4 percent) . Both Cal 
Grant A (Scholarships) and Cal Grant B (Opportunity Grants) would 
receive a $2.1 million increase under this proposed budget. Expenditures 
under the Cal Grant C program for occupational education, however, 
would decrease by $275,000 due to declines in renewals and average 
awards. 

Changes in General Fund expenditures between 1979-80 and 1980-81 
are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2 

Student Aid Commission 
Proposed 19~1 General Fund Budget Changes 

1. Support 
1979-80 Current Year Revised ............................................................................................... . 
A. Baseline Adjustments 

1. Merit Salary Adjustments ............................................................................................. . 
2. OASDI ............................................................................................................................... . 
3. Retirement ....................................................................................................................... . 
4. Price Increase ............................................................................. '" ................................... . 
5. Restoration of Section 27.2 ........................................................................................... . 
6. One· time Expenditures: 

a. Ch. 113/78 (SOAP) ................................................................................................... . 
b. 1979-80 Item 318 (Bilingual Program) ................................................................. . 

Totals, Baseline Budget.. ..................................................................................................... . 
B. Budget Change Proposals 

1. Student Opportunity & Access Program ................................................................. . 
2. Student Financial Aid Training Program ................................................................. . 
3. Bilingual Teacher Development Grant Prog .......................................................... . 
4. "Other" Support Programs ........................................................................................... . 

Total, Support Budget Change Proposals ........................................................................... . 

Total, 1980-81 Support Budget ................................................................................................. . 

General 
Fund 

$3,654,963 

36,583 
13,547 
31,800 
88,212 
70,908 

-297,916 
-37,800 

$3,560,297 

268,938 
5,335 

33,066 
-4,341 

$302,998 

$3,863,295 
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2. Grant Awards , 
1979-80 Current Year ............................................................................................................... . 
A. Baseline Adjustments 

1. Statutorily driven number of new Cal Grant awards ........................................... . 
2. One-time expenditures, 

a. 79-80 BfA Item 318 (Bilingual grants) ................................................................. . 

Total Baseline Budget ......................................................................................................... . 
B. Budget Change Proposals 

1. Cal Grant Awards ........................................................................................................... . 
2. Bilingual Teacher Development Grant Awards ..................................................... . 

Total Awards Budget Change Prop ................................................................................ . 
Total, 1980-81 Awards Budget ............................................................................................... . 

Total, 1980-81 Student Aid Commission Budget ..................................................................... . 

$75,331,280 

4,104,130 

-725,000 

$78,710,410 

-270,815 • 
724,700 

$453,885 
$79,164,295 

$83,027,590 
• General Fund reduction: Occupational Education and Training Grants to expenditure level requested 
by Commission. 

1_ ADMINISTRATION (Item 389) 

1. Data Processing 

The data processing unit, composed of three professional and one c~eri­
cal positions, is responsible for coordinating commission data processing 
services. The bulk of commission data processing is handled through inter­
agency and private contracts. Table 3 shows data processing expenditures. 

Table 3 

Student Aid Commission 
Data Processing Costs 

Actual Estimated 
1978-79 1979--80 

Personnel Costs .................................................... $81,500 $111,800 
Commercial Contract Costs: 

Graduate Fellowships ................................... . 5,953 8,662 
Guaranteed Student Loan Program ......... . 236 276,902 
MICROFICHE Processing ........................... . 530 583 

Interagency Agreement Costs: 
Franchise Tax Board ..................................... . 363,312 408,246 
Department of General Services ............... . 3,420 3,762 

Totals ..................................................................... . $454,951 $809,955 

Data Processing Master Plan Needed 

Proposed Change 
1980-81 Amount Percent 
$1ll,8OO 

9,748 $1,086 12.5% 
401,902 125,000 45.1 

641 58 9.9 

428,658 20,412 5.0 

~ 376 10.0 

$956,887 $146,932 18.1% 

We recommend the Student Aid Commission, in consultation with the 
Department of Finance, State Office of Information Technology, develop 
a data processing master plan to be submitted to the Joint Legislative 
Budget Committee by December 1, 1980. 
. In November 1976, the State of Office of Information Technology ap­
proved the Commission's "Three Year Data Processing Master Plan". The 
plan called for a consolidated systems approach for data processing sup­
port of all commission programs. In order to implement the plan, the 
commission contracted with the Department of General Services for a 
feasibility study at a cost of $50,000. 

In December 1978, General Services provided to the commission (a) a 
Management Consulting Report. which made 31 recommendations on op­
erational changes and (b) the Data Processing Feasibility Report, Phase 
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I. The commission did not officially respond to either of these reports. 
Instead, it used $79,000 included in the 1978-79 budget for implementation 
of the feasibility study to pay for excess data processing costs. This amount 
has been incorporated in the commission's budget base. The commission's 
present on-going data processing workload justifies retention of the funds 
in the commission's budget. 

The 1976 master plan has not been implemented. The commission is 
now in the process of developing a new plan. We have reservations about 
its ability to develop such a plan, based on (a) its inability to implement 
the 1976 plan and (b) the limited expertise of the commission's data 
processing staff. We recommend that the commission work closely with 
the State Office of Information Technology in putting together its new 
plan and submit the plan to the Legislature by December 1, 1980. 

2. Free Management Parking 

We recommend a $10,800 General Fund reduction in support for em­
ployee parking. (Reduce Item 389 by $10,800.) 

The commission's facility lease budget includes funds for 50 parking 
stalls at $18.00 per stall per month. Commission employees, however, are 
not charged a parking fee to offset the cost. As a result, the commission 
has incurred $70,000 in cost to provide free parking for some of its em­
ployees since 1974. Government Code Section 14677 provides that state 
officers and employees shall be charged for parking in state owned or 
controlled property in such amounts as may be deemed appropriate. In 
fact, other state employees in the same building (the Department of 
Health Services) pay parking fees which are used to offset lease costs. 

We see no basis for subsidizing parking for this group of employees, and 
recommend that the budget reflect the establishment of parking fees. 
Therefore, we recommend $10,800 ($18.00 x 50 x 12) be reduced from the 
commission's budget for lease of space, to be offset by employee parking 
reimbursements. I 

In Item 131.1, we are recommending that parking fees in state-owned 
lots be increased to prevailing market rates. If the Item 131.1 recommen­
dation is adopted by the Legislature, the proposed $10,800 reduction 
should be increased accordingly. 

II. STUDENT AWARD PROGRAMS 

1. Cal Grant A and B Programs 

General Fund allocations for the Cal Grant A and B programs are deter­
mined by multiplying the average award to be made by the estimated 
number of awards. The commission calculates its proposed average award 
for each program by establishing a base figure-the current year average 
award-and adding an amount necessary to cover the cost of such factors 
as (a) an increase in the statutory limit for the award, (b) a change in the 
proportion of award winners at independent colleges and (c) inflation. 

The resulting amount is expected to satisfy the financial needs of the 
award recipients. The commission projects the required number of 
awards by estimating the number of current-year winners who will be 
eligible for renewal awards and adding this figure to the number of new 
awards authorized. 
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The budget proposes funding for Cal Grant A and B at $58.9 million and 
$25.3 million, respectively. The maximum Cal Grant A award would be 
$3,200 and the maximum Cal Grant B award would be $4,100. 

New Procedures 

Chapter 1218, Statutes of 1979 (AB 2621), adds procedures for the re­
view of state support for the Cal Grant programs. It provides that Cal 
Grant increases shall be determined in light of (a) inflation, (b) availabili­
ty of other financial aid, (c) changes in the level of educational support 
provided to students at California public colleges and universities and (d) 
the impact of proposed adjustments in the maximum award upon the 
utlization of public and private postsecondary institutions. In addition, the 
procedures for the annual review and adjustment of the number of awards 
and the maximum awards are to be made by the Student Aid Commission 
(SAC) in consultation with the California Postsecondary Education Com­
mission (CPEC). 

Procedures Not Implemented 

We recommend the Student Aid Commission (SAC), in cooperation 
with the California Postsecondary Education Commission (a) develop 
procedures for annual review and adjustment of the number and max­
imum awards under the Cal Grant Program and (b) indicate how compli­
ance with these procedures would affect the 1980-81 budget request and 
(c) report to the fiscal committees prior to final approval of the SAC 
budget. 

SAC and CPEC have not reached a consensus on the procedures for 
annual review pursuant to Chapter 1218. They continue to disagree over: 

(1) The appropriate inflation adjustment. The SAC proposes that Cal 
Grant A awards be adjusted for inflation since 1973-74. This would raise 
the 1980-81 maximum Cal Grant A award to $3,500, a $600 increase over 
1979-80. 

CPEC staff maintains that it is not appropriate to provide now for 
inflation since 1973-74 because the Legislature made a conscious decision 
not to provide for the inflation during those years. Instead, the current 
grant level is an expression of the Legislature's "perception of the appro­
priate maximum award in light of inflation and state goals for financial 
aid." 

(2) Differentiated maximum grants. The SAC proposal does not pro­
vide that all Cal Grant A and B recipients receive the proposed maximum 
grants ($3,200 in Cal Grant A and $4,100 in Cal Grant B). Instead, continu­
ing Cal Grant A and B recipients would be limited to a $300 increase. For 
example, third and fourth year Cal Grant A recipients who are currently 
receiving a $2,700 grant would only receive $3,000 in 1980-81 while new 
recipients would be awarded $3,200. As a result, some Cal Grant recipients 
attending the same postsecondary institution with identical financial need 
would receive awards of differing amounts. 

CPEC maintains that any increase in the maximum grant should apply 
to all eligible Cal Grant recipients because inflation affects all students. 
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This could be accomplished by either providing additional funds or reduc­
ing the proposed new maximums. 

(3) The estimated rate of renewal. The SAC and CPEC Cal Grant A 
renewal rates differ by 4 percent-81 percent and 77 percent, respective­
ly. The budget has used an 81 percent renewal rate for calculation of the 
Cal Grant A baseline budget. This variance results in a difference in 
funding requirements of $1.7 million. Consequently, the Cal Grant A fund­
ing level contained in the Governor's Budget may not accurately reflect 
the amount of state support needed to fund the new $3,200 maximum. 

We cannot make a final recommendation on the 1980-81 Cal Grant A 
and B funding levels until these disagreements are resolved. We recom­
mend that the SAC and CPEC reach a consensus in accordance with 
current law prior to budget hearings. 

Audit Recommended 

We recommend that the JOint Legislative Audit Committee in consulta­
tion with the Student Aid Commission, audit a sample of postsecondary 
educational institutions receiving state funds through the Cal Grant A 
program. 

Once a student accepts a Cal Grant A award, his or her name is forward­
ed to the appropriate postsecondary institution. By the middle of each 
semester, the commission forwards a preliminary claim to the institution 
listing all award recipients and the amount to be covered by Cal Grant A. 
The institution verifies whether it is entitled to the full amount designated 
for· each student and returns the claim to the commission. Based on the 
returned claim, the commission authorizes payment to the institution 
through a single check. 

In 1978-79 the commission received 373 refunds on overpayments. Be­
cause many of these refunds are initiated by the institutions themselves, 
and are not due to discoveries made by the commission, other institutions 
may be receiving overpayments which are not being refunded. 

Therefore, we recommend adoption of the following supplemental re­
port language: "The Auditor General, in consultation with the Student Aid 
Commission, is requested to conduct an audit of selected private institu­
tions of higher education to verify the accuracy of (a) information con­
cerning registration and the number of units undertaken and (b) tuition 
and fees claimed by the colleges. The audit should concentrate on those 
institutions which (a) have never initiated a refund and (b) receive more 
than $1 million per year (12 institutions)." 

2. Cal Grant C 

The Occupational Education and Training Grants program provides 
1,337 new grants annually to needy and talented students seeking occupa­
tional education and training. Grants under this program are limited to 
two years. Cal Grant C has a maximum grant of $2,000 for tuition and $500 
for related training costs. 

The budget includes funding for an additional 37 grants with no increase 
in the maximum award. As shown in Table 1, General Fund support for 
the program is proposed to decline by $249,000, due primarily to (a) a 
decline in the average award, (b) decreased renewals and (c) additional 
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federal support through the state supplemental incentive grant (SSIG). 

3. California Student Opportunity and Access Program (SOAP) 

The California SOAP program was established in 1978 to provide a 
minimum of five intersegmental pilot consortia designed to increase the 
access of high school and community college students from under-repre­
sented groups to four year postsecondary institutions. The current year is 
the first year of operation for the five consortia. Due to funding complica­
tions, the programs did not start as early in 1979-80 as planned, and conse­
quently, a second year of funding will be necessary for evaluation of the 
intersegmental consortium approach to student access. 

The budget includes funds to continue the consortia in 1980-81. We 
recommend approval, pending an evaluation of the consortium approach. 

4. Bilingual Teacher Development Grant (Item 391) 

The Bilingual Teacher Development Grant Program provides awards 
for tuition and fees up to $3,000 annually for periods not to exceed three 
years. The 1979-80 Budget Act augmented the program by $762,800 for a 
total of $1.1 million. In 1980-81 the proposed budget continues the pro­
gram at the $1.1 million level. 

Consolidation of Bilingual Teacher Development Programs 

The Legislature included language in the Supplemental Report of the 
1979 Budget Act directing the Department of Education, with assistance 
from the Student Aid Commission, to study the feasibility of combining 
the Bilingual Teacher Development Grant with the Bilingual Teacher 
Corps. The department and the commission have recommended the 
merging of the programs, with management responsibilities assigned to 
the Student Aid Commission. 

Our analysis indicates that the merger is warranted, and we recommend 
that legislation be enacted to combine the two programs (see Item 345). 
Proposed legislation should include provisions for (a) additional staff sup­
port to the Student Aid Commission for increased workload, (b) improved 
articulation between community college and teacher development pro­
grams in four years postsecondary institutions and (c) input from state 
agencies which participate in bilingual teacher training. 

5. Guaranteed Loan Program (Item 392) 

This program was authorized in 1966 to provide state administration for 
a federal loan program which provides low-interest loans to college stu­
dents. All federal funds were encumbered in 1967 and since that time the 
federal government has directly administered its loan program. The 
present function of the state program is to provide necessary administra­
tive services for collecting outstanding loans. However, Chapter 1201, 
Statutes of 1977, provided the commission with a General Fund loan of 
$2,000,000 (the State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund) to establish a state 
guarantee agency for the Federal Guaranteed Student Loan Program. 
The loan is to be repaid by June 1986. 

An estimated $113 million in new student loan volume is anticipated for 
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the current year. For 1980-81, the commission projects a volume of $150 
million. The Governor's Budget includes an additional $1.1 million from 
the State Guaranteed Loan Reserve Fund for increased loan application 
processing. 

Table 4 shows the estimated loan demand by segment. 

Table 4 
Estimated Demand for GSLP Loans in California for 1979-80· 

Loans Needed Loans Exoected Unmet Loan Need 
Segment Number Amount Number Amount Number Amount 
University of Calif ........... 23,000 $46,000,000 15,500 $31,000,000 7,500 $15,000,000 
Calif. State U & C ............ 18,000 35,000,000 10,800 21,000,000 7,200 14,000,000 
Community Colleges ...... 9,000 11,700,000 700 900,000 8,300 10,800,000 
Independent Colleges .... 22,000 50,600,000 15,000 34,500,000 7,000 16,100,000 
Vocational Schools .......... 18,000 32,400,000 14,200 25,600,000 3,800 6,800,000 

Totals .............................. 90,000 $175,700,000 56,200 $113,000,000 33,800 $62,700,000 
a Source: An Assessment of Alternative Loan Sources, SAC, November, 1979. 

The estimates shown in Table 4 indicate an unmet demand of approxi­
mately 34,000 loans for 1979-80, valued at $62,700,000, for students attend­
ing California postsecondary education institutions. 

Guaranteed Student Loan Contract 

In 1978, the commission initiated a three year contract with United 
Student Aid Funds, Inc. for loan application processing. The contract will 
end in June 1982. Currently the commission does not have plans to extend 
the contract for administration of the program. Given the projected 
growth of the loan program, provisions should be made for future adminis­
tration at an early date. The commission should be prepared to discuss its 
plans for administering the program after June 1982 during the budget 
hearings. 

6. Use of Federal Standards Recommended 

We recommend that the Legislature direct the Student Aid Commis­
sion to adopt the federal satisfactory academic progress standards for 
continuation of eligibility under state financial aid programs. 

Students must make satisfactory academic progress to remain eligible 
for assistance under federal student financial aid programs. The U.S. Of­
fice of Education allows each postsecondary education institution to set its 
own policy on satisfactory academic progress, but requires it be written, 
uniformly enforced, and auditable. 

There are no such formal requirements for recipients of California stu­
dent aid. The only requirement for renewal of a California financial aid 
award is that the student be eligible for continued enrollment. Conse­
quently, a student can be ineligible for federal student aid because he or 
she is not making satisfactory academic progress, but continue to receive 
state aid. 

Conformity with federal policy would promote (a) uniform treatment 
of students on state financial aid and (b) the distribution of limited state 
financial aid funds to those students best able to use them. This change is 
also recommended by the Student Financial Aid Policy Study Group. 
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7. Student Financial Aid Policy Study Group 

The Legislature adopted language in the Supplemental Report of the 
1979 Budget Act, which directed the California Student Aid Commission 
and California Postsecondary Education Commission to appoint a student 
financial aid policy study group to review all aspects of student aid. 

The 13 member study group concluded its review in January, 1980. 
Significant recommendations contained in the group's report include: 

• The Legislature should consolidate the Cal Grant A and B programs 
and establish one major financial aid program. 

• State eligibility for undergraduate aid should be extended from four 
to five years in a manner consistent with federal regulations. 

• State eligibility should remain limited to students who enroll at least 
one-half time. 

• The state should provide assistance to needy students who attend 
independent colleges, while understanding that self help expectations 
shall be greater than that for students in public institutions with com­
parable financial needs. 

• The Student Aid Commission should expand its role to (a) include 
broad policy research to facilitate legislative decision making, (b) 
increase oversight and evaluation of student budgets, self help poli­
cies, and need methodology and (c) assess federal financial aid poli­
cies and recommend changes in state policy as needed. 

These matters will be contained in legislation to be considered during 
the 1981 session. 

Youth and Adult Correctional Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 

Items 393, 394, 397-400 from the 
General Fund, and Items 395, 
396 and 401 from various 
funds Budget p. YAC 1 

Requested 1980-81 ... .... .......... .... ......... ...... ........... .......... ........ .... ..... $338,300,646 
Estimated 1979-80............................................................................ 308,602,386 
Actual 1978-79 .................................................................................. 269,310,336 

Requested increase (excluding amount for salary 
increases) $29,698,260 (+9.6 percent) 

Total recommended reduction .................................................•.. $520,830 

1980-81 FUNDING BY ITEM AND SOURCE 
Item Description 
393 Departmental Operations 

Departmental Operations 
394 Workers' Compensation-Inmates 
395 Inmate Welfare Fund 
396 Correctional Industries 

Fund 
General 

Reimbursements 
General 

Trust 
Revolving 

Amount 
$323,228,848 

7,017,176 
2,018,300 

(7,137,052) 
(26,244,008) 


